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ABSTRACT 

This thesis presents an investigation of the resources Primary School teachers of Years 3, 4, 

5 and 6 in Western Australia used to inform the teaching of written grammar, with a focus on 

teacher beliefs and pedagogy. The study was conducted at a time during the implementation 

of a nationwide Australian Curriculum, and there existed a corresponding heightened interest 

in improvement of reading and writing scores at both national and international levels. In this 

context, written grammar had become an area of interest and focus both in teaching and 

research.  

The social constructivist paradigm was used to frame the study which used a mixed 

methodology approach. The study was designed to answer research questions regarding the 

resources used to inform the teaching of written grammar, the pedagogical approaches used, 

and teachers’ beliefs about teaching written grammar. Qualitative data was collected using 

semi structured interviews, and a survey was used to collect quantitative data. The interview 

data and survey data were treated with the same importance and analysed concurrently. 

The study found that the participating teachers, whilst believing in the importance of teaching 

written grammar, found it difficult and complex to teach. Although the teachers believed that 

they had adequate pedagogical content knowledge about grammar, there exists a mismatch 

between this belief and actual knowledge which would compound the difficulties faced when 

teaching it. The teachers also actively sought resources to assist them with teaching written 

grammar, but found it difficult to locate appropriate resources. These findings are important 

in the context of often deficit discourse regarding teacher knowledge about written grammar 

and the expectation on teachers to teach it as part of the curriculum. The thesis has important 

implications for curriculum development, professional learning and teacher practice in the 

area of written grammar.  



 
 

vi 
 

  



 
 

vii 
 

Contents 
THESIS DECLARATION........................................................................................................................ ii 

DEDICATION ........................................................................................................................................ iii 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..................................................................................................................... iv 

ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................................... v 

List of Figures ...................................................................................................................................... xii 

List of Tables ....................................................................................................................................... xiii 

List of Acronyms .................................................................................................................................. xv 

Chapter 1 - Introduction ...................................................................................................................... 16 

1.1 Significance of the Research ..................................................................................................... 17 

1.2 The Research Questions ........................................................................................................... 18 

1.3 Grammar in the Context of this Thesis ...................................................................................... 19 

1.4 Operational Definitions .............................................................................................................. 21 

1.5 Structure of the Thesis .............................................................................................................. 22 

Chapter 2 - Background and Context .................................................................................................. 24 

2.1 Educational Policy Changes in Australia ................................................................................... 24 

2.2 Mandated Testing ...................................................................................................................... 28 

2.2.1 Negative Effects of Mandated Testing ................................................................................ 29 

2.2.2 Positive Effects of Mandated Testing .................................................................................. 30 

2.3 The Australian Curriculum: English ........................................................................................... 31 

2.4 A Short History of Grammar Theory and Pedagogy in Australian Schools ................................ 33 

2.4.1 Traditional Grammar and Writing as Product and Creativity ............................................... 33 

2.4.2 The Skills Based Approach and Traditional Grammar ........................................................ 34 

2.4.3 The Process Approach, Dartmouth and Transformative Generational Grammar, .............. 35 

2.4.4 The Genre Approach and the advent of Systemic Functional Grammar ............................. 38 

2.4.5 The Legacies of Past Approaches to Writing ...................................................................... 45 

2.5 Grammar Resources Available to Western Australian Teachers. .............................................. 48 

2.5.1 Curriculum Resources ........................................................................................................ 49 

2.5.2 Commercial Writing Programs ............................................................................................ 50 

2.5.3 Professional Association Learning Resources .................................................................... 57 

2.5.4 Published Texts for Students and Teachers ....................................................................... 59 

2.5.5 Online Resources ............................................................................................................... 60 

2.6 Chapter Summary ..................................................................................................................... 63 

Chapter 3 - Literature Review ............................................................................................................. 64 

3.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................................ 64 

3.2 Conceptual Framework ............................................................................................................. 64 

3.2.1 Conceptualisations of Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar ........................... 65 

3.2.2 Conceptualisations of Resources........................................................................................ 75 



 
 

viii 
 

3.2.3 Conceptualisations of Teacher Beliefs about Grammar ...................................................... 77 

3.3 Teachers and Grammar Resources .......................................................................................... 80 

3.3.1 Categories of Resources .................................................................................................... 81 

3.3.2 Teachers and Resources .................................................................................................... 83 

3.4 Teacher Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar ...................................................... 85 

3.4.1 Knowing Grammar and Knowing about Grammar: Tacit and Explicit Knowledge. .............. 86 

3.4.2 Teacher Knowledge about Grammar: Empirical Research ................................................. 88 

3.5 Best Practice Grammar Instruction ............................................................................................ 95 

3.5.1 Pedagogy and the Australian Curriculum ............................................................................ 95 

3.5.2 Review of the Literature of “Best Practice” Grammar Pedagogy ........................................ 97 

3.6 Teacher Beliefs about Grammar. ............................................................................................ 103 

3.7 Discussion ............................................................................................................................... 105 

Chapter 4 - Methodology................................................................................................................... 107 

4.1 Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 107 

4.2. Research Aim and Questions ................................................................................................. 108 

4.2.1 General Research Question ............................................................................................. 108 

4.2.2 Research Questions ......................................................................................................... 108 

4. 3 Theoretical Framework ........................................................................................................... 109 

4.4 Mixed Methods Rationale ........................................................................................................ 111 

4.4.1 Quantitative Research: Survey ......................................................................................... 112 

4.4.2 Qualitative Research: Semi Structured Interviews ............................................................ 112 

4.5 Design of Study ....................................................................................................................... 113 

4.5.1 Convergent Parallel Design .............................................................................................. 113 

4.5.2 Pilot Testing of Instruments .............................................................................................. 116 

4.6 Participant Selection ................................................................................................................ 118 

4.6.1 Sample Frame for Survey and Interviews ......................................................................... 118 

4.6.2 Numbers of Participants: Survey....................................................................................... 120 

4.6.3 Numbers of Participants: Interviews .................................................................................. 121 

4.6.4 Research Sites for Survey and Interviews ........................................................................ 121 

4.7 Data Collection Methods ......................................................................................................... 121 

4.7.1 Quantitative Data: Survey ................................................................................................. 121 

4.7.2 Qualitative Data: Semi-structured Interviews .................................................................... 125 

4.8 Data Analysis Methods ............................................................................................................ 126 

4.8.1 Quantitative Data Analysis ................................................................................................ 126 

4.8.2 Qualitative Data Analysis .................................................................................................. 127 

4.8.3 Analytic Coding of Interview Data ..................................................................................... 127 

4.8.3.5 Thematic Finalisation ..................................................................................................... 131 

4.9 Researcher Position Statement ............................................................................................... 131 



 
 

ix 
 

4.9.1 Role of Researcher ........................................................................................................... 131 

4.9.2 Position of the Researcher ................................................................................................ 132 

4.10 Ethical Considerations ........................................................................................................... 133 

4.11 Limitations of Methodology .................................................................................................... 134 

4.12 Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................. 135 

Chapter 5- Results from Quantitative Data ....................................................................................... 136 

5.1 Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 136 

5.2 Demographics ......................................................................................................................... 138 

5.3 Definitions of Grammar ............................................................................................................ 140 

5.3.1. Survey Question 3.2 ........................................................................................................ 140 

5.3.2 Cross Tab Analysis Question 3.2 ...................................................................................... 141 

5.4 Teacher Beliefs Regarding Grammar ...................................................................................... 142 

5.4.1  Survey Question 3.2 – 3.5 ............................................................................................... 143 

Survey Question 3.6 – 3.9 ......................................................................................................... 144 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 3.8 – 3.9 ................................................................................................. 146 

Survey Question 3.10 – 3.11 ..................................................................................................... 147 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 3.11 ............................................................................................................ 149 

5.5 Resources Used to Teach and Plan for Written Grammar ...................................................... 150 

Question 4.1 .............................................................................................................................. 150 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 4.1 .............................................................................................................. 153 

Question 4.2 .............................................................................................................................. 154 

Question 5.1 .............................................................................................................................. 155 

Question 5.2 .............................................................................................................................. 158 

5.6 Grammar Pedagogy ................................................................................................................ 160 

Question 6.1 .............................................................................................................................. 161 

Question 6.2 .............................................................................................................................. 163 

Cross Tab Analysis Q6.2 ........................................................................................................... 164 

Question 6.3 .............................................................................................................................. 165 

Question 6.4 .............................................................................................................................. 165 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 6.4 .......................................................................................................... 167 

Question 6.5 .............................................................................................................................. 168 

5.7 Grammar Professional Learning .............................................................................................. 169 

Question 7.1 .............................................................................................................................. 169 

Question7.2 ............................................................................................................................... 172 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 7.2 .......................................................................................................... 172 

Question 7.3 .............................................................................................................................. 172 

Question 7.4 .............................................................................................................................. 174 

Question 7.5 .............................................................................................................................. 175 



 
 

x 
 

Question 7.6 .............................................................................................................................. 176 

5.8 Summary of Quantitative Results ............................................................................................ 176 

Chapter 6 - Qualitative Results ......................................................................................................... 179 

6.1 Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 179 

6.2 Demographics ......................................................................................................................... 181 

6.3 Definitions of Grammar. ........................................................................................................... 184 

6.3.1 Indefinite Definitions. ......................................................................................................... 184 

6.4 Teacher Beliefs Regarding Grammar ...................................................................................... 188 

6.4.3 Fragile Foundations of PCKAG ......................................................................................... 198 

6 5 Grammar Pedagogy ................................................................................................................ 203 

6.5.1 Disconnected Eclecticism ................................................................................................. 203 

6.5.2 Contextualised Eclecticism ............................................................................................... 206 

6.6 Resources Used to Teach Written Grammar ........................................................................... 211 

6.6.1 Problem Solvers................................................................................................................ 212 

6.6.2 Satisficing ......................................................................................................................... 215 

6.6.3 Curriculum Alignment ........................................................................................................ 220 

Chapter - 7 Discussion ...................................................................................................................... 226 

7.1 Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 226 

7.1.1 Overview of Findings ............................................................................................................ 227 

7.2 Definitions of Grammar ............................................................................................................... 228 

7.2.1 Indefinite Definitions ............................................................................................................. 228 

7.2.2 Implicitly Functional Definitions ............................................................................................ 229 

7.2.3 The Australian Curriculum: English Definition ...................................................................... 230 

7.3 Teachers Beliefs about Grammar ............................................................................................ 232 

7.3.1 Teacher Beliefs: Teaching Written Grammar is Important .................................................... 233 

7.3.1 Teaching written grammar is necessary ........................................................................... 233 

7.3.2 Teaching written grammar is beneficial to writing ............................................................. 233 

7.3.3 The explicit teaching written grammar through text types ................................................. 233 

7.3.2 Teacher Beliefs: Teaching Written Grammar is Difficult and Complex ................................. 234 

7.3.2.3 Teacher Frustration ........................................................................................................ 236 

7.3.3 Teacher Beliefs: Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar ..................................... 237 

7.3.3.1 Fragile Foundations of PCKAG. ..................................................................................... 237 

7.3.3.2 Written Grammar and the AITSL Standards .................................................................. 241 

7.4 Teachers and Grammar Pedagogy ......................................................................................... 242 

7.4.1 Decontexualised Eclecticism ................................................................................................ 243 

7.4.2 Contextualised Eclecticism as Pedagogy ............................................................................. 243 

7.5 Teachers and Grammar Resources ........................................................................................ 245 

7.5.1 Material and Human Resources........................................................................................ 245 



 
 

xi 
 

7.5.2 Teachers relationships with resources .............................................................................. 247 

7.6 Chapter Summary ....................................................................................................................... 248 

Chapter 8 - Conclusion ..................................................................................................................... 250 

8.1 Introduction .............................................................................................................................. 250 

8.2 Overview of the Thesis ............................................................................................................ 250 

8.3 Summary of Findings............................................................................................................... 252 

8.4 Limitations of the Study ........................................................................................................... 255 

8.5 Significance of the Study ......................................................................................................... 256 

8.5.1 Teaching the Grammar of the Australian Curriculum English in Western Australia .......... 257 

8.5.2 Reframing the Problem ..................................................................................................... 258 

8.6 Implications from the Study ..................................................................................................... 259 

8.6.1 Educational Systems ........................................................................................................ 260 

8.6.2 Initial Teacher Education .................................................................................................. 261 

8.6.3 Schools and Teachers ...................................................................................................... 262 

8.7 Recommendations for Further Research ................................................................................. 262 

8.8 Concluding Remarks ............................................................................................................... 264 

Appendix A – Ethics Review ............................................................................................................. 287 

Appendix B – Informed Choices Survey ........................................................................................... 290 

Appendix C - Semi Structured Interview Research and Clarifying Questions ................................... 303 

Appendix D – Teacher Interviews ..................................................................................................... 305 

Appendix E – Consent Forms ........................................................................................................... 405 

Appendix F – Information Sheets ...................................................................................................... 408 

Appendix G – Detail of Categorisation Sheets .................................................................................. 412 

 

  



 
 

xii 
 

List of Figures  
Figure  Page  

Figure 2.2 Pedagogical Approaches to Grammar in Australia.  32 

Figure 3.1 Integrative Model and Transformative Model of Teacher Knowledge  66 

Figure 3.2 Conceptual Framework 79 

Figure 4.1 Methodology Design Diagram 108 

Figure 4.2 Epistemological Relationship Diagram 110 

Figure 4.3 Converging Parallel Design Diagram 115 

Figure 4.8.1 Thematic Elements and Iterative Process 128 

Figure 4.8.2 Excerpt from Code Book 129 

Figure 4.8.3 Example of Qualitative Analysis Categorisation Sheet 130 

Figure 5.3.1 Q3.2 Graph: Teacher Selection of Definition of Grammar 135 

Figure 5.4.1 Q3.2-3.5 Graph: Beliefs about Grammar: Pedagogy and Acquisition  144 

Figure 5.4.2 Q3.6-3.9 Graph: Beliefs about Grammar: Training and PCK 146 

Figure 5.4.3 Q3.10 – 3.11 Graph: Beliefs about Grammar: Support 149 

Figure 5.5.1 Q 4.1 Graph: Resources for Teaching Written Grammar 153 

Figure 5.5.2 Q 5.1 Graph: Resources for Planning to Teach Written Grammar 158 

Figure 5.6.1 Q 6.1 Graph: Teaching Written Grammar: Pedagogical Approaches 163 

Figure 5.6.2 Q 6.4 Graph: Reasons for Pedagogical Change  167 

Figure 5.7.1 Q 7.1 Graph: Professional Learning Written Grammar: Needs 171 

Figure 5.7.2 Q 7.3 Graph: Professional Reading Written Grammar: Extent 174 

Figure 5.7.3  Q 7.4 Graph: Professional Learning Workshops Written Grammar:  175 

 

  



 
 

xiii 
 

List of Tables  
Table Page 

Table 2.1 AITSL Professional Standards 26 

Table 4.7.1 Examples of Rating Word Scale 124 

Table 4.7.2 Examples of Question Items and Response Scale 125 

Table 4.8.1 Cross Tab Data Conversion to Percentage Example 127 

Table 4.8.2 Example of Thematic Table 131 

Table 5.2.1 Survey Demographic Data 138 

Table 5.3.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 3.2 Selection of Definitions 142 

Table 5.4.1Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 3.8 NAPLAN Knowledge 146 

Table 5.4.2 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 3.9 Knowledge of Curriculum 147 

Table 5.4.3 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 3.11School Based Support 150 

Table 5.5.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 4.1 Use of Grammar Guides 154 

Table 5.5.2 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 4.1 Use of Internet 154 

Table 5.5.3 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 5.2 Internet Based Resources 159 

Table 5.5.4 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 5.2 In Class Assessments 159 

Table 5.5.5 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 5.2 NAPLAN Results  160 

Table 5.6.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.2 Use of Small Groups  164 

Table 5.6.2 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.2 Use of Published Texts 164 

Table 5.6.3 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.2  Web Based Resources  165 

Table 5.6.4 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.4 Change to AC:E 167 

Table 5.6.5 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.4 Peer Information 168 

Table 5.7.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.4 Curriculum Content  172 

Table 6.1 Overview of Subthemes and Themes 180 

Table 6.2 Interview Demographic Data 182 



 
 

xiv 
 

Table 6.3.1 Indefinite Definitions  184 

Table 6.4.1The Necessity of Teaching Written Grammar 189 

Table 6.4.2 Impediments to Teaching Written Grammar 192 

Table 6.4.3 Fragile Foundations of PCKAG 198 

Table 6.5.1 Disconnected Eclecticism 203 

Table 6.5.2 Contextualised Eclecticism 207 

Table 6.6.1 Teachers as Problem solvers 212 

Table 6.6.2 Satisficing 215 

Table 6.6.3 Curriculum Alignment 220 

Table 8.3.1 Research Questions – Findings as Themes 251 

 

  



 
 

xv 
 

List of Acronyms 
 

AC:E Australian Curriculum: English 

ACARA Australian Curriculum and Assessment Reporting Authority 

AEC  Australian Education Council 

AITSL Australian Institute for Teaching and Learning and School 

Leadership 

ALEA Australian Literacy Educators’ Association 

APST Australian Professional Standards for Teachers 

COKAG  Conceptual Knowledge about Grammar 

CUKAG Curricula Knowledge about Grammar 

EALD English as an Additional Language/Dialect 

ICT Information communication technology 

MCEEDYA Ministerial Council on Education, Early Childhood 

Development and Youth Affairs 

MCEETYA Ministerial Council of Education, Employment and Training & 

Youth Affairs 

NAPLAN National Assessment Program for Literacy and Numeracy 

NCB National Curriculum Board 

PCK Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

PCKAG Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar 

PCKWG Pedagogical Content Knowledge for Written Grammar 

PETAA Primary English Teachers’ Association of Australia 

SCSA School Curriculum and Standards Authority 

SFG Systemic Functional Grammar 

SFL Systemic Functional Linguistics 

TPACK Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge 

UK  United Kingdom 

USA United States of America 

WA Western Australia 



16 
 

 

Chapter 1 - Introduction 

This study investigated the resources used by Western Australian primary school teachers 

when teaching written grammar, in the contexts of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical 

approaches to, teaching written grammar. Over time, discussions regarding the importance 

and efficacy of teaching grammar arise in the educational sphere. These discussions about 

grammar indicate that it is a matter that “…has arguably generated more acrimonious debate 

than any other” (Locke, 2010, p. 209) among English/literacy teachers, politicians and the 

media. The subject has become increasingly political and problematic during the decades 

2000 – 2020 in Australia and other Anglophone countries (Locke, 2010; Snyder, 2008). 

National and international testing has indicated a steady decline in students’ writing results, 

whilst, at the same time, a growing body of research literature has indicated teachers’ limited 

pedagogical content knowledge about grammar (PCKAG) in practicing and pre-service 

teachers (Harper & Rennie, 2009; P. Jones & Cheng, 2012; Love, 2009). At the same time, a 

national curriculum has been introduced in Australia, using a “functional view” (ACARA, 

2018) of English in which Systemic Functional Grammar (SFG) is the underpinning theory to 

the English Learning area, particularly the Language strand. 

A growing body of literature has emerged internationally that recognises the importance of 

pedagogical content knowledge for teaching, in all educational contexts (Clarke, 2010; Love, 

2009; Moats, 2014; Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 2013). This is matched by an equally large 

body of literature regarding teacher beliefs (Biesta, Priestley, & Robinson, 2015; Fives & 

Buehl, 2014; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992). Similarly, there is also a growing body of 

literature regarding the quality and quantity of teachers’ PCKAG, with an accompanying 

deficit discourse about the quality of teacher literacy from the media and politicians (Locke, 

2010; Snyder, 2008). Very little is known, however, about how teachers acquire this PCK. 

One avenue of knowledge acquisition is through the resources that the teacher uses to inform 
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their conceptual knowledge, their pedagogical knowledge and their curricular knowledge 

(Shulman, 1986, 1987). This thesis considers the role of PCK in the choices of resources 

made by teachers, and conceptualises a model of PCK, beliefs and resources that may prove 

useful in considering and discussing the relationship of beliefs, PCK and resources. The study 

reported in this thesis makes a contribution to addressing this research gap in the area of 

teaching written grammar. 

This study was conceptualised within the Social Constructivist paradigm. The aim of the 

study was to develop an understanding of the resources used by primary school teachers 

when teaching written grammar, in the contexts of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical 

approaches to teaching, written grammar. The study was conducted across Western 

Australian metropolitan primary schools. In order to pursue the aim, the overall research 

question was generated:  

How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in the 

context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, written 

grammar? 

1.1 Significance of the Research  
At present there is a great deal of research, as well as scholarly and media debate around the 

teaching of grammar in schools. The overall theme of this research and debate is that teachers 

do not always have the necessary grammar knowledge and skills to teach written grammar 

effectively (Harper & Rennie, 2009; Jeurissen, 2012; P. Jones & Cheng, 2012). Some of this 

research relates to pre-service teachers’ grammar knowledge (Brown, Scull, Raban, & Deans, 

2012) and how universities who provide teacher training are addressing that issue in a 

number of ways. What is of concern in this research is the reported limited grammar 

knowledge and skill amongst currently practising teachers and how this is impacting on the 
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teacher pedagogy and student results. There exists very little research into what actions 

teachers are taking, or the resources that they are using to improve their skills and knowledge.  

The findings of this research are significant in that they inform the grammar pedagogy debate 

by providing evidence of the pedagogical practices and resources used by the participating 

teachers. The research will provide a snapshot of teachers and their use of grammar teaching 

resources across a number of schools, allowing for analysis of these resources. The analysis 

will assist in the search for, and hopefully the creation of, resources to support “best 

practices”, and to provide insight into the needs of teachers, as expressed by teachers, in order 

to fulfil mandated curriculum requirements. It will do so by asking and answering the 

following research questions.  

1.2 The Research Questions 
The general research question for this study is: 

How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in the 

context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to, teaching written 

grammar? 

Guiding and Clarifying Questions 

1. How do teachers define written grammar? 

2. What beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and what are the 

explanations for these beliefs? 

3. What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching written grammar 

and what are the justifications for those practices? 

4. What are the teachers’ reported resources for informing the teaching of written 

grammar?  
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1.3 Grammar in the Context of this Thesis 
It is appropriate at this point to acknowledge that there are two contrasting models of 

grammar, functional and traditional, referred to within this thesis. The key point of difference 

between the models is that of the purpose. Traditional Grammar is the grammar that is most 

familiar to the layperson, and its purpose to prescribe and analyse the correct syntax of 

written language at the sentence level. Traditional grammar was based on literary language 

(Bernard, 1975; Collerson, 1997). Functional Grammar is the model of grammar used in the 

Australian Curriculum: English. The purpose of this model is to understand how meaning is 

realised through the language choices made when constructing different kinds of texts, 

including spoken and written texts (Collerson, 1994, 1997). Functional grammar is concerned 

with how language works depending on the purposes and contexts of the users, it is meaning 

focussed. Functional Grammar is very complex as it describes and analyses language through 

three metafunctions, whilst making use of the established concepts and terms of traditional 

grammar (Collerson, 1997; Thompson, 2014).   The metafunctions are the experiential (using 

language to discuss objects, experiences and  ideas), the  interpersonal (using language to 

interact with other people) and the textual (using language in organised ways)  (Feng, 2013). 

It is important to make the distinction between Traditional Grammar and Functional 

Grammar for another reason within the context of this thesis. When discussing the current 

grammar curriculum in use in Australia, it is necessary to remember that that curriculum is 

based on the functional theory. When discussing research into the efficacy of teaching 

grammar, it must be remembered  that much of this research has been conducted on contexts 

where the teaching of writing was based on traditional grammar theory.  

The focus of this study was written grammar, and the resources and the pedagogy used to 

teach written grammar. In order to contextualise the term ‘grammar’, distinctions also need to 

be drawn between the notions of oral and written grammar, and the application of Functional 

Grammar as a resource for multimodal grammars.  Although “…written language develops 
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from speech…” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 2004, p. 7) written language is fundamentally 

different from oral language, it is much more than speech written down plus “mechanics and 

conventions” (Kress, 1994, p. 38), differing in both complexity and expression. Differences 

in complexity are described by Kress as  “..written language … becoming more lexically 

dense… whereas spoken language … becoming grammatically intricate…” (Kress, 1994, p. 

209). The expression of oral language is as a ..fluid, continuous, temporal medium…” whilst 

written language is expressed through a more  “… rigid, segmented spatial medium…”  

(Kress, 1994, p. 209). Written language has developed its own distinct grammatical and 

syntactic organisation and has its own structures and conventions (Crystal, 1992; Kress, 

1994).and is learned differently from spoken grammar (Crystal, 1992; Knapp & Watkins, 

2005). Where the capacity to learn oral language may be a “natural disposition” (R. Fisher, 

Myhill, Jones, & Larkin, 2006, p. 13), writing is a different and much more cognitively 

demanding task that requires explicit instruction if writers are to write most effectively (R. 

Fisher, Jones, Larkin, & Myhill, 2010 ; Knapp & Watkins, 2005; Kress, 1994; Olive, 2004). 

When a child learns to write they face the problem of learning quite new and different lexico-

grammatical patterns (Crystal, 1992; R. Fisher et al., 2006; Kress, 1994) which makes 

learning to write “…one of the most complex tasks, drawing on a large number of language 

and cognitive skills” (Olive, 2004).  

Despite the differences between spoken and written grammar, Halliday warns against the 

tendency to “… exaggerate the differences between spoken and written language and to 

obscure the fact that they are varieties within a unitary system” (Halliday & Matthiessen, 

2004, p. 52). Indeed, Systemic Functional Grammar has multi-modal affordances; it can be 

utilised to describe spoken, written and visual grammars (Knapp & Watkins, 2005; Macken-

Horarik, Sandiford, Love Thompson, & Unsworth, 2015). In the context of this thesis, the 

focus of the SFG will be on written grammar.  
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The benefits of learning about written grammar are relevant to both the reading and writing 

of written language. Although there is research regarding how readers can benefit from 

learning to use lexico-grammatical patterns as an aid to support deeper reading 

comprehension (Schleppegrell, 2010), that is not the focus of this study. The focus is on 

written grammar and the teaching of writing. There may be mentions of “grammar for 

reading” (Cajkler & Dymoke, 2005, p. 125) throughout this thesis, particularly in participant 

interviews and discussions about pedagogy, but these are incidental and not the focus of this 

thesis.  

1.4 Operational Definitions 
During the course of researching this thesis, the author has, based on broad readings of the 

literature, developed three definitions for key terms as used throughout this thesis. The 

processes that led to the definitions of beliefs and resources being realised are contained 

within Chapter Three: Literature Review.  

Beliefs: Teacher beliefs are the stated opinions, perspectives, values, attitudes, 

judgements, and views that teachers express when discussing written grammar.  

Resources: Are those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to the 

teacher as a source of information or an aid to expertise in order to teach written 

grammar effectively. These things include, but are not exclusive to, electronic 

resources (computers, internet), text based resources (books, notes, plans), cognitive 

resources (in-head knowledge) and collegiate resources (other teachers, support 

staff). 

As this research is situated within the implementation of the Australian Curriculum: 

English, it is appropriate to adopt the definitions of written grammar as used within 

that curriculum: 
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 Grammar:  “A description of language as a system. In describing a language, 

attention is paid to both structure (form) and meaning (function) at the level of a 

word, a sentence and a text.”(ACARA) 

Metalanguage:  “Vocabulary used to discuss language conventions and use (for 

example, language used to talk about grammatical terms such as ‘sentence’, ‘clause’, 

‘conjunction’. (ACARA) 

1.5 Structure of the Thesis 
This first chapter, the introduction, describes the aims and significance of the study and 

introduces the key concepts used. It also provides the reader with an overview of the structure 

of the thesis. The second chapter presents the background and context to this research. This 

chapter has six sections and begins by discussing recent educational policy changes pertinent 

to this research. This is followed by a section discussing the effects of mandated testing 

regimes on teaching generally. The third section is a discussion of the changes to pedagogical 

approaches to the teaching of written grammar in Australian schools. The fourth section is an 

exposition of the written grammar curriculum as used in Western Australian Primary 

Schools. The chapter concludes with a descriptive, but limited overview of the grammar 

resources currently available to Western Australian Primary School Teachers.  

Chapter Three is the Literature Review which critically reviews literature pertinent to the 

study. The first sections provides a conceptual framework and discusses three key concepts of 

teacher beliefs, the types of resources used and pedagogical content knowledge about the 

teaching of written grammar. The following sections present reviews of the empirical 

research regarding teacher beliefs, resources and pedagogical content knowledge in regard to 

the teaching of written grammar. The chapter concluded with a discussion regarding the gaps 

and silences within the literature and narrows the focus of the study.  
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The Methodology chapter outlines the theoretical framework of the Social Constructivist 

Paradigm which was used to guide the research project overall.  It describes Creswell’s 

Convergent Parallel Design research design (Creswell, 2012), which was used to guide the 

data collection and analysis. This research used mixed methodology to gather data; 

quantitative data is collected through an online survey, and qualitative data through semi-

structured interviews. This chapter also describes and justifies the data analysis process 

undertaken for this thesis. 

Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 present the quantitative and qualitative results of the data 

respectively. Following the Convergent Parallel Design (Creswell, 2014, p. 540) the data was 

collected and analysed  separately and independently; the quantitative was analysed  using 

descriptive statistics and the qualitative data being thematically analysed. Each data set is 

then reported and discussed separately. Chapter 7 brings together the quantitative and 

qualitative results. These are compared and similarities and differences examined. Key 

findings are discussed with reference to the literature. The final chapter reviews the thesis and 

draws conclusions about the research. It makes suggestions for future research and practice   

as well as discussing the limitations of the research.  
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Chapter 2 - Background and Context 

This chapter begins by describing the changes and tensions in the teaching of the subject of 

English in primary schools in Australia. These changes are discussed within the context of 

education politics and policy in Australia, with reference to other Anglophone countries. The 

seminal Dartmouth Conference of 1966, and its ongoing influence, is discussed. The history 

of changes in Australian English pedagogy and theory is included and the legacy of these 

changes examined, followed by an exploration of the role and ramifications of mandated 

testing on the teaching of English in Australia. The chapter then moves to the specific 

Western Australian English teaching context, including changes to the English Learning Area 

Curriculum, and the pedagogy of writing and grammar within primary schools in Western 

Australia (WA). The chapter ends with an overview of the field of current grammar teaching 

resources available to Western Australian Primary Teachers. This chapter provides a 

comprehensive background from which to describe, discuss and understand primary school 

teachers’ views on the teaching of written grammar and why and how teachers choose the 

grammar resources that they do.  

2.1 Educational Policy Changes in Australia  
The following section briefly outlines significant educational policy changes in Australia and 

concludes by describing how these changes are pertinent to this research. Schooling in 

Australia is the constitutional responsibility of the States and Territories (Harrington, 2011). 

Until the 1973 report of the Interim Committee for the Australian School Commission, no 

recurrent educational funding existed from Federal to State governments (Karmel, 1973). 

This disconnection between State and Federal governments continued until 1987 with the 

introduction of the first National Policy on Languages, which initiated standardised 

measurement of literacy skills in Australia (Edwards & Potts, 2008). The first Australian 

Education Council (AEC) resulted in State, Territory and Commonwealth agreement to the 

1989 Hobart Declaration of Common Goals for Schooling. This led to the formation of the 
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1991 Australia’s Language: The Australian Language and Literacy Policy with the 

implementation of National Standards for eight new curriculum learning areas in 1994 

(Dawkins, 1991). The AEC was superseded by the Ministerial Council of Education, 

Employment and Training & Youth Affairs (MCEETYA) which released the 1999 “Adelaide 

Declaration of Common Goals for Schooling”. Measures of student achievement against 

standards, especially in literacy and numeracy skills, were introduced (Ministerial Council on 

Education, 1999)  

Although the Federal Government has no explicit constitutional powers regarding education, 

there are opportunities within the constitution to allow Federal intervention and control, such 

as the 2004 Commonwealth School Assistance Act: Learning Together – Achievement 

through Choice and Opportunity. This act significantly tightened the fiscal link between 

federal and state governments as it set explicit conditions for financial assistance and placed 

the onus on the States to commit to MCEETYA goals, particularly the common testing 

standards in literacy and numeracy (Office of Legislative Drafting & Publishing, 2011). 

The 2008 Ministerial Council on Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth 

Affairs (MCEEDYA) Melbourne “Declaration on Educational Goals for Young Australians” 

implemented the National Curriculum Board (NCB), which was the precursor to the current 

Australian Curriculum and Assessment Reporting Authority (ACARA). This body was 

responsible for developing a national curriculum which stated the content and skills that 

students must learn in all subjects, including English, but refrained from stipulating 

pedagogical approaches (ACARA, 2011). The Australian Curriculum: English (AC:E) 

learning area differed significantly from previous iterations of curriculum, particularly in 

organisation of content within the three strands of Language, Literature and Literacy, and the 

underpinning theoretical orientation of SFG, which will be discussed in the literature review. 

ACARA was also responsible for replacing State based testing regimes with the introduction 
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of the National Assessment Program for Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) for all students 

in Years 3, 5, 7 and 9. The Commonwealth Education Grants to the States were linked to the 

implementation of these innovations.  

The Australian Curriculum was launched in 2011 with the release of the Maths and English 

Learning Areas. These curricula have undergone revisions and updates since 2011, retaining 

the original structure while adding to the glossary, exemplars and descriptions of content. 

Ostensibly, Australia has a National Curriculum for all learning areas. The content of this 

curriculum, however, varies as State Governments reserved their right to interpret and adapt 

the curriculum in order to suit the context of each state. Although derived from the same 

source, no two state curriculums look exactly the same. In Western Australia, the School 

Curriculum and Standards Authority (SCSA) has responsibility for the curriculum from 

Kindergarten to Year 12. It is also responsible for setting the standards of education and 

assessment and reporting against the curriculum across the public, independent and faith 

based education sectors.  

Concurrent with the federalisation of the curriculum was the 2011 introduction of the 

“Australian Professional Standards for Teachers” (APST) by the Australian Institute for 

Teaching and Learning and School Leadership (AITSL). Based on the premise that “…a 

teacher’s effectiveness has a powerful impact on students…” (The Australian Institute for 

Teaching and School Leadership, 2011, p. 1), the purpose of the standards is to “…define the 

work of teachers and make explicit the elements of high quality, effective teaching…” (The 

Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership, 2011, p. 2) in order for teachers to 

strive to achieve the standards. The seven standards are organised across three domains of 

teaching: Professional Knowledge, Professional Practice and Professional Engagement (see 

Figure 2.1). The standards are described in nuanced ways across the four career stages of 

graduate, proficient, highly accomplished and lead teachers. The standards were originally 
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conceived as providing professional credibility for teachers, but have become more 

regulatory as teachers must provide evidence to move from provisional registration on 

graduation to full registration as a proficient teacher (Adoniou & Gallagher, 2017). 

Figure 2.1 AITSL Professional Standards 

Domain of Teaching Standards 

Professional 

Knowledge 

1.  Know the students and how they learn. 

2.  Know the content and how to teach it. 

Professional Practice 3.  Plan for and implement effective teaching and learning. 

4.  Create and maintain supportive and safe learning 

environments. 

5.  Assess, provide feedback and report on student learning. 

Professional 

Engagement 

6.  Engage in professional learning. 

7. Engage professionally with colleagues, parents/carers and 

the community.  

(The Australian Institute for Teaching and School Leadership, 2011) 

Standard 2 and Standard 6 are particularly relevant to this research, which aimed to develop 

an understanding of the resources used by primary school teachers when teaching written 

grammar, in the contexts of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, 

written grammar. Therefore, the research indeed asked about the teachers’ knowledge about 

the content of the grammar curriculum and how to teach it. Standard Six, “Engage in 

professional learning” is also highly relevant to this research as professional learning is the 

space where teachers engage with resources to inform both conceptual knowledge and 

pedagogical knowledge about grammar. It is not the purpose of this research to evaluate or to 

make comment on whether or not the teachers involved are in compliance with the AITSL 

professional standards, but it is important to note that there are system level expectations 

about teacher subject knowledge (about grammar in this particular case) and about engaging 

with resources to build teacher pedagogical knowledge.  

It is this background of greater Federal political influence in Australian education against 

which the implementation of the Australian Curriculum into Western Australian Primary 

Schools is playing out. Although the Australian Federal Government is many steps removed 
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from the classroom, its influence is realised when compliance with Australian Curriculum 

initiatives and mandated literacy testing regimes is linked to funding, and there is the 

perception of greater scrutiny of teachers’ knowledge and pedagogy through the publication 

of NAPLAN results (Bromley, Oakley, & Vidovich, 2019; Klenowski & Wyatt-Smith, 2012). 

It is particularly important to be mindful of Western Australia’s position within these moves 

towards federalisation of testing and curriculum. Prior to 2011, WA had its own educational 

curriculum and state testing regime. It is only recently that WA teachers have been required 

to use an English curriculum that draws heavily on the Systemic Functional Linguistics (SFL) 

theory for English used within some Eastern Australian States’ education systems. 

2.2 Mandated Testing  
This section discusses the phenomenon of Mandated Testing regimes, drawing on research 

from America, England and Australia. It describes the positive and negative effects of 

mandated testing regimes. Mandated or “high stakes’ tests are standardised tests that are 

applied internationally, nationally or state-wide to a particular cohort of students, with the 

results usually published in order to compare student achievement at state, district, school, 

and cohort levels (Gunzenhauser, 2003; Mills, 2008; Slomp, 2005). The implementation of 

mandated testing has been one of the most contentious changes to educational policy in 

recent Australian educational history (Amrein & Berliner, 2002; Kohn, 2000; Snyder, 2008). 

Mandated testing requires consideration in the context of teacher beliefs, pedagogy and 

resource use as it has influence over these. The content of the mandated test may guide 

teachers towards resources that directly reflect that content and may lead to decisions to 

exclude the use of resources that may cover wider content. The ‘high stakes’ nature of the 

testing may affect pedagogy as teachers may adopt a more transmissive style of teaching in 

order to cover test content.  These points are discussed in the following section.  
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Research into the effects of mandated testing in English, American and Australian contexts 

all reported similar findings, these being that the content and form of the curriculum, and the 

pedagogy used to teach it, have changed significantly (Au, 2007; Berliner, 2011; Slomp, 

2005). Au’s 2007 meta-synthesis of research into the effects of mandated testing found that 

the overall research reported negative effects, although a small body of research reported 

positive effects. Doeke and Kostogriz (2013) and Barbara Comber (Comber & Nixon, 2009; 

Cormack & Comber, 2013) have reported effects similar to those found in America. The 

following is a discussion of the negative and positive effects of mandated testing, supported 

by research from Australian and American researchers.  

2.2.1 Negative Effects of Mandated Testing 

Au’s (2007) research identified that a key impact of mandated testing was the alignment of 

subject matter content with mandated tests. Over 69% of the studies in the meta-analysis 

reported the negative effect of contraction of the subject matter being taught (Au, 2007), 

independent of the subject area of the tests. In Australia, NAPLAN testing can be considered 

to have provided a streamlined focus on a de-facto curriculum, as the tests, publication of 

results and ranking of schools has led teachers to abandoning the existing curriculum in 

favour of improving test scores (Brennan, 2011). This is congruent with more recent research 

findings of the curriculum becoming not only contracted (Cormack & Comber, 2013; Slomp, 

2005) but also generic, in that it only covered the content of the test, rather than the wider 

content of the curriculum, or skills and content identified as necessary through the context of 

the school or the needs of the students  (Alexander, 2010; Hardey, 2013; Kostogriz & 

Doecke, 2013). 

Research has shown that the implementation of mandated testing has resulted in changes in 

the structure or form of curricular knowledge. Au reported that 49% of the studies analysed 

had findings that described the fragmentation of content knowledge (the teaching of isolated 

concepts without context or student need) into items identified as being within the tests (Au, 
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2007). The systemic testing requirements resulted in little curriculum differentiation 

(Cormack & Comber, 2013; Dreher, 2012; Hardey, 2013) with resultant tension between 

teacher autonomy and system compliance (Berliner, 2011; Gunzenhauser, 2003; Paugh, 

Carey, King-Jackson, & Russell, 2007; Slomp, 2005). That is, rather than the teachers being 

able to adapt or organise the curriculum to suit the needs of their students, the teachers felt 

that they were compelled to teach to the content of the tests, whether or not the students 

already knew or needed this content.  

Mandated tests also had an effect upon the pedagogy used by teachers. Of the studies in Au’s 

meta-analysis, 65% reported that pedagogy altered from more cooperative or project based, 

student centred styles to more transmissive styles (Au, 2007). Other research reports schools 

implementing excessive test practice (Meadmore, 2004) or generic reading and writing 

schemes published by global multinational companies in an effort to improve results 

(Cormack & Comber, 2013; Meyer, 2002). In many cases these schemes would not only 

contain content, but also dictate pedagogy to implement that content. 

2.2.2 Positive Effects of Mandated Testing  

 Au’s research also identified some positive effects of mandated testing these being the 

converse of the negative effects. Of the studies examined, 28% reported that the content of 

the subjects had enlarged to reflect the content of the tests  (Au, 2007). This is in keeping 

with other research reporting the content of the tests being used as an instructional map with 

the test content being more comprehensive than the previous curriculum content (Buck, 

Ritter, Jensens, & Rose, 2010; B. Jones & Egley, 2004; Shephard & Dougherty, 1991). 

Greater teacher engagement with standards and greater alignment between curriculum and 

instruction were also reported (Perkins & Wellman, 2008). Au reported that 20% of studies 

reviewed demonstrated an increased integration of curriculum knowledge in classrooms, and 

that the content became more cohesive and less fragmented. This is congruent with other 
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American research findings that report an improvement of instruction and learning (Amrein 

& Berliner, 2002). 

As with other effects, research reported changes in teacher pedagogy from transmissive, 

teacher-centred approaches to more progressive student centred approaches  (Au, 2007). 

Other studies found that the tests provided useful data in identifying student strengths and 

weaknesses, teachers were able to establish clear instructional goals (Buck et al., 2010; B. 

Jones & Egley, 2004) or the tests were found to perform a confirmatory function of what the 

teachers already knew about their students (Cormack & Comber, 2013; Hardey, 2013). 

The effects of mandated testing were described through reviewing the research literature 

which reported evidence of many more negative effects than positive. The negative effects 

collectively represent the inhibition of teacher agency (Comber & Nixon, 2009) and despite 

some positive effects being reported, there appears to be teacher ambivalence towards these 

tests (Comber & Nixon, 2009; Cormack & Comber, 2013; Dreher, 2012; Hipwell & 

Klenowski, 2011). Although not easy to resolve, this situation allows teachers and 

researchers to engage in discourse regarding the tests and results including endorsement of, 

accommodation of, and resistance to, the testing (Hardey, 2013). It is important to consider 

mandated testing within the context of this research. In an exploration of teacher beliefs, 

pedagogical approaches and resources used to teach written grammar, the influences of 

Federal policy mandates such as NAPLAN must not be underestimated, as the research above 

has demonstrated that mandated testing has both positive and negative effects on the content 

of the curriculum and the pedagogy used to teach it.  

2.3 The Australian Curriculum: English 
As stated earlier, Western Australian teachers across all education sectors use the version of 

the Australian Curriculum produced by WA SCSA, which is based on the Australian 

Curriculum and adjusted to suit the Western Australian context. The overall structure, 
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strands, sub-strands, and achievement standards of the English Curriculum remain the same, 

although there are a few minor changes to the content descriptors. 

Within the Australian Curriculum the English learning area is construed as the gateway to 

being literate across the curriculum, central to the learning and development of the students 

and all other learning areas. The English Learning area is situated as a tool that students can 

use in order to analyse, understand, communicate with and build relationships with others 

(ACARA, 2011). It comprises three main strands: Language, Literacy and Literature 

(ACARA, 2018), all of which are of equal importance. Each of the strands has sub-strands 

and the modes of English (reading and viewing, writing, speaking and listening) run 

throughout all strands and sub-strands. The current study is focussed on the Language Strand 

of the English Learning Area, although it is acknowledged that the three strands are 

interconnected. This Language strand contains the sub-strands of:  

 Language Variation and Change 

 Language for Interaction 

 Text Structure and Organisation 

 Expressing and Developing Ideas 

 Phonics and Word Knowledge.  

This study is mostly focussed upon the sub-strands of Text Structure and Organisation which 

has a focus on cohesion, genres, punctuation and multi-modal texts; and Expressing and 

Developing Ideas which has focus on sentence structure, vocabulary and parts of speech. The 

subject of grammar is not tightly constrained within this Strand; it is also evident in the 

Literature Strand where students learn to appreciate literature and discuss it using the meta-

language of grammar, and the Literacy Strand, where students are required to use grammar 

efficiently and effectively when reading or creating texts.  
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2.4 A Short History of Grammar Theory and Pedagogy in Australian Schools  
This section describes the three theories of grammar that have had influence over the 

Australian English curriculum and the teaching of literacy. The theories are traced and 

exemplified through a selective overview of pedagogical resources used to teach writing and 

grammar. The resources referred to are a representative sample, rather than a comprehensive 

collection. This historical overview is summarised in Figure 2.1. The demarcations on the 

table are indicative only as the process of pedagogical change is more fluid than represented.  

 

 

Time  Types of Grammar Taught Pedagogical approaches 

Prior to 

1960s 

 

Traditional Grammar 

Writing as Production 

1960s 

1970s Writing as Creativity 

1980s 

Transformational Grammar 

influences pedagogy, teachers use 

terms and concepts of Traditional 

Grammar. 

Writing as Process 

1990s 
Beginnings of use of Systemic 

Functional Grammar 
Writing as a Genres 

2010 on 

Australian Curriculum: English 

uses Systemic Functional 

Grammar 

Australian Curriculum described as 

“pedagogy free”. 

Figure 2.2: Pedagogical Approaches to Grammar in Australia. 

(Adapted from Christie, 2004; Harris, McKenzie, Fitzsimmons, & Turbill, 2007; Lowe, 

2019) 

2.4.1 Traditional Grammar and Writing as Product and Creativity  

Grammar was first studied in ancient Greece as “tekhne grammatike” or “the art of letters’, 

with the aim to develop a system for naming the parts of the Greek language. The Romans 

added to the study of grammar (Bernard, 1975, p. v) to facilitate the eloquent expression of 

ideas as rhetoric (Bernard, 1975; Crystal, 1992) and traditional grammar was coupled with 
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rhetoric in Ancient Greece and Rome. The distinction was made between the term 

‘grammar’, which referred to words, the relationships between and rules that governed them; 

and ‘rhetoric’ which involved the study of ways to construct meaning in language (Christie, 

1993). The study of rhetoric diminished over the nineteenth century (Christie, 1993). Latinate 

language was eventually replaced, but the grammatical terminology continued to be used for 

learning about and labelling parts of the written English language. Grammar became “...the 

system that was used for dividing words or groups of words into various helpful categories 

and for providing names for those categories’ (Bernard, 1975, p. v). 

2.4.2 The Skills Based Approach and Traditional Grammar  

The grammar content and pedagogy of Australian schools in the early and mid 20th century 

was based on this notion of traditional, Latinate grammar. For a substantial amount of time in 

the twentieth century, writing, reading and spelling were considered as discrete skills and 

taught separately in small blocks of time (Lowe, 2019). Students were required to be able to 

spell and handwrite prior to being taught to write creatively. Writing lessons were known as 

composition lessons with prescribed topics and text forms. Traditional Grammar was taught 

as exercises decontextualised from the task of meaningful writing (Christie, 1993) with the 

focus on correct usage, parsing of sentences and application of rules in a skills based 

approach (Christie, 1993; Crystal, 1992).  

This skills based approach (Lowe, 2019, p. 6) is exemplified through the publication, 

“Teaching the new English in primary schools: maintaining continuity and implementing 

change in the language arts” (Saxby & Turney, 1974). The section of “English Usage” within 

the text deals with vocabulary, sentence structure, correct usage and punctuation, reflecting 

the enduring separation of writing into its component parts, and the emphasis on correctness. 

The authors advocated generating sentences and classifying words as well as writing 

creatively. Learning correct usage of words and grammatical terminology was still seen as a 

way of improving oral and written English.  
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2.4.3 The Process Approach, Dartmouth and Transformative Generational Grammar,  

No retrospective on the teaching of writing policy or practice can ignore the impact of the 

1966 “Anglo-American Seminar on the Teaching of English” (Zancanella, Franzak, & 

Sheahan, 2016). This conference was a seminal moment of change to the practices and 

policies of teaching English in Anglophone countries and became known as the “Dartmouth 

Conference”. It is important to note that whilst the Dartmouth Conference was focussed on 

the teaching of English in secondary schools, the policy and practices that arose from the 

conference had a significant effect on the teaching of English within primary schools also. It 

is not the purpose of this section to provide a lengthy historical review or indepth critique of 

this conference and its consequences. The purpose is to describe a significant step-change in 

subject English teaching and thinking, and to reflect on the influence of some aspects of the 

conference on Australian writing (and therefore grammar) pedagogy. 

The stated aim of the Dartmouth Conference was to “… improve the teaching of English and 

the co-operation between scholars and teachers in Great Britain, Canada and the United 

States” (Zancanella et al., 2016, p. 13) and the agenda included such issues as defining 

English, what constituted valuable knowledge and skills in the English curriculum, the role of 

standards and continuity of instruction across schooling (Sawyer, McLean Davies, Gannon, 

& Dowsett, 2016; Zancanella et al., 2016). The decade of the 1960s was a time of great social 

and political change. Minority groups were making their voices heard and the first wave of 

feminism was on the rise. As such, the purpose and meaning of education was also under 

question, and in this instance, the teaching of English. The use of Traditional Grammar 

continued but the need to teach it prescriptively was being questioned and there was reaction 

against the traditional English curriculum that was based on skills models which focussed on 

the literary canon (Kantor, 1987; Sawyer et al., 2016; Sublette, 1973; Zancanella et al., 2016). 

Writing pedagogy began to be influenced by Noam Chomsky’s transformative generative 

grammar (Dixon, 2016; Luragi & Parodi, 2008; Snyder, 2008), which was based on the study 
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of the acquisition of spoken language and proposed that the understanding of first spoken, 

then written, grammar is innate to humans by way of acquisition (Emmit, Zbaracki, 

Komesaroff, & Pollock, 2010) and as such, explicit instruction in grammar was deemed 

unnecessary. Grammar was to be taught only as needed through teacher-student conferences.  

Britton promoted the “personal growth” model that had the student as the focus, rather than 

the skills or the texts (Kantor, 1987; Zancanella et al., 2016). The personal growth model was 

developmental and considered language as an entity to be learned in operation, and framed 

the study of English as a convergence of experience, language and society (Zancanella et al., 

2016). The personal growth model allowed teachers to re-examine the learning process and 

view writing as a creative process that could make considerable contributions to the 

individuals’ development in many areas, particularly cognitive and social (Kantor, 1987). The 

focus was on the child’s language and experiences, on the process of using language rather 

than just the product (Christie, 1993); hence the pedagogical focus was on was teaching 

grammar at the point of need and there was a ‘”…disinclination to address seriously what to 

do in the name of teaching about English language” (Christie, 1993, p. 94). 

It is from the adoption of this personal growth model at the Dartmouth Conference that the 

“writing process approach”, developed in America by Donald Graves in the late 1970s, was 

taken up in Australia during the 1980s (Walshe, 1981a; Wyse, 2017). As with the previous 

pedagogy, creativity was encouraged, but students were encouraged to write what was 

important to them, rather than attempt to write creatively using imposed topics. The process 

approach consists of recursive stages of pre-writing for the generation of ideas, drafting and 

composing of texts, revision of texts through individual editing and peer and teacher 

conferences, followed by the publication of the text, all with an emphasis of writing as a 

process for self-expression and personal growth (Kantor, 1987; Parry & Hornsby, 1985; 

Walshe, 1981b). It is a model of teaching writing (and therefore grammar, which was 



37 
 

 

embedded) that endured for over forty years and is still in use, influencing pedagogical 

practices in many classrooms today (Topfer & Padgham, 2015; Wyse, 2017). The Personal 

Growth Model (and thereby the process model of writing) was not without its detractors. 

During and after the Dartmouth seminar, there were warnings of the possible dangers of 

outright rejection of written English grammar and conventions, and warnings against 

oversimplification of the model, with concerns that teachers may rely on blind faith that the 

students would write their way into self expression (Dixon in Sublette, 1973, p. 351). 

The publications “Donald Graves in Australia: Children want to write” (Walshe, 1981a) and 

“Every Child Can Write” (Walshe, 1981b) as well as Grave’s texts “Writing: Teachers and 

children at work” (Graves, 1983) were influential. In these texts, the term “grammar” is used 

infrequently and reference is to the use of the child’s writing in order to determine grammar 

skills to teach, or the teaching of grammar in the so-called writing conference, which is a 

discussion between teacher and child about the writing. Grammar use and learning was still 

framed in Traditional Grammar terms (Walshe, 1981a, 1981b). In “Every Child Can Write” 

Walshe devoted a chapter to frequently asked questions. His response to the question “How 

much grammar should be taught in the Primary School?  And, if any, how should it be 

taught?” (Walshe, 1981b, p. 164) recommends the building of grammar terminology as part 

of general vocabulary, that the teacher observe the students and their writing and only 

intervene one-to-one or small group, never whole class, and that students needed to know five 

things about grammar: that sentences needed a verb; personal pronouns needed to be used 

correctly, subject verb agreement was necessary; the student could differentiate between 

sentence, clause and phrase; and that they could identify and use simple present and past 

tense (Walshe, 1981b, pp. 165-166).  

“Write On: A Conference Approach to Writing” (Parry & Hornsby, 1985) was an Australian 

publication, a handbook for teachers who wished to implement process writing in the 



38 
 

 

classroom. This text reiterated Walsh’s pedagogical approach with very little reference to the 

place of grammar. The text advocated that the specific skills of grammar, spelling and 

revision be taught to small groups of students if necessary. The evaluation section briefly 

referred to some aspects of grammar, but did not explain the terms or discuss the pedagogy 

required to teach and assess.  

The process approach to writing was endorsed by Education authorities of the time. The 

Curriculum Branch of the Education Department of Western Australia published the “Writing 

K – 7 Teachers Notes’ in 1986. This provided guidance as to what was writing, how to put 

the process into practice, evaluation, and writing across the curriculum, as well as other 

matters. The section, just 4 pages in length, entitled “The Place of Formal Skills’ began with 

a discussion of the place of formal skills, advocated an approach that was balanced “… so 

that the skills and the meaning complement each other to produce effective writing.” 

(Education Department of Western Australia, 1986, p. 107) and advised the teacher to assume 

a coaching role, teaching at point of error. Formal skills were presented in six short sections, 

these being Punctuation and Capitalisation, Conventions associated with Writing Forms, 

Grammar, Handwriting, Spelling, and Vocabulary. The Glossary of the Notes defined 

grammar as “a set of statements saying how a language works’ (Education Department of 

Western Australia, 1986, p. 257) and grammar was mentioned twice in the index, first in the 

formal skills section and second in an example of a writing objective.  

2.4.4 The Genre Approach and the advent of Systemic Functional Grammar  

Although the process writing and personal growth models of writing put the students at the 

centre of the learning processes and pedagogy, these models “…offered no model of 

language to guide the teacher…” (Humphrey, Love, & Droga, 2011, p. 2) and in some ways 

marginalised the students from lower socio-economic backgrounds (French, 2010, p. 3). In 

the late 1970s the genre writing approach was developed within the Inner Sydney 

Disadvantaged Schools Program in an effort to improve writing standards in this area. The 
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“outstanding results’  (French, 2010, p. 4) saw the incorporation of the genre approach into 

the New South Wales syllabus, and the pedagogy taken up by other Australian state 

education departments. The genre approach to pedagogy has also been popular in other 

Anglophone countries, particularly the United Kingdom and United States of America  

(Weaver, 2008).  

The genre approach of the 1990s was based on the notion that language use was determined 

by the cultural and social situation in which the text was produced, and the purposes for 

producing that text, therefore culturally and socially powerful text forms existed, especially 

within the school context. The genre of a text is best described as its “…global, social 

purpose...” (French, 2010, p. 22) which shaped and organised the text structure at whole text, 

paragraph and sentence levels. It was thought that by teaching children to be competent in 

reading and writing genres, particularly those that were frequently used within the academic 

context, those children would develop the literate skills needed to participate successfully 

within school and wider society (Campbell & Green, 2006; French, 2010; Harris et al., 2007; 

Lowe, 2019).  

The key understanding of the genre approach was that each genre (such as narrative, report, 

instructional text, description, explanations, letters) possessed a structure that could be 

deconstructed, analysed, and then replicated in other contexts with other content. Once the 

students understood the genre structure, the expectation was that they would move through 

the process writing stages in order to create original texts. Within the structure of specific 

genres, text organisation at the sentence level (sentence grammar) would differ between 

genres in order to serve the social purposes of a particular genre. When discussing genre 

theory, it must be acknowledged that genre theory arose from and is inextricably linked to, 

and derived from the discipline of SFL (French, 2010; French, in Locke, 2010; Snyder, 

2008). SFL, however, has evolved over time into an extensive and complex description of 
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language. When used in relation to genre pedagogy, the SFL described and used needs to be  

“…much less detailed – sufficient for teachers to use with their students, but no more than 

necessary” (French, 2010, p. 18). The genre approach to writing across a variety of purposes, 

audiences and contexts required the more comprehensive and flexible model of grammar, 

SFG. SFG was derived from the discipline of SFL  and uses the techniques of linguistic 

grammatical analysis in order to demonstrate the power of the written word (Crystal, 1992). 

The focus of SFG is on the construction of meaning at text, sentence and word level and the 

influence of context upon the text structure, the sentence structure and the word choices ( 

Derewianka, 2011, 2012; French, 2010; Locke, 2010; Myhill, 2010).  

The curriculum used in WA at the time of the genre approach was the “Curriculum 

Framework for Kindergarten to Year 12 Education in Western Australia” (Curriculum 

Council, 1998). This curriculum was focussed on learning processes rather than being 

prescriptive about subject matter. It consisted of a set of eight Learning Areas, each with 

knowledge, skills understandings and values that were to be developed using content deemed 

to be appropriate to the needs of the students within particular school contexts (Curriculum 

Council, 1998). Each Learning Area had learning outcomes that fed into the Overarching 

Outcomes of the Framework. The curriculum included and supported the functional 

perspective of language and included the genre theory approach and the introduction of 

systemic functional grammar. The differentiation between Traditional Grammar and 

functional grammar, and the shift to the use of SFG in curriculum, however, were not made 

explicit, as can be seen when reading the English Learning Outcomes from the Curriculum 

Framework (pertinent phrases have been bolded). These outcomes provide a window into the 

theoretical basis of the Learning Area: 

1 Understanding Language: Students understand that the way language is used varies 

according to context 
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2 Attitudes, Values and Beliefs: Students understand that language has an important 

effect on the ways in which they view themselves and the world in which they live. 

3 Conventions: Students use the conventions of Standard Australian English with 

understanding and critical awareness.  

4 Processes and Strategies: Students select from a repertoire of processes and strategies 

by reflecting on their understanding of the way language works for a variety of 

purposes in a range of contexts.  

5 Listening: Students listen with purpose, understanding and critical awareness in a 

wide range of situations. 

6 Speaking: Students speak with purpose and effect in a wide range of contexts. 

7 Viewing: students view a wide range of visual texts with purpose, understanding and 

critical awareness.  

8 Reading: Students read a wide range of texts with purpose, understanding and critical 

awareness.  

9 Writing: Students write for a range of purposes and in a range of forms using 

conventions appropriate to purpose, understanding and critical awareness.  

(Curriculum Council, 1998, p. 84) 

The bolded phrases and the use of the terms “purpose, audience and context” in all modes of 

English are indicative of the genre and SFG approaches to language. Students were being 

asked to use a wide range of genres across different modes. The text “…range of purposes 

and in a range of forms using conventions appropriate to purpose, understanding and critical 

awareness…” (Curriculum Council, 1998, p. 91) from the ninth outcome is highly indicative 

of a genre approach to teaching writing. When it comes to grammar, however, the Outcomes 

and Standards Framework was not so explicit. Grammar was subsumed into the 

“Conventions’ strand, and these written conventions were listed as “spelling, grammar, 

punctuation, layout and vocabulary” of “public documents, formal correspondence, official 
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forms, arguments, reports and essays…” as well as the use of appropriate vocabulary for 

discussion of language, conventions and grammar – in effect a metalanguage (Curriculum 

Council, 1998, p. 87). 

The Curriculum Framework Outcomes were followed by a description of the Scope of the 

Curriculum, which outlined, by Phases of Development, the types of English learning that 

should take place. The Early Childhood Phase promoted the use of writing for authentic 

purposes, advocating that teachers use shared, modelled and guided writing to notice and use 

the written language conventions. The Middle Childhood Phase continued the focus on the 

purpose and audience for the writing, and stated that the processes of drafting, editing and 

proofreading be used to create a range of expository, argumentative and persuasive texts and 

that the students should be able to control the language features of a wide range of texts. It is 

interesting to note when reading these documents that that phrase “language conventions” 

seems to be freely interchangeable with the phrase “linguistic features”, and in the Early 

Adolescence phase the wording reverts to the more specific and traditional “spelling, 

punctuation and grammatical construction associated with Standard Australian English”. 

(Curriculum Council, 1998, p 99)  

In Western Australian schools, the “First Steps” suite of resources was available and used by 

all primary school education sectors as supporting documents to the curriculum. This 

resource was initially produced by the state education department, then management and 

oversight was moved to a university and finally the resource was published by an educational 

resources publisher. The State Government later bought the rights back and this resource is 

now freely available in digital form through the W.A. Department of Education curriculum 

resources English platform.  

The “First Steps’ literacy suite of Writing, Reading, Speaking and Listening, and Viewing 

resources consisted of two texts for each mode: such as the Writing Map of Development text 



43 
 

 

(Annandale et al., 2005a) and the Writing Resource Book (Annandale et al., 2005b), with an 

overarching “Linking Assessment Teaching and Learning” text that accompanied these 

resources. It is the Writing Map of Development and Resource Books that are the focus of 

discussion here. The Writing Map of Development provides a continuum of writing 

development to describe students writing at different developmental phases. Each phase 

contains a global statement briefly describing the writing of the students in this phase, a 

number of “key indicators” for the writing behaviours and a list of major teaching emphases. 

Each phase of the Map of Development contains detailed explanations of the key indicators 

and describes teaching and learning activities relevant to that phase.  

The Writing Resource Book uses a “…multidimensional approach to teaching writing…” 

(Annandale et al., 2005b, p. 1) which can be described as the explicit teaching of the different 

forms of text, the processes and strategies, the conventions and contextual understandings. 

Explicit teaching is described as “…demonstrating and talking to students about what 

effective writers do” (Annandale et al., 2005b, p. 1) within a block of time that includes 

explicit instruction, independent writing and feedback to the students. The instructional 

model is based on the “Gradual Release of Responsibility Model” (Pearson & Gallagher, 

1983) of modelling writing, sharing writing, guiding student writing and applying writing 

independently, but adds the two steps of familiarising and analysing texts prior to modelling.  

In the First Steps Resources, genre is described as understanding the different forms of 

writing and how the structure and organisation of a writing form is a result of its social and 

cultural context (Annandale et al., 2005b) and that different genres consist of different text 

forms for different purposes. The purpose of the text form is realised through its structure and 

use of language features. For example, the Social Purpose: Writing to Instruct contains 

photographs of example texts, provides the reader with “an understanding of texts that 
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instruct” and samples of organisation frameworks. This is followed by a list of Language 

features that are usually used within that framework, such as: 

 “Nouns and pronouns that refer to generalised and specific participants, e.g. 

ingredients, utensils, the eggs, the rotor, it… 

 Signal words to do with time, e.g. first, then, when.  

 Mainly action verbs, e.g put, twist, hold, take…” (Annandale et al., 2005b, p. 95) 

The language features section is followed by advice regarding assessment and supporting 

students (Annandale et al., 2005b, pp. 93-102)  

The Writing Resource Book contains a separate chapter regarding Conventions, which is 

divided into two sections, Connecting Spelling Instruction to Writing and Developing 

Grammar. The Developing Grammar section defines grammar as “…the rules and systematic 

relationships that are used to organise a language and its meaning.” (Annandale et al., 2005b, 

p. 183). The resource recommended that the teaching of grammar be linked to text forms and 

to students’ needs, be explicit, and introduce the metalanguage of grammar, although “It is 

not necessary for students to learn technical grammatical terms …students benefit from 

knowing the metalanguage associated with the functions of language” (Annandale et al., 

2005b, p. 184). The Grammar section then goes on to describe the essential grammar 

knowledge of punctuation, parts of speech (using solely Traditional Grammar terminology), 

sentence types and structure (again using solely Traditional Grammar terminology) and 

writing cohesive paragraphs and texts.  

The “First Steps’ Writing Resource Book (Annandale et al., 2005b) and Writing Map of 

Development(Annandale et al., 2005a) were a key resource for all Primary Teachers in all 

WA educational sectors from the early1990s to 2011. From this analysis and description of 

these resources a dichotomy has appeared. The “First Steps’ Writing Resource has a clear 

functional perspective with focus on writing genre, promoting students’ writing for authentic 



45 
 

 

audiences, and using purpose and context to shape their writing. However, the resource uses 

the metalanguage of Traditional Grammar, such as subject and predicate when discussing 

sentence structure, rather than the language of SFG. In effect, those teachers who taught 

using this resource as a guide, and the school students that were taught, may not be familiar 

with the metalanguage of SFG, especially at sentence level.  

2.4.5 The Legacies of Past Approaches to Writing  

The “pedagogical bandwagons…that have been part of the educational landscape in Australia 

over the past 30 years or so…” (Doecke, 2014, p. 97) have left their legacy on the English 

PCK of current Western Australian primary school teachers. The pedagogical steps of 

process writing, those of prewriting, drafting, revising and editing, followed by publication 

have endured over time and the processes have become interwoven with the genre approach 

as the cycle that writers move through to write the genre. In doing so, process writing has lost 

its focus as a tool for personal growth, as the educational focus has shifted from individual 

self discovery and growth to the “…socio-political concern for teacher and student…” 

(Donlan, 1974, p. 194). As the process approach became embedded in curriculum guides and 

pedagogical tomes, in many instances it underwent a process of fossilisation (Thwaite, 2006) 

losing its iterative and recursive elements. Teaching the writing process, for many, became 

the teaching of a series of discrete stages through which the writer moved with little revisiting 

or repeating.  

Derewianka also observes that, as has occurred with other pedagogical changes, Genre 

Theory was, and still is, open to “…simplistic interpretations and orthodoxies” (Derewianka, 

2015). As with process writing, fossilisation has occurred with genre approach pedagogy. 

Often taught prescriptively as items within a curriculum, or as a set of rules or a formula to 

follow, the particular genre being learnt became denuded of its context, purpose and audience 

(Derewianka, 2015; Fox, 2015; P. Jones & Derewianka, 2016). Prescriptive teaching is also 

an issue when only a small handful of generic genres are taught (Lowe, 2019; Wyse, Jones, 



46 
 

 

Bradford, & Wolpert, 2018), and students are not made privy of the way genres change from 

context to context; for example, how a personal recount differs from an historical recount, or 

how an instructional text for food preparation differs from instructional text for science 

experiments. The genre approach resulted in the writing of correctly structured text forms 

often with little attention paid to the grammar within these text forms (Wyse, 2017; Wyse et 

al., 2018). The lack of possibilities for personal choice and reflexive writing, a pillar of the 

Process Writing approach, usurped by analysis of genre structures, is also an issue (Wyse et 

al., 2018). The genre approach is a pedagogical model that has somewhat levelled the literacy 

playing field for many students by allowing them to learn and use the structures of the 

powerful academic genres in Australian schooling and society generally (Derewianka, 2015; 

P. Jones & Derewianka, 2016). Recognition has grown of a strong complementary link 

between learning to strategically read a genre and purposeful writing in that genre 

(Derewianka, 2015).  

The process writing approach has left another enduring pedagogical and perplexing 

educational legacy. An early theorist of this approach, Dixon (in Sublette, 1973) gave twofold 

warnings which have bearing on this research. The first warning was to be aware of the risk 

of over-rejection of the conventions of written English. The second warning was to beware of 

the risk of over-simplification of the idea of students writing themselves into writing, and 

having blind faith in the process (Sublette, 1973). During the era of process writing, many 

teachers, including this author, only taught grammar at point of need, as advised, rejecting the 

conventions of written English and potentially over-simplifying the process.  

As a system, WA had a period of approximately 30 years (1980 - 2011) where grammar was 

not explicitly taught to students, and if it was, it was Traditional Grammar. In the current 

context, teachers are now required to teach grammar explicitly using the possibly unfamiliar 

terms of SFG, and in many contexts appear to be struggling to do so (Jeurissen, 2012; P. 
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Jones & Cheng, 2012; Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 2013; Sangster, Anderson, & O'Hara, 2013). 

As Welch so eloquently stated, “There is a profound contradiction in setting new goals and 

standards in the literacy area, for teachers who are often themselves without a background in 

grammatical structures and the new terminology, while failing to provide them with more 

than cursory training” (Welch, 1996, p. 103).  

The above discussion regarding the evolution of curriculum leads to one of the main points of 

contention of this thesis: many Western Australian teachers may have been ill prepared to 

implement the Language Strand of the AC:E, when it was first introduced in 2011, for two 

reasons. One, the teachers’ own grammar knowledge was mostly implicit, bought to bear 

during writing tasks, but with no coherent framework of any grammar or the metalanguage of 

that grammar, due to the “post grammar” era described in Section 2.3.5. Added to this 

situation, the theory and metalanguage of the SFG on which the AC:E is based, is a 

theoretical stance significantly different from previous iterations of Western Australian 

English curriculum. This was not the case for some states on eastern seaboard of Australia 

due to the longstanding influence on the writing curriculum of these states of the “Sydney 

School” (French, 2010), which indeed formed the basis of the National Curriculum. The SFG 

theoretical stance is not clearly explained within the rationale or body of the Australian 

Curriculum (Exley, 2016; Macken-Horarik, 2012; Macken-Horarik et al., 2015; K. Watson, 

2010) and teachers are left to make of the phrase “…a functional view of language…” what 

they will. Western Australian teachers may not have been able to “read between the lines’ to 

recognise SFG and understand that SFG is significantly different in both form and function 

(K. Watson, 2010) to the items of Traditional Grammar with which they may or may not be 

familiar. In not having traditional grammar as a base from which to start understanding the 

curriculum, many Western Australian teachers may be in the position of not having explicit 

knowledge of either form of grammar.  
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2.5 Grammar Resources Available to Western Australian Teachers.  
An overview of the written grammar teaching resources currently available to Western 

Australian teachers provides context to the thesis. Informed commentary on teacher beliefs, 

resources and pedagogy cannot be made without first surveying the landscape of available 

resources. The relationship between teachers, pedagogy and resources is complicated 

(Zuidema & Fredricksen, 2016). At best, a synergistic and symbiotic relationship should 

exist, where the aspects of teacher beliefs, resources and pedagogy interplay in an 

informative and overlapping feedback loop that broadens and strengthens the teachers’ PCK. 

This relationship is examined in more detail in the Literature Review.  

This section reviews the resources available to teachers to assist them in understanding and 

teaching written grammar. First, it reviews the pedagogical stances taken by the AC:E, and 

WA SCSA syllabus, as these are the two sources of information available to all three 

educational sectors. The purpose of the second part of this section is to provide a selective 

overview of the resources available for primary school teachers to use for the teaching of 

written grammar. This resources overview is based on the author’s existing knowledge of 

what is available, through connections with professional associations; professional learning 

provided by schools and attendance at conferences, and through online search engine 

enquiries. It is by no means completely comprehensive, due to the large number of resources 

available. Analysis of all available resources would constitute a separate research project. As 

stated in the introduction, the operational definition of resources used throughout this thesis is 

as follows:  

Those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to the teacher as a 

source of information or expertise in order to teach written grammar effectively. 

These things include electronic resources (computers, internet), text based 
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resources (books, notes, plans), cognitive resources (in head knowledge) and 

collegiate resources (other teachers, support staff). 

With that definition in mind, this section describes four types of resource: those provided by 

professional associations; those provided as commercial publications and programs; online 

resources, and professional learning. The section aims to provide an informed overview of 

what is available to primary school teachers when teaching grammar.  

2.5.1 Curriculum Resources 

The ACARA version of the curriculum is “silent on pedagogy” (Albright, Knezevic, & 

Farrell, 2013, p. 113) using a general statement that teachers use “a range of pedagogical 

approaches, from direct teacher intervention, to encouragement, support and indirect 

guidance.” (ACARA, 2018). Some guidance was provided in the 2009 “Shape of the 

Australian Curriculum: English” document, which provided suggestions for English 

pedagogy such as “provide flexible and responsive classroom activities… extended 

classroom interactions… use texts from a wide range of genres, topics and issues…” 

(National Curriculum Board, 2009, p. 16) stating that these pedagogical approaches were 

“research based”. Unfortunately, this is a little known and little used document, produced 

during the early planning of the AC:E. 

The Western Australian SCSA website (School Curriculum and Standards Authority, 2018) 

lists a set of principles to guide both whole of school planning and classroom pedagogical 

approaches, these being: 

 Opportunity to Learn 

 Connection and Challenge  

 Action and Reflection 

 Motivation and Practice  

 Inclusivity and Difference 
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 Independence and Collaboration 

 Supportive Environment(School Curriculum and Standards Authority, 2009b). 

The SCSA English v8.1 Overview (School Curriculum and Standards Authority, Undated) on 

the “Australian Professional Standards for Teachers’ page, provides advice for teachers 

which is generic and broad stating that:  

“… teachers need to provide ample opportunity for revision, ongoing practice and 

consolidation of previously introduced knowledge and skills…The content 

descriptions in the Western AC:E enable teachers to develop a variety of learning 

experiences that are relevant, rigorous and meaningful…”(School Curriculum and 

Standards Authority, 2009a)  

These broad approaches to pedagogical direction could be troublesome in the context of 

teachers attempting to teach an aspect of literacy with which they may have had little prior 

experience, either as a learner or a pre-service teacher, and little prior knowledge. This 

apparent lack of clear, specific pedagogical direction from top down has left a potential 

“pedagogy vacuum” which has been filled by commercial resources and programs, as will be 

discussed in the following section.  

2.5.2 Commercial Writing Programs  

There are three commercially published writing programs in use in some Western Australian 

primary schools. None of these programs have official sanction from SCSA, despite their 

widespread implementation. They are included in this overview as they were referred to by 

participants in the survey or interview of the study. This section briefly describes each 

program, and its theoretical base, including the components or steps within the program and, 

finally, refers to any independent research or evaluation conducted on the program. The 

information below is freely available from the programs’ websites or publications.  
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Seven Steps to Writing Success  (www.sevenstepswriting.com)  

This Australian program, created in 2016, has been implemented in 138  Western Australian 

schools across all education sectors, at the time of writing (McVeity). The focus of this 

program is narrative writing, and there are lessons plans linked to the AC:E and a curriculum 

matrix that plots pages of the teacher’s manual against the AC:E content descriptors. 

There are five underlying principles to this program. The first is that the process of writing is 

broken down into “chunks’ and the creative writing processes are taught separately to the 

processes of spelling and handwriting. The second principle is that of reteaching and revising 

the target skill to develop a level of automaticity. The third principle is that brainstorming is 

explicitly taught as an initial writing strategy, with at least one third of the writing time 

devoted to brainstorming and planning. The fourth principle is that the students use oral 

language through oral rehearsal of the writing and collaboration with others. The fifth 

principle is that there needs to be school wide consistency of expectations, metalanguage 

used, practices, routines and teaching approaches in and across classrooms  (McVeity). 

The teaching approach is divided into seven steps. The first is “Plan for Success’ using 

brainstorming and other forms of thinking tools and protocols. The second step is “Sizzling 

Starts”, where students are taught to start the narrative with action, or a moment of change, or 

dialogue. The third step is “Tightening Tensions”, which includes teaching narrative devices 

such as plot twists. The fourth step is teaching the students to write “Dynamic Dialogue”, 

which includes acting out sections of the narrative in order to practise and rehearse the 

written dialogue. The fifth step is focussed on building visual images into the narrative using 

“Show, Don’t Tell”. The sixth step is focussed on revision and tightening the story structure 

and is called “Ban the Boring”. The final step is called “Exciting Endings’ and the students 

are taught to write a successful climax and ending to the narrative (McVeity).  

file:///C:/Users/Jeanni/Desktop/PHD/A%20Thesis%20Chapters/CHAPTERS%20FOR%20MERGING/PENULTIMATE%20VERSION/J%20and%20J/www.sevenstepswriting.com
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The available research on this program is limited to a self-reported study entitled “Making 

real change in Australian schools: A data driven analysis of the Track Your Success 

intitiative” (McVeity). Students’ work was marked pre and post implementation (one term) 

using the NAPLAN marking guides. It was reported that 69% of the students involved in the 

study saw an improvement of one band or more in the NAPLAN scores and the largest areas 

of improvement, were paragraphs, characters and setting. Sentence structure, punctuation and 

cohesion showed an overall average percentage improvement of 9% after 10 weeks of Seven 

Steps lessons. Qualitative results were included, reporting increases in teacher confidence and 

ability to teach writing, and increased student engagement with writing tasks. This author 

identified one major limitation to the research report being that there was no indication of 

inter-marker or inter-school quality control measures in place to ensure reliability and 

comparability of marking. Another limitation identified by this author was that the schools 

selected were a convenience sample, and no efforts were made to ensure a representative 

range of schools were included.  

Big Write and VCOP  (www.andrelleducation.com.au) 

Big Write and VCOP is a UK product known as “Big Writing” and is marketed in Australia 

by Andrell Education. In Western Australia, it is implemented across 12 schools (Andrell 

Education, 2020). The main precepts behind the Big Write approach is that writing is hard to 

teach and students are not necessarily engaged in learning how to write. A second precept is 

that written language is based on oral language, and if students have poor oral language skills 

they will have difficulty writing, regardless of the age of the writer. The aim of the Big Write 

program is to develop students’ positive self concept and encourage them to be ambitious 

with writing; and to explicitly teach how to self-assess, analyse writing and set goals. This 

approach was originally developed for narrative text. 

The approach uses acronyms, one of which is GHaSP, which stands for grammar, 

handwriting, spelling and punctuation (boundary capital letters and full stops). This set of 

http://www.andrelleducation.com.au/
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skills are described as the underlying skills that students need in order to be able to write 

creatively, and teachers are encouraged to teach these explicitly and regularly so that they 

become automatic for the students. The other acronym is VCOP, which promotes the 

development and use of vocabulary, connective and conjunctions, “openers’ to stories and 

sentences, and punctuation. Big Write promotes the kinaesthetic approach of “Kung Fu 

Punctuation”, where students produce martial arts type moves to represent various types of 

punctuation. The teaching model is labelled as the “Four T” model and begins with a target or 

goal set relating to the text type that the students are writing. The second T is for short 

explicit teaching sessions. The Third T is for talking about the target learning, using an 

activity or a game to give students the opportunity to practise the target prior to writing, and 

to explain their understanding of the target skill or knowledge. Finally, the fourth T stands for 

a writing task, which is usually to practise the target skill rather than a creative piece. The Big 

Write session comprises an extended writing time to produce a text form incorporating the 

target skills from the previous days. 

Two reports have been written regarding the effectiveness of Big Writing and VCOP, both 

related to the UK context. Harland, Lynn and Sainsbury (2014) completed an “Initial 

evaluation of the impact of Big Writing” on behalf of the National Foundation for 

Educational Research. This evaluation was across 11 schools in the UK, over two terms of 

2013 and using a convenience sample with no control group. The data collection included 

student writing samples and attitude surveys, and teacher surveys. The findings were 

generally that the approach was most helpful to teachers in that it built confidence and PCK 

about the teaching writing, particularly the elements of writing for different purposes, 

sentences and paragraph structures, vocabulary, grammar and punctuation and how to 

improve writing. Although there was “…not a statistically significant change…” (Harland, 

Lynn, & Sainsbury, 2014, p. 18) in student writing scores, probably due to the short time 
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frame of the research, qualitative analysis of a sample of six students writing samples at both 

baseline and endpoint indicated that there was “…noticeable improvement…” in such items 

as the use of “…adverbials…noun phrases… conjunctions… complex sentences… 

punctuation of proper nouns” (Harland et al., 2014, pp. 19-24). The report recommended that 

further research be conducted, and the approach be further refined and supporting materials 

developed (Harland et al., 2014).  

A study by Florence and Sherine (2017) entailed a semester long intervention conducted with 

70 Bachelor of Commerce students at a Hindustani university. The intervention consisted of 

Big Writing classes to teach vocabulary, connectives, sentence openers and punctuation. Pre 

and post intervention essay style tests were administered and the results analysed. The finding 

of the study suggest that the teaching of the VCOP elements in particular had “…a 

statistically significant improvement in the four assessment variables” (Florence & Sherine, 

2017, p. 4) on the students’ writing, particularly the lower ability writers, and particularly in 

the components of sentence openers and punctuation. Despite the existence of an evaluation 

report and a separate study, more research needs to be conducted on the effectiveness of this 

writing program.  

Talk for Writing (www.talk4writing.co.uk) 

The Talk for Writing Program has grown in popularity and usage in Western Australian 

primary Schools. Originally developed in England by Corbett and Strong (Corbett & Strong, 

2011) as part of a suite of strategies for use with the English National Curriculum, it is used 

widely across the English Primary School context. In WA the program’s professional 

learning is delivered through the Dyslexia Speld Foundation. As with the other programs 

discussed, Talk for Writing was initially developed to improve narrative writing in primary 

students. It has since been expanded to include cross-curricular text types such as science 

reports.  

https://www.talk4writing.co.uk/
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The underlying theory of this approach is that oral language supports written language and 

that in order to develop students’ ability to use written language, teachers must ensure that 

students encounter and use oral language in literate ways (storytelling) to develop 

vocabulary, plot patterns and sentence structure through telling and retelling stories. The 

types of texts and activities used differ across grade levels, becoming more sophisticated as 

the students develop in age and writing ability.  

The Talk for Writing approach uses three main phases: Imitation, Innovation and Invention, 

with specific teaching strategies within these phases. The first phase of Imitation is a multi-

sensory approach to telling and retelling stories. The aim is for the students to internalise the 

story vocabulary, plot and sentence structure by repeated retellings. The second phase is the 

Innovation phase, where the original story is changed to vary the plot, characters or settings. 

An important element of this phase is the deconstruction of the structure of the text, called 

“boxing up” and the Reading as a Reader and Reading as a Writer activities to analyse 

sentence structure, grammar and writer techniques. The third phase of Invention allows the 

students to write (or tell if they are unable to write) their own stories using the knowledge and 

skills developed through the previous two phases. This phase uses a gradual release model so 

that the students are able to write independently. The previous oral rehearsal of the story is to 

allow the student to focus on the transcription of the story, rather than focussing on 

transcription and text generation/composition at the same time.  

There are two available evaluations regarding Talk for Writing, both based in the UK. 

“Transforming Writing” Action Research Project (Rooke, 2013) was conducted from 2011 to 

2013 in disadvantaged English primary schools that were already using the Talk for Writing 

approach. The focus of this report was on the impact of provision of formative feedback. 

There was no breakdown of results to interrogate the sub-skills of writing such as grammar, 
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punctuation and spelling and no specific data related to the teaching of grammar in part of the 

study.  

The Talk for Writing Evaluation Report was completed in 2015 by Dockrell, Marshall and 

Wyse. This study involved 10 schools from one school region and ran from Jan 2013 to July 

2014. Talk for Writing was implemented at these schools as a whole school program where 

teachers underwent professional learning and school leaders had additional training and 

schools were supported by university personnel. The evaluation was quasi-experimental in 

that it collected pre and post intervention data from six of the nine original schools, and from 

three comparison schools that had not undergone the intervention. The impact evaluation 

results measured a range of skills, including the grammar skill of sentence combining and 

measured the proportion of correct word sequences within the writing. The schools were 

matched using socio-economic and Special Needs data. Other data such as teacher 

commentary were used.  

The evaluation report included a literature review about the elements of the Talk for Writing 

approach. This review found “…well documented evidence from a range of experimental 

studies and meta-analyses that three of the elements included… were effective” (Dockrell, 

Marshall, & Wyse, 2015, p. 7) . Those three elements were the “….emphasis on writing for 

audiences and purposes…regular and systematic formative assessment of writing… regular 

and extensive shared, guided and independent writing…” (Dockrell et al., 2015, p. 7). The 

report did find, however, that there was no evidence for other aspects of the essential 

elements of Talk for Writing, such as repeated oral retelling. The authors noted that the lack 

of evidence did not mean that the element was ineffective, rather that that there were no 

studies on the element as yet. The emphasis on writing for audiences and purposes indicates 

that the literature review supported the use of genre pedagogy which teaches both the whole, 

text and sentence level (grammar) structures of particular genres.  
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The findings from the report were that the program showed evidence of “promise”, with 

teacher reports of improved writing skills and confidence displayed by the students. The 

impact evaluation did not indicate big differences between the program schools and the 

comparison schools and this data was deemed inconclusive (Dockrell et al., 2015). Of 

particular note is the data concerning the skills of sentence combining and the proportion of 

correct word sequences measures. When baseline to six monthly data was compared “…on 

no data were pupils in the Talk for Writing intervention showing greater improvement than 

the comparison pupils” (Dockrell et al., 2015, p. 35). When baseline to 12 monthly data was 

compared, the comparison schools showed greater evidence of sentence combining and 

greater proportions of correct word sequences in comparison to the intervention schools. The 

combined findings of the evaluation reports by Rooke and by Dockrell provide credible 

evidence that the Talk for Writing Program, or key aspects thereof such as formative 

evaluation and feedback, could be used as a resource for teaching writing, but provided no 

hard data to indicate that the talk for Writing Program improved written grammar.  

This section contained a review of the commercially available writing programs that teachers 

in WA schools could use as resources to inform their conceptual and pedagogical knowledge 

about written grammar. As the reviews of the research into these programs demonstrate, 

some are not underpinned by a strong body of theoretical research. The next section moves to 

discuss the resources available through professional literacy Associations in Australia, both 

of which have a substantial track record of research into the teaching of writing and written 

grammar.  

2.5.3 Professional Association Learning Resources 

The section is a review of resources produced by two prominent Australian literacy 

associations, the Australian Literacy Educators’ Association (ALEA) and the Primary 

English Teachers’ Association of Australia (PETAA), both of which publish texts regarding 

all aspects of literacy and English teaching. The review was conducted chronologically, 
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reviewing publications from 2008 to 2018 (time of writing) in order to include the period 

leading up to the release of the Australian Curriculum. The review was conducted by firstly 

identifying those journals and monographs that related to the theme of writing or written 

language. These issues were scanned to identify articles that contained information regarding 

written grammar. Those articles were read closely to ascertain if they contained grammar 

meta-language and whether they contained information that might add to a reader’s PCKAG 

(as discussed in Chapter 3 - Literature Review), and the references provided by the authors 

were used as an indicator of the types of grammar the article used; namely, Traditional 

Grammar or SFG.  

2.6.3.1 Monographs and Journals 

PETAA publishes both books and monographs, called PEN Notes, about literacy and for the 

Primary Teacher audience. It is the monographs that are reviewed here. The PETAA PEN 

Notes from 2008 – 2018 comprised a total of 45 articles. Of these, 18 articles (40%) were 

about writing generally, and nine of the 18 (20%) of the total number of articles focussed on 

the topic of written grammar. All of these articles contained some grammar terms, with 6 

articles (13%) having a clear and coherent SFG focus apparent through the use of 

metalanguage such as “field, tenor and mode”; “participants, processes and circumstances’ or 

“cohesive devices”. Two articles used a combination of Traditional Grammar and SFG 

metalanguage and one used only Traditional Grammar metalanguage. All of the nine articles 

focussed on developing PCK about Grammar by describing ideas and activities that could be 

used in the classroom. Of the nine, only three attempted to explain metalanguage, usually by 

containing an explanation of the term or concept within the text. The remaining articles 

assumed that the reader understood the metalanguage in use.  

ALEA publishes three journals for three different audiences. Practical Literacy is aimed at 

Early Childhood and Primary School teachers, and is the focus of this review. This journal 

underwent the same review process as the PETAA monographs. A total of 411 journal 
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articles were reviewed from 2008 – 2018. Of that total, 62 (15%) of the journals referred to 

writing and 29 (7%) of the total were written about grammar in particular. Of those 29 

articles, 17 contained mentions or explanations of SFG, and 12 included Traditional 

Grammar terms, or were limited to discussions of punctuation. Of the 17 articles that 

discussed using SFG, all assumed the reader understood the SFG metalanguage in use, with 

very little explanation provided.  

2.5.4 Published Texts for Students and Teachers 

2.5.4.1 Professional Association Publications  

The Professional Associations mentioned previously in this chapter also publish texts for 

teacher professional learning in Literacy. Since 2010, PETAA has published four texts: 

 Rossbridge, J. & Rushton, K (2010). Conversations about Text: Teaching Grammar 
using Literary Texts 

 Rossbridge, J. & Rushton, K (2011). Conversations about Text 2: Teaching Grammar 
using Factual Texts 

 Humphrey, S., Droga, L., Feez, S. (2012). Grammar and Meaning 

 Derewianka, B. (2011). A New Grammar Companion 

The Humphrey et al and Derewianka texts have explicit links to the AC:E Content 

Descriptors and all recommend the teaching of a functional model of grammar using 

pedagogy that contextualises the grammar within literary and non-fiction texts.  

ALEA has published two texts since 2010.  

 Exley, B. & Kervin, L. (2013). Playing with Grammar in the Early Years 

 Exley, B. & Kervin, L. (2015.) Exploring with Grammar in the Early Years 

These texts were specifically written to assist teachers with understanding and using the 

functional grammar of the Australian Curriculum, starting each section with an AC:E Content 

Descriptor.  They provide detailed descriptions of pedagogy using fiction and non-fiction 

texts in cross-curricular contexts.  



60 
 

 

2.5.4.2 Generic Publications  

There are many publications regarding the teaching of written grammar that are available to 

teachers in their local teacher supply store, online or even in newsagents. Much of the 

material is directed to parents as NAPLAN practice texts. There exists a plethora of student 

workbooks, all of which appear to use Traditional Grammar. One text “The Primary 

Grammar Handbook”(Winch, 2014), stands out amongst the others as it deals with both 

Traditional Grammar and functional grammar (Winch uses the term “Modern” grammar). It 

contains the Australian Curriculum scope and sequence from Year 3 to Year 6 and is 

organised to move through the three levels of text found in functional grammar. It begins 

with the word level which focuses on parts of speech found in Traditional Grammar. The 

second section discusses grammar at the sentence level and the focus shifts to functional 

word groups, phrases, clauses and sentences. The third section focuses on text level grammar 

and contains elements of Traditional Grammar such as paragraphs, synonyms, antonyms, 

cohesion as well as the essences of functional grammar – these being field, tenor and mode, 

and different genres. Perhaps the most useful pages are those that describe and compare the 

traditional and functional (modern) grammar terminology.  

2.5.5 Online Resources 

Online resources available appear to be divided into two distinct groups – those that use 

pedagogy to teach grammar in contextual integrated ways (Derewianka, 2011; Myhill, Jones, 

Lines, & Watson, 2011; Myhill, Jones, Watson, & Lines, 2013), and those that teach 

grammar as discrete concepts not related to text. Describing all the available online grammar 

resources is beyond the scope and capabilities of this research, hence, this is only a selective 

review of the online resources available.  

The three online resources described below could be considered as contextualised grammar 

teaching resources in that they are linked directly to the Australian Curriculum and state 

curriculums. These three sites use the terminology of the curriculum, and two of the three 
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have AC:E summary tables which contain the content descriptors for the three strands of 

Language, Literacy and Literature. All go across early years to secondary schooling and 

focus on developing the teachers English PCK. The websites are cross-sectoral, cross-state 

and are supported by many professional associations such as the previously mentioned 

PETAA and ALEA. The members of the associations are often contributors to the learning 

materials on these sites, and contributions are vetted for quality and accuracy.  

Teaching Australian Curriculum English (www.teachingacenglish.edu.au) is a website 

supported by the Queensland Department of Education. Its aim is to support teachers and 

schools in implementing the AC:E, specifically Reading, Spelling, and Punctuation and 

Grammar, by providing models and examples of differentiation and explicit teaching of some 

elements of the English Curriculum. The website has tabs for each of these elements of 

English. Under each tab is a collection of video vignettes that demonstrate approaches to 

differentiation and explicit teaching of elements of the curriculum. The Punctuation and 

Grammar examples tend to be explicit whole class teaching with use of metalanguage, small 

group activities and use selected texts. 

English for the Australian Curriculum (e4ac.edu.au) is a site designed to assist teachers to 

teach grammar within context. Each year level provides units of learning that are cross-

curricular and integrated, with assessments and links to the Curriculum General Capabilities. 

The contextualisation of the English content is usually into other learning areas, such as 

Science, Maths or History. The Units of Work have a lesson sequence, within which the 

focus may be either an element of English or a focus on the scientific knowledge. Some 

lessons within the sequences use picture books or other forms of text to teach the English 

content descriptors.  

Reading Australia (readingaustralia.com.au) contextualises English curriculum learning into 

literature texts for children and young adults through the use of a range of picture and chapter 

http://www.teachingacenglish.edu.au/
http://www.e4ac.edu.au/
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books from the early years to secondary years of schooling. Each text is organised into a 

series of learning experiences of “Literature, Response, Examine and Create”. The 

“Examine” phase of the learning experiences looks specifically at grammar and vocabulary. 

The activities provided use all modes of reading, writing, speaking and listening.  

The following websites could be described as “decontextualised” as they do not link the 

teaching of grammar to any specific curriculum or text. The websites have been created in 

other countries that may be using Traditional Grammar as the framework for the study of 

language.  

Grammarly.com (www.grammarly.com) is a digital writing tool that offers grammar 

checking, spell checking and plagiarism detection. It is available as a browser extension for 

the main search engines of the internet, and is also available as an app on iPads or tablets. It 

offers corrections and explanations of the grammar error in the submitted writing, using 

Traditional Grammar terminology and concepts. Grammarly has been subject to a number of 

research studies and has proved to have had a positive impact on the users in the studies 

(Dembsey, 2017; O'Neill & Russel, 2019) although these studies did advise that it was best 

used in conjunction with a tutor or similar. 

Grammaropolis.com (www.grammaropolis.com) is an USA-based website developed by a 

teacher. It is based on Traditional Grammar and uses personified animations of parts of 

speech (nouns, verbs, adverbs and adjectives) in an attempt to address different learning 

styles and is smart board compatible. The freely available components comprise music videos 

that attempt to engage the students through the use of rap style songs and information web 

pages for all parts of speech. The user-pay components provide access to short films, quizzes, 

illustrated books and student accounts. Such content as references to Mt Rushmore, the 

American Constitution and the Founding Fathers, indicate that this website is aimed at an 

American audience. The grammar terminology used is Traditional Grammar and is complex 
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and sophisticated, for example the content on pronouns includes all the different types of 

pronouns: subjective, objective, interrogative, demonstrative, indefinite, intensive, relative 

and reflexive, and verbs are referred to as transitive and intransitive.  

2.6 Chapter Summary  
This chapter has described the context and background against which the research is set. It 

has described changes in educational policy that have had an impact on the teaching of 

written grammar in Australian schools, and described both the possible positive and negative 

effects of mandated testing. An historical perspective of written grammar theory and 

pedagogy in Australian schools has been included. The grammar of the AC:E has been 

described and references to pedagogy within the curriculum documents examined. Finally, 

the chapter provided a selected overview that described some of the grammar teaching 

resources available to primary school teachers in Western Australia.  

The next chapter, the Literature review, provides a conceptual framework for the study. It 

critically reviews the theoretical and empirical research into three areas of written grammar: 

those of teacher resources for teaching written grammar, teacher beliefs about written 

grammar, and teacher PCK about written grammar.  
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Chapter 3 - Literature Review  

3.1 Introduction 
Chapter 2 set out the historical context of the teaching of written grammar and described a 

number of influencing factors on the teaching of written grammar in primary schools in 

Western Australia. Chapter 3 critically reviews the research literature trends in the field of 

teaching English written grammar in mainstream primary school classrooms. The chapter 

outlines a theoretical framework that incorporates the elements of 1) teacher pedagogical 

content knowledge for teaching written grammar, 2) teacher beliefs about written grammar 

and; 3) teachers and resources for teaching written grammar; (see Figure 3.1). The conceptual 

framework of this thesis is based upon Shulman’s original conceptualisations of PCK 

(Shulman, 1986, 1987) and three assumptions. The first assumption is that teachers hold 

knowledge of how to teach. The second is that this knowledge can be, albeit arbitrarily, 

divided into separate knowledge sets. The third assumption is that to teach written grammar 

successfully, teachers need specific and relevant PCK of written grammar. 

The first section of the chapter discusses the conceptual framework and the conceptuali-

sations of PCK, teacher belief, and resources as used within the research. The second section 

reviews the literature regarding teacher beliefs about teaching grammar and the third section 

reviews the research on teachers and the resources that they use. The final sections review the 

research regarding teacher PCKAG and the research relating to best-practice grammar 

instruction.  

3.2 Conceptual Framework   
The conceptual framework for this research incorporates three important elements of teaching 

written grammar: the beliefs of teachers, the resources that teachers use, and the PCKAG of 

teachers. These elements are nested within one another, as per Figure 3.1: Diagram 

representing Conceptual Framework. The conceptual framework, which is based on the 

literature in this review posits that teacher beliefs surround and have influence on the 
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resources that teachers use, and these elements both surround and influence the PCKAG that 

teachers hold and use when teaching. The influence is not unidirectional; each element of the 

framework may influence the others inwardly and outwardly. The boundaries between the 

beliefs, resources and PCKAG are represented in the framework as dotted lines in order to 

indicate that these boundaries are permeable.  

Shulman, whose original work on PCK has been the impetus for this thesis research and so 

much other research, posed the questions: 

 “What are the sources of teacher knowledge? 

 What does a teacher know and when did he/she come to know it? 

 How is the new knowledge acquired and the old knowledge retrieved and combined to 

form a new knowledge base?” (Shulman, 1986, p. 8) 

This research is particularly concerned with the first of these questions, and it is on that basis 

that Shulman’s conceptualisations have been adapted by situating PCK within the elements of 

teachers’ beliefs and teachers’ resources, as in Figure 3.1. Each of these elements is 

conceptualised and defined for the purposes of this research in the following sections of this 

chapter.  

3.2.1 Conceptualisations of Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar  

Teaching written grammar to mainstream students has come to prominence through the 

explicit inclusion of grammar in the English learning area of the Australian Curriculum, with 

corresponding recent growth in the research into teacher knowledge and beliefs in this area.  

3.2.1.1 General PCK  

This section investigates PCK in some depth, and begins with discussion of the issues of 

using such a complex construct, the model used for this research and the conceptualisations 

of the components of that model, these being PCKAG, Conceptual Knowledge about 

Grammar (COKAG) and Curricula Knowledge about Grammar (CUKAG). PCK as an 
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educational construct had its beginning in the 1980s, when Shulman first identified it as the 

“missing paradigm” (Shulman, 1986, p. 6) within the research into teacher education. 

Shulman asserted that, previously in the area of teacher education research, there existed a 

false dichotomy between content and pedagogy knowledge; arguing that “mere content 

knowledge is likely to be as useless pedagogically as content free skill” (Shulman, 1986, p. 

5). Shulman’s description of PCK as a body of knowledge that is “…uniquely the province of 

teachers, their own special form of professional understanding…” (Shulman, 1987, p. 8) 

restored “some balance in the attention given to content versus pedagogy in research on 

teaching” (Morine-Dershimer & Kent, 1999, p. 21). Pedagogical content knowledge 

represents knowledge that is an integrated system of types of knowledge which have “fuzzy 

and ill defined” boundaries (Magnusson, Krajcik, & Borko, 1999, p. 117). Defining PCK as a 

separate construct allows for examination and discussion of it as a whole construct; the 

disintegration of integrated systems (Magnusson et al., 1999) and examination of its 

component parts, provide a platform for the analysis of what teachers do, believe and use 

when teaching written grammar. PCK is inherently complex and confusion about what 

constitutes its defining elements is an area of difficulty and contestation (Berry, Loughran, & 

van Driel, 2008; Deng, 2007).  

As the following discussion demonstrates, Shulman’s initial conceptualisation of PCK 

(Shulman, 1986, 1987) has been developed and reified in the decades since its original 

inception. The ideas of PCK have been used, expanded, reconceptualised and remodelled 

(Fernandez, 2014; Gess-Newsome, 1999). The most frequently used model is that of Gess-

Newsome who states that PCK can be represented in two ways, as an transformative model or 

an integrative model (Gess-Newsome, 1999).  
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Figure 3.1 Integrative Model and Transformative Model of teacher knowledge.  

(Gess-Newsome, 1999) 

The transformative model depicts the three types of knowledge that are synthesised into the 

separate body of knowledge known as Pedagogical Content Knowledge. The dimensions of 

subject matter, pedagogical knowledge and contextual knowledge do not necessarily interact, 

and are, by themselves, inert or latent. According to this model, the three dimensions of 

knowledge are only useful when they are transformed into PCK (ibid, p 13). The integrative 

representation is a three way Venn Diagram, containing the three domains of subject matter, 

pedagogical knowledge and contextual knowledge. In this model, pedagogical content 

knowledge does not exist in a domain by itself; rather it is a place where the three domains 

overlap to create the knowledge needed for classroom teaching (Fernandez, 2014; Gess-

Newsome, 1999).  

A common approach of researchers when using PCK models is to recognise both the 

integrative and transformative models, and acknowledge that there are separate domains of 

subject knowledge, pedagogical knowledge and contextual knowledge, and that these 

domains have a reciprocal relationship with PCK (Gess-Newsome, 1999, p. 13). Two areas of 

education research in particular, Science and, more recently, Technology, have used the 
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original PCK framework, and researchers have modified and expanded upon the original 

conceptualisation. Indeed, researchers in particular have “…started with Shulman’s model 

and, based on their interpretation, shaped the model in unique ways that fit their perceptions 

of the data on teacher cognition…” (Gess-Newsome, 1999). Grossman (1990) was the first to 

systematize components of Pedagogical knowledge, claiming PCK as the product of 

interaction of general pedagogical knowledge, subject matter knowledge and knowledge of 

context (Fernandez, 2014).  

Educational researchers in the field of Science have found the notion of PCK particularly 

useful, with several manifestations of the model generated, including, amongst others, 

Magnusson, Krajcik and Borko’s 1999 model for science teaching, which introduced the 

ambiguous notion of orientation (meaning beliefs, attitudes and “vision of science”) 

(Fernandez, 2014; Magnusson et al., 1999). Park and Oliver expanded on the Science model 

in 2008 to add in the aspects of teacher efficacy, idiosyncrasy and reflection and other subsets 

of existing knowledge to create the “Hexagonal model of PCK for Science Teaching” 

Science (Fernandez, 2014). Further development was conducted by Abell, in 2008 with the 

integration of Grossman’s 1990 model with Magnusson, Krajcik and Borko’s 1999 model 

(Fernandez, 2014). Another iteration of the PCK model was the “Consensus Model” which 

was the result of a PCK summit in 2013 (Fernandez, 2014). The consensus model used the 

five existing domains of assessment, pedagogical, content, knowledge of student and 

curriculum and included filters and amplifiers.  

The advent of technology as a learning area in education resulted in the creation of yet 

another iteration of the concept of PCK in the guise of the technology, pedagogy and content 

knowledge framework, known as Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK). 

The most commonly used model lists the three main components of teachers’ knowledge as 

content, pedagogy and technology and uses a Venn diagram to depict the interactions 
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between and amongst the domains of knowledge within the space of teaching contexts 

(Koehler & Mishra, 2009). 

All these permutations of Shulman’s original concept indicate that there is evidence that PCK 

is a useful model within teacher research (Cantillon & de Grave, 2012; Fernandez, 2014; 

Segall, 2004). In keeping with the research tradition of adapting the PCK model for different 

purposes, Gess-Newsome’s (1999) integrative model has been used as the base model for the 

research at hand. The aim of this particular study is to develop an understanding of the 

resources used by primary school teachers when teaching written grammar in the contexts of 

their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, written grammar. The 

recent innovations of the PCK model described above were made to suit particular purposes 

and contexts and have elements that are not directly pertinent to this research. Although 

important, the factors of education, knowledge of learners, educational contexts, ways, means 

and ends are not the focus of this research, whilst content knowledge, pedagogical know-

ledge, and curriculum knowledge are extremely pertinent. This study uses Gess-Newsome’s 

Integrative model as part of its conceptual framework, as it provides a clear delineation of the 

types of knowledge under investigation. The use of the Integrative model allows for the 

identification of discrete areas of PCKAG, CUKAG and COKAG and delineation of where 

these domains of knowledge interact. More importantly it allows for the Pedagogical Content 

Knowledge for Written Grammar (PCKWG) component to be fully integrated into the 

conceptual framework of this thesis as shown in Figure 3.1.  

3.2.3.2 Problems with PCK.  

Although PCK has become an accepted construct within educational research (Berry et al., 

2008) there are issues that arise that require discussion before PCK can be comfortably used 

within this particular research context. PCK is inherently complex and confusion about what 

constitutes the defining elements is an area of difficulty and contestation (Berry et al., 2008; 

Deng, 2007). PCK, particularly in the area of teaching primary children to read and write, is 
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“…still in its infancy.” (Reutzel et al., 2011, p. 207) with little known about the knowledge 

teachers need to have in order to teach reading and writing successfully (Ballock, McQuitty, 

& McNary, 2018; Hattie, 2009; Phelps, 2009). Also, there does not “…appear to be a core 

body of knowledge that the field agrees upon as being necessary for being a teacher…” 

(Reutzel et al., 2011, p. 195). There still remain issues to be resolved around the quantity, 

evolution of, and specialisation of PCK. Resolution of these three overlapping issues is 

beyond the scope of this research, but it is important to acknowledge that these issues exist.  

The first issue is that of the quantity of PCK required for primary school teachers using the 

Australian Curriculum in its current form. Shulman’s original conceptualisation (Shulman, 

1986)was in the context of secondary school (years 7 to 12 in Australia) subject teachers and 

a great deal of the subsequent research focussed on such teachers. Many secondary school 

subject teachers are required to teach predominantly in their area of specialisation which 

might be – maths, science, or economics and typically in no more than two other learning 

areas. Consequently, these teachers require conceptual knowledge, curricular knowledge and 

pedagogical knowledge of a narrower field. Primary teachers in Australia, on the other hand, 

require conceptual, curricular and pedagogical knowledge across approximately eight 

learning areas and  “The importance of breadth and relevance of pre-service teachers’ 

knowledge is axiomatic, and there are many lists of the specific knowledge required for 

literacy and numeracy learning at each phase of schooling” (Louden, Rohl, Gore, et al., 

2005). The length and content of these “lists of specific knowledge” do not appear to have 

diminished over time. Recent iterations of the Australian Curriculum have specified that 

teachers need deep, specialised knowledge of each of these areas, so much so that primary 

school science is now more often than not removed from the hands of classroom teachers and 

responsibility placed with a specialist teacher (McMaster, Way, Bobis, & Beswick, 2018). 

The 2015 Review of the Australian Curriculum criticised the “the resultant overcrowding of 
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curriculum content…” (Donnelly & Wiltshire, 2015, p. 224) in all areas of the curriculum, 

including English and Math, and particularly in the early years. Atweh and Singh point out 

the heavy emphasis on content knowledge in the Science and English national curriculum 

documents (Atweh & Singh, 2011) and Macken-Horarik et al suggested that the focus on 

content in the English Curriculum was the main source of concern for English teachers 

(Macken-Horarik, Love, & Unsworth, 2011).  

The second issue is that of the evolution of the PCK required to teach English in the Primary 

School. It is widely acknowledged that research into the teaching of the core literacy skills of 

reading and writing is a still developing field, and this field will continue to change and grow 

(Freebody, 2019; Moats, 2014; Phelps, 2009; Worden, 2015) especially as imaging 

technology enables more sophisticated understandings of the neuroscience of learning to read 

and write. There is also the issue of the evolution of the English language itself; language is 

in a constant state of flux as it reflects changes within the society that it is used. Primary 

school teachers, given the responsibility for teaching reading and writing skills that will be 

the bedrock of all future learning, are faced with keeping pace with ever evolving, ever more 

complex and ever increasing competing bodies of knowledge (such as that of the recent, 

continuing “synthetic phonics’ debate) that need to be incorporated into the teachers’ existing 

knowledge and schema about literacy. Adding to the complexity of the situation, this 

incorporation is “…not a clinically rational process… (it is ) fraught with competing values, 

visions and emotions…” (Worden, 2015, p. 105).  

Thirdly there is the issue of specialisation. Early conceptualisations of PCK stated that 

teachers’ PCK comprised a body of content, a quantifiable collection of facts, concepts, 

precepts and formulas with a concentration on what the teachers knew about their subject 

(Cantillon & de Grave, 2012). There is growing acknowledgement however that this type of 

isolated disciplinary knowledge is inadequate and there is a need for specialised knowledge 
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that makes the content learnable for learners, especially regarding reading and writing 

processes and instruction (Ballock et al., 2018; Bunch, 2013; Hay et al., 2015; Moats, 2014; 

Reutzel et al., 2011; Worden, 2015). When teaching reading and writing however, teachers 

are not merely teaching a body of content, they are teaching students to apply the content to 

complex, language based cognitive processes, and those processes are mostly internal to the 

reader or writer and so invisible to the learner (Moats, 2014; Reutzel et al., 2011). The act of 

making those processes accessible to the learner, and being able to explicate the processes in 

terms that young children may understand and then use them, requires PCK of a high order. 

The quantity and quality of PCK required by primary school teachers across all learning areas 

is an ever growing entity, and the quality, quantity and style of PCK for the successful 

teaching of reading and writing raises its own set of problems. Whilst acknowledging that 

these issues exist, it is not the purpose of this thesis to resolve them. The following section 

describes the conceptualisations of the component parts of PCKWG as used within this 

research.  

3.2.3.3 Conceptualisations of Pedagogical Content Knowledge of Written Grammar.  

As mentioned previously, the lack of agreement about the definitions of what each separate 

component/domain/knowledge constitutes means that researchers have sought to describe 

these elements to reflect those things that that their own definitions value and hold as 

important. Identification and explanation of this researcher’s definition is required for clarity, 

and presented below. Shulmans’ overall category of PCK has been reimagined to reflect 

written grammar specifically, and the three sub-categories of subject matter content 

knowledge, pedagogical content knowledge and curricular knowledge (Shulman, 1986, p. 6) 

have been reimagined to accommodate written grammar also.   

Conceptual Knowledge about Grammar:  Shulman proposed that subject matter content 

knowledge extended beyond the obvious comprehensive knowledge of facts, concepts or 
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skills within an educational subject. It required of the teacher an understanding of how that 

knowledge is structured and organised, and an understanding of how it came to be organised 

in this way. The teacher’s subject matter content knowledge was an understanding that not 

only something was so, but also how and why it was so. Shulman’s ‘subject matter content 

knowledge’ is too broad a term for this instance, but other theorists have proposed more 

specific terms to identify the knowledge and concepts within Written Grammar such as 

‘Knowledge about Language’ (KAL) (Derewianka, 2011; Humphrey et al., 2011; P. Jones & 

Cheng, 2012). Myhill (20130 asserts that the term Knowledge about Grammar (KAG) would 

allow for a more informed understanding of writing knowledge. Others take an even more 

specific view. Bunch differentiates Pedagogical Language Knowledge (PLK) from the PCK 

about language held by teachers of English as second language learners, and the PCK of 

mainstream teachers. Bunch’s PLK is more a form of ‘educational linguistics’ (Bunch, 2013, 

p. 305)  and is echoed by Rose’s idea of ‘metalinguistic knowledge’ where teachers have 

‘…confident control of genre, registers and language patterns’ including ‘curriculum fields’ 

and ‘text and discourse’ (D. Rose, 2018, p. 78). Whilst the two latter terms are more specific, 

they are different to the terms used within the Australian Curriculum: English, and so for the 

purposes of this research, and as shown in Figure 3.1, the term “Conceptual Knowledge about 

Grammar” will be used.  

Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar reaches beyond pure subject matter 

content knowledge to the domain of the subject matter for the purposes of teaching it. PCK is 

knowledge of how to represent the content, the ideas and concepts of the subject in ways that 

are understandable to learners (Shulman, 1986, 1987) and to have a selection of ways and 

means of making the subject comprehensible to others (ibid.). This is sometimes referred to 

in the literature as “procedural knowledge” (Louden, Rohl, Gore, et al., 2005). It is 

knowledge gleaned from both theoretical and practical standpoints that are developed over 
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time and practice; Shulman terms this “the wisdom of practice”. As well as knowing what 

teaching strategies, explanations and other resources are most effective in order to facilitate 

the understanding of grammar concepts and content, PCKAG is also knowledge of what 

makes a particular aspect of grammar difficult to learn (here overlapping with Conceptual 

Knowledge) and the required prior knowledge or experience needed by the students to make 

progress with this particular, PCKAG is knowledge of the students’ preconceptions and 

misconceptions, and the best ways to address these. In this way, PCKAG is related to 

Curricular knowledge, in that if the teacher knows what the students should have covered 

previously, then the teacher would have a good idea of what the students may know already, 

or what they may misunderstand when the new subject matter is presented.  

Curricular Knowledge about Grammar (CUKAG)is the understanding of the available 

curriculum and the resources for teaching that curriculum (Deng, 2007; Shulman, 1986), in 

this case the Australian Curriculum: English. It is the knowledge of a range of programs and 

materials designed for the teaching and learning of a particular subject or a topic within that 

subject. These learning programs (or syllabi, or curricula) are usually scaffolded to represent 

progression through learning as scope and sequences or as year by year curricula. CuKAG is 

knowledge about the Language Strand of the AC:E in particular. Curricula knowledge 

extends beyond the particular subject to awareness of and familiarity with curriculum and 

content matter of other subjects, and the ability to relate specific content of one lesson or 

series of lessons within one subject, for example Science, to other subject matters. Shulman 

terms this “lateral curriculum knowledge” (Shulman, 1986, p. 7), which is an area of 

expertise of most experienced primary school teachers. Primary school teachers have the 

ability to integrate subjects, or teach subjects through themes or use Inquiry based approaches 

to weave learning into, around and across subject areas. In the context of the Australian 

Curriculum this would be lateral curriculum knowledge would be realised through the 
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General Capability of Literacy.  Shulman also uses the term of “vertical curriculum 

knowledge”(Shulman, 1986, p. 7), which is the teacher’s knowledge of what was taught in 

previous years in a subject and what is yet to come in the curricula, namely the scope and 

sequence of the AC:E. The vertical curriculum knowledge is important in making decisions 

about what to revise, and what to focus on amongst the demands of a crowded curriculum. 

Curricular knowledge could also represent knowledge of a mandated or recommended set of 

instructional materials and this knowledge is important in the context of research on teacher 

resources as it includes the ability to “… draw on (those) tools of teaching that present or 

exemplify particular content…” (Shulman, 1986, p. 10). As discussed previously, the term of 

“resources” has many synonyms within the literature, Shulman’s use of “tools” being yet 

another synonym. It is this aspect of Curricular Knowledge about Grammar that is the focus 

of this research. 

3.2.2 Conceptualisations of Resources 

As with teacher beliefs, the definition of teaching resources is another contested and “messy” 

construct (Pajares, 1992). Much of the research has initiated the discussion about resources 

without defining what is meant by the term (Cooper, Kenny, & Fraser, 2012; Marsh, 2010; 

Patterson & Pipkin, 2001). Those researchers who do define the term do so broadly, such as 

“…an aid or source of evidence used to help support claims; an available supply that can be 

drawn on when needed” (Zuidema & Fredricksen, 2016, p. 15) or as “…stock to be drawn on, 

ingenuity, wit…” (Adler, 2000, p. 207). Dictionary definitions are similarly broad. The 

Collins online dictionary states that, “The resources of an organization or person are the 

materials, money, and other things that they have and can use in order to function properly.” 

(www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/resource) 

Tomlinson, when writing in the English as an Additional Language/Dialect (EALD) context, 

states that “materials’ are “anything used to facilitate learning of language: course books, 

videos, graded readers, flash cards, games, websites and printed materials’ (Tomlinson, 2012, 

https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/organization
https://www.collinsdictionary.com/dictionary/english/function


76 
 

 

p. 143) and a similarly broad description of materials as “…artefacts that prompt the learning 

and use of language in the language classroom…” is used by Guerrettaz and Johnston (2013 

p779). As was the case with teacher beliefs, the use of synonyms and interchangeable terms, 

often within the same piece of research, is problematic in this field. In this research, the term 

materials are subjugated into the overall definition of resources, and the terms are not used 

interchangeably.  

Also the notion of what constitutes a resource is expanding to include human capital as being 

included alongside books and teaching materials. The knowledge of content, students and 

curriculum that a teacher may possess is now being posited as an important resource (Adler, 

2000; Linek et al., 2009; Zuidema & Fredricksen, 2016). In terms of the conceptual 

framework used within this research (Figure 3.1), knowledge is both a resource and an object, 

and as such the model requires permeable, bi-directional, parameters between the elements of 

beliefs, resources and PCK. 

After considering the extensive literature on this topic, the author has developed an 

operational definition of resources, which is used throughout this thesis:  

Resources are those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to 

the teacher as a source of information or an aid to expertise in order to teach 

written grammar effectively. These things include, but are not exclusive to, 

electronic resources (computers, internet), text based resources (books, notes, 

plans), cognitive resources (in head knowledge) and collegiate resources (other 

teachers, support staff). 

A common complaint amongst teachers is of the lack of suitable teaching resources that 

address their own teaching needs and those of the students (Ajayi, 2005). This complaint is 

based on the assumption that resources carry capacity, with the existence of an unmediated 

relationship between the resources and learning (Cohen, Raudenbush, & Loewenberg Ball, 
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2003). Solving the problem through the provision of more resources is in itself problematic, 

with some research indicating that the existence of resources does not mean the use, 

effectively or otherwise, of those resources by the teachers (Cohen et al., 2003; Sosniak & 

Stodolsky, 1993). 

The viewpoint of resources, or lack of, as being part of the problem is shifting. The 

relationship between teachers and the resources they are use is complicated (Zuidema & 

Fredricksen, 2016), and is influenced by teacher beliefs and the current context in which the 

teacher is working (Ajayi, 2005; Hastie & Sharplin, 2012; Sosniak & Stodolsky, 1993; 

Zuidema & Fredricksen, 2016). There is a strong theme in the research that it is not a 

question of “What resources are available and can be used?” but rather “How are the 

resources used?”, as the effects of a resource are now seen to be dependent on their 

deployment by the teacher (Adler, 2000; Cohen et al., 2003) rather than in the innate capacity 

of the resources themselves. Teacher knowledge and experience is seen as a key factor in the 

successful use of resources in the classroom as teachers with “good PCK” (Shulman, 1986) 

are more likely to make productive use of resources (Cohen et al., 2003; Louden, Rohl, 

Barratt-Pugh, et al., 2005).  

3.2.3 Conceptualisations of Teacher Beliefs about Grammar  

There is a large body of research about teacher beliefs about grammar arising from the arena 

of Teaching English as a Foreign Language and Teaching English as a Second Language 

(Borg, 1988, 2001, 2010; Farrell & Lim, 2005; Melketo, 2012; Petraki & Hill, 2010), much 

of which aligns with the research into teaching grammar in mainstream classrooms. The 

following section discusses then defines teacher beliefs for the purposes of this research, 

The concept of teacher beliefs is one of the most difficult to define (Melketo, 2012) with 

issues around poor conceptualisations, and diverse understandings. Pajares (1992) called for 

researchers to make explicit their assumptions about, and operational definitions of, “teacher 
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beliefs”. Rather than considering teacher beliefs as a “messy construct” (Pajares, 1992, p. 

307), the following discussion attempts to describe some of the complexities of the argument. 

One of the first complexities is that of conceptualisation. The literature regarding teacher 

beliefs uses a wide and varied range of synonyms such as attitudes (A. Watson, 2015b); 

views (Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001); values and judgements (Pajares, 1992); 

opinions (A. Watson, 2012), perspectives (Brown et al., 2012); and what teachers know and 

think (Petruzzella, 1996). Watson conceptualises beliefs as cognition, plus knowledge plus 

values (A. Watson, 2015b) whilst Sahin, Bullock and Stables refer to beliefs as “…teachers’ 

thinking and interpretations of their work involving their feelings, attitudes, experiences and 

decisions (Sahin, Bullock, & Stables, 2002, p. 373)  All of these terms have been used as 

similar and overlapping constructs that are often used synonymously. The loose usage of the 

term means that much of the previous research fails to clearly define what the authors mean 

by “beliefs’ and so adds to the confusion.  

The definitions within the literature have been synthesised by this author to form the 

definition of teacher beliefs that is used within this research: 

Beliefs are the stated opinions, perspectives, values, attitudes, judgements, and 

views that teachers express when discussing written grammar. 

Another complexity is the convoluted relationship between teacher beliefs and practices 

(Adoniou, 2015; Melketo, 2012; Petraki & Hill, 2010). The understanding that there exists a 

“…bi-dialectical relationship between beliefs and knowledge…” (Cunningham, Zibulsky, 

Stanovich, & Stanovich, 2009, p. 419). where beliefs affect perceptions of reality and 

therefore directly influence and guide thought processes and behaviours (Fang, 1996; Farrell 

& Lim, 2005; A. Watson, 2015b), is one that seems obvious. Research, however, finds 

otherwise. The relationship between beliefs and practice is neither linear or unequivocal 

(Devine, Fahie, & McGillicuddy, 2013), as beliefs can compete with each other and 
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sometimes act as contradictory discourses with the intention to inform, but sometimes, 

impeding, practices (Biesta et al., 2015; Devine et al., 2013; Fives & Buehl, 2014; A. 

Watson, 2015b). Although it is plausible to think that teacher beliefs are the best indicator of 

instructional decisions and practices, teacher actions do not necessarily reflect beliefs, and 

beliefs do not always guide actions (Farrell & Lim, 2005; Poulson, Avramidis, Fox, Medwell, 

& Wray, 2001; Uysal & Bardakci, 2014). As teacher knowledge and practice are significantly 

related to student outcomes (Cunningham et al., 2009; Sangster et al., 2013; Shulman, 1987), 

and are influenced by beliefs as stated previously, it is of concern that some beliefs held by 

teachers may not in be alignment with current research and theory regarding teaching written 

grammar (Cunningham et al., 2009; Ottley et al., 2015). 

Understanding teacher beliefs is important as they exert powerful effects on how teachers 

choose to teach. Moreover, teacher prior knowledge and beliefs can act as an impediment to a 

teacher’s ability to learn new knowledge and change teaching practices (Borg, 1988; 

Cantillon & de Grave, 2012). Understanding teacher beliefs, thoughts and actions should, in 

theory, give rise to a better understanding of how these interact in order to improve teacher 

practice and therefore, student outcomes (Fang, 1996). Making implicit teacher beliefs more 

explicit and considering these in relation to teacher practices needs to be part of teacher 

development in order for teachers to critically analyse their own practices (Sahin et al., 2002) 

in order to improve teaching.  
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Figure 3.1 Diagram representing Conceptual Framework  

(based on Shulman 1986,1987; Gess Newsome, 1999). 

3.3 Teachers and Grammar Resources  
This section reviews the research around resources for use in teaching generally, and for the 

teaching of writing in particular. This thesis uses the following definition of resources:  

Those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to the teacher as a 

source of information or an aid to expertise in order to teach written grammar 

effectively. These things include, but are not exclusive to, electronic resources 

(computers, internet), text based resources (books, notes, plans), cognitive 

resources (in head knowledge) and collegiate resources (other teachers, support 

staff). 
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3.3.1 Categories of Resources 

As the definitions of the term “resources’ are so broad, it follows that the categorisation of 

resources is also problematic as Marsh reminds us that “any attempt to classify is fraught 

with problems…” (Marsh, 2010, p. 237). Adler reinforces Marsh’s position “…categorisation 

is always a simplification and thus can be limiting…” but adds that “…distinguishing 

different resources through naming enables their interrogation and their use in practice” 

(Adler, 2000, p. 210). Adler’s categorisations are in the context of resources for teaching 

Mathematics, and move beyond the common sense notions of resources as material objects 

and provides a starting point for a comprehensive categorisation of educational resources that 

include basic, human, material, and cultural resources (Adler, 2000). Basic resources, such as 

the school infrastructure and buildings, the furniture and the equipment common to most 

schools are not germane to this research, but the categories of human resources, material 

resources are useful, and will be used as the basis for discussion of resources within this 

research.  

Adler (2000) lists material resources as technologies, school mathematics materials, 

mathematical objects and everyday objects. There are equivalencies in the context of the 

written grammar teaching. Material resources, such as school text books and teacher course 

books, specifically published for the study of a particular subject (Adler, 2000; Ajayi, 2005; 

Linek et al., 2009; Marsh, 2010) are a major resource for the teaching of grammar. Text 

books are not be confused with “course books”, although some research uses the terms 

interchangeably. The two types of books differ in terms of audience. Course books are those 

that are written for the teacher audience and guide the teacher by providing learning 

outcomes, activities and teaching content (Ajayi, 2005). Text books may do the same of 

course, but they were not written specifically for the teacher to use, although resources often 

designed for student learning can promote teacher learning (Marsh, 2010). Text books and 

course books are becoming increasingly pervasive, and a common argument is that these text 
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books can be deskilling for the teacher (Ajayi, 2005), or that text books can be outdated or 

incorrect and provide only surface coverage of a topic with no real depth of understanding 

(Linek et al., 2009). Sosniak and Stodolsky acknowledge that the “thoughtless v thoughtful” 

usage dichotomy of text books is distorted and simplistic and that no teachers use textbooks 

in the same way (Sosniak & Stodolsky, 1993). In fact, teachers may adapt and exploit text 

books and resources in ways that were not originally intended by the publisher (D. Fisher, 

Frey, & Nelson, 2012; Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013). Other common material resources are 

fiction and non-fiction trade books published for the student audience, such as the novels, 

picture books and non-fiction books that would be found in a school library.  

Another material resource is that of technologies, and these range from the simple (pen and 

paper, chalkboard and chalk) to more complex computer-based and online resources available 

to both teachers and students. These online resources include Traditional Grammar websites, 

online handbooks and style guides, and websites published specifically for students with 

interactive, game based activities which are advertised as fun and engaging (Marsh, 2010; 

Patterson & Pipkin, 2001). Other research has categorised the online/information 

communication technology (ICT) resources separately (Dawson, 2008; Patterson & Pipkin, 

2001). However, as much of what is online is an electronic version of conventional paper 

resources and ICT resources now permeate every aspect of daily and educational lives, it is 

reasonable to include ICT resources as general material resource.  

Human resources are the teachers, pupils, parents and administration and other staff that may 

be found within a school (Adler, 2000; Cohen et al., 2003; Linek et al., 2009). These human 

resources include the networks of colleagues for teachers both within and exterior to the 

particular school context in which they teach. Human resource networks can be both actual, 

such as in face to face daily interactions with other members of staff, and virtual, through the 

affordances of generic social media, or more specialised online networking sites established 
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solely for teachers. Human resources include knowledge and implementation of the cultural, 

social and contextual aspects of teaching. Above all, teachers must see themselves as a key, 

critical resource (Adler, 2000), one which mediates, facilitates and utilises other resources in 

order to provide effective learning experiences about the curriculum for students. Teachers 

themselves are a critical, human resource and encompass the notions of “teacher knowledge” 

(Linek et al., 2009) “personal” resources (Cohen et al., 2003) and the knowledge about  

writers, readers and teaching (Zuidema & Fredricksen, 2016). This teachers’ knowledge 

could be considered as the aggregated knowledge gleaned over time from interactions with 

other human resources (colleagues) and material resources (such as professional reading 

journals or texts) and professional learning interactions that combine human and material 

resources.  

Adler’s (2000) description of language as a social and cultural resource includes two types of 

language: the instructional language of the teacher and institution, and the language that the 

students bring with them from their homes and society and previous school experiences. It 

could be argued that another type of language could be added to this categorisation, and that 

is the language that is used to discuss the subject at hand – the metalanguage of, in Adler’s 

case, mathematics, and in this case, the metalanguage of written grammar. This is the 

language that would exist and be utilised within the material resources of textbooks and 

websites, and would form a component of that teacher (and the teacher’s knowledge) as key 

and critical resources.  

3.3.2 Teachers and Resources  

There exists an assumed, unmediated relationship between resources and learning where 

resources (particularly material resources) are seen to carry capacity (Cohen et al., 2003) 

however merely having access to resources does not cause or constitute learning (D. Fisher et 

al., 2012; Sosniak & Stodolsky, 1993). Different teachers can and do achieve different results 

using the same resources (see Hattie, 2009; Louden, Rohl, Barratt-Pugh, et al., 2005; Louden, 
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Rohl, & Hopkins, 2008). The successful use of resources depends upon the teacher’s 

knowledge and ability to utilise the resources to the best advantage. The strength is not the 

resource itself, but how it is used (Tomlinson, 2012), and teachers adapt, reorganise and 

exploit resources and materials depending on their beliefs and attitudes about pedagogy and 

resources, as well as the teachers own pedagogical needs and goals (Cohen et al., 2003; 

Guerrettaz & Johnston, 2013; Tomlinson, 2012). There is a strong connection between a 

teacher’s beliefs, knowledge and use of materials (Sosniak & Stodolsky, 1993), and the 

instructional decisions about the use of a particular resource is mediated through the teacher’s 

set of beliefs and knowledge.  

Resources can be seen as facilitators or inhibitors of learning (Cohen et al., 2003). Adler’s 

notion of the transparency of resources is pertinent here, as Adler (Adler, 2000)advocates that 

resources, materials and tools are to be used to facilitate, not to impede learning. A 

transparent resource or tool is one that makes the learning visible – the student focuses on the 

learning, not the resource. If the focus is on the resource, then this resource may be an 

impediment to learning (Adler, 2000). The efficacy of resources as facilitators or inhibitors of 

learning is reflected by the teacher’s choice and selection of resources, and this selection is 

governed by factors interior (such as teacher beliefs, knowledge, experience and preferences), 

and exterior to the teacher. Exterior factors that can influence the selection of resources are 

the school context (Hastie & Sharplin, 2012), the need for student engagement (Hastie & 

Sharplin, 2012), and temporal and fiscal considerations (Dawson, 2008; Tomlinson, 2012). 

Some teachers select resources consciously, keeping in mind the students, curriculum and 

school context, whilst others appear to select quickly, unreflectively and with seemingly little 

care (Cohen et al., 2003; D. Fisher et al., 2012). Research such as that outlined above shows 

that the relationship of teachers and resources is often a complicated one (Zuidema & 

Fredricksen, 2016), with the elements of teacher beliefs, material, human and cultural 
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resources, and how these are used, overlapping and influencing each other. At the centre of 

this relationship is the teacher and their PCK, and the rightful place of resources is to support 

and facilitate teaching and learning, rather than dominating it (Ajayi, 2005). 

3.4 Teacher Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar  
This section reviews the literature regarding teacher PCK, particularly as it pertains to the 

teaching of grammar. The following discussion moves from general description of PCK to a 

representation of Knowledge about Language (KAL), and then to a discussion of tacit and 

explicit types of knowledge.  

There is a commonly held edict that it is essential for teachers to hold appropriate knowledge 

of teaching practices in order to teach successfully (Darling-Hammond in Comber, 2005; 

Hattie, 2009; Louden, Rohl, Barratt-Pugh, et al., 2005; Love, 2009; Shulman, 1987). The 

research of Shulman highlights that in parallel to knowledge about teaching practices, 

teachers should possess deep knowledge of content or subject matter (Shulman, 1986, 1987). 

Louden et al’s work in particular makes the point that whilst teachers may use the same 

pedagogical approaches or activities, the teachers who possess greater and more sophisticated 

PCK use these activities with greater effect (Louden, Rohl, Barratt-Pugh, et al., 2005; Louden 

et al., 2008). Schulman’s seminal work around teacher knowledge defined a set of categories 

with which to frame teacher knowledge, labelling PCK as “...that special amalgam of content 

and pedagogy that is uniquely the province of teachers, their own special form of professional 

understanding...” (Shulman, 1987, p. 8). It is this framing of teachers’ knowledge that this 

study is in part researching: the PCK necessary for the effective teaching of grammar, 

including the resources that teachers use to develop and support this PCK.  

PCK encompasses the other types of knowledge that teachers require. PCK is “...the practical 

knowledge of how to represent and formulate this subject matter in order to make it 

comprehensible to others” (Borg, 2001, p. 27). It is however, a very broad term and it is 
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useful to refine it when discussing teacher knowledge about language and literacy. One large 

subset of general PCK has recently come to light in literacy education is Knowledge about 

Language (KAL). Andrews (in Locke, 2010) used KAL to mean knowledge of language 

features, and of grammar etc., as do other researchers who focus on the teaching of writing 

(for example  Derewianka, 2011; Humphrey et al., 2011; P. Jones & Cheng, 2012). However, 

KAL is also used more broadly, and other researchers and writers have used the term to 

encompass the knowledge of phonemics, phonics, comprehension, orthography and spelling 

(for example Harper & Rennie, 2009; Meyer, 2002; Moats, 1994, 2009), and the lack of 

consistency in terminology has been deplored (Sangster et al., 2013). Myhill asserts that the 

use of the term Knowledge about Grammar (KAG) would allow for a more informed 

understanding of the writing knowledge of children and teachers, and therefore it is that 

terminology that has been adopted and adapted in this thesis (Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 

2013).  

While both teachers and students require knowledge about language, they require it in 

different ways, at different depths and for different purposes. Teachers themselves need a 

clear distinction between the grammar used to teach writing to students and their own 

personal grammar knowledge (Kamler, 1995). The model depicted in Figure 3.1 

conceptualises Pedagogical Content Knowledge about grammar and makes a clear distinction 

between the conceptual knowledge that teachers may possess, the more explicit pedagogical 

knowledge that is required in order to teach grammar to others and the curricular knowledge 

of what they need to teach in each phase of schooling and the order in which to teach it.  

3.4.1 Knowing Grammar and Knowing about Grammar: Tacit and Explicit Knowledge.  

As alluded to in the above section concerning Conceptual Knowledge about Grammar, it 

cannot be ignored that for teachers some of this knowledge may be explicit knowledge, and 

some may be tacit/implicit, and this distinction is supported by the literature. Crystal (1995) 

makes a very clear distinction between knowing grammar and knowing about grammar which 
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is echoed in Myhill’s discussion of tacit and explicit grammatical knowledge (Myhill, 2005) 

and Macken-Horarik’s use of the term “grammatics’ to describe the grammar of writing 

(Macken-Horarik, 2012; Macken-Horarik et al., 2011). 

It would be inappropriate and unwise to assume that tacit and explicit knowledge are two 

sides of the same knowledge coin. It is more useful to consider the two as a sliding scale, 

remembering that neither excludes nor subsumes the other form of knowledge, as explained 

by Myhill,  

“As well as explicit knowledge which can be both articulated orally and enacted 

in their writing, writers may have explicit knowledge that they have temporarily 

forgotten; or explicit knowledge which they can articulate orally but do not 

transfer into their writing; or tacit knowledge which is not articulated but can be 

deployed in their writing… The assumption that the continuum moves from tacit 

knowledge to implicit knowledge is not always true…” (Myhill, 2005, p. 88) 

That said, teachers need to be able to move between their own deep knowledge of grammar 

and knowledge about grammar for teaching and make this knowledge explicit to the students 

that they are teaching. They need to be able to transform their tacit deep knowledge into the 

explicit PCK that is required to address learners’ needs. The expectation of the AC:E is that 

the teaching of this curriculum will result in “a coherent, dynamic and evolving body of 

knowledge about English language and how it works...” and that in order to teach it teachers 

will require explicit knowledge and a “… conscious and articulated understanding of a 

cumulative body of knowledge”. Enacting this curriculum will make substantial demands on 

teachers in terms of their subject matter knowledge and pedagogic knowledge (P. Jones & 

Cheng, 2012, p. 149). 
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3.4.2 Teacher Knowledge about Grammar: Empirical Research 

Australian research points to teacher knowledge about grammar as being problematic in 

regards to the implementation of the Language strand of the English Curriculum in 2011 (P. 

Jones & Cheng, 2012). Over the last decade, studies into teacher PCK for the teaching of 

written grammar indicate that the teachers themselves lack the necessary basic coherent body 

of grammar knowledge. This section presents a critical review of Australian and New 

Zealand studies into the types and levels of teacher knowledge about grammar.  

The review commences with Hammond and Macken-Horarik’s “Teachers voices, teachers 

practices: insider perspectives on literacy education”  conducted over 1988-1999 with the 

intention of learning more about the realities of teaching English in Australian primary 

school. The 126 participants, teaching in Years 3 and 5 in Sydney schools of all sectors 

completed a survey which included a section entitled “ Your views on teaching knowledge 

about language” (Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001, p. 115). This section asked questions 

about teaching strategies, functional and Traditional Grammar and the “teachers’ own levels 

of knowledge about language” (Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001, p. 116). Data analysis 

was conducted using statistical analysis of the closed questions and content analysis of the 

open ended questions. Relevant major findings relevant were that the teachers strongly 

recognised the value of teaching about KAL, but demonstrated a “considerable lack of 

confidence” in their own levels of KAL, particularly grammar. This appears to be a robust 

study in that it uses a large number of participants and has two methods of data analysis.  

Harper and Rennie (2009) reviewed studies by Fielding-Barnsely and Pudie (2005), Louden 

et al (2005) and Hammond and Macken-Horarik (2001). These all indicated that teachers lack 

the necessary knowledge and confidence to teach language, and grammar in particular. 

Harper and Rennie (2009) also conducted mixed methodology research in the ‘knowledge 

about language’ (KAL) held by 39 first year pre-service teachers. The research consisted of a 

researcher constructed grammar assessment, a survey and interviews with focus groups. The 
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results of this survey indicated that not only did the students have limited memories of 

learning written grammar, but also reported the students had limited KAL, particularly 

metalanguage. This limited knowledge included difficulty when asked to analyse sentences 

and to identify common parts of speech (Harper & Rennie, 2009, p. 7). Limitations of this 

study are the small number of participants and the use of the researcher designed instrument. 

This study was also focussed on general KAL, including phonics and spelling, and had only a 

small grammar component.  

The 2014 Australian study by Fenwick, Endicott, Quinn and Humphrey investigated the 

transference of knowledge about language in teacher education programs using a cohort of 

second year pre-service teachers. The purpose was to assess not only if the teachers retained 

SFL knowledge, but also if they were able to transfer this knowledge into lesson plans. The 

preservice teachers participated in a SFL course in the first year of their degree, and 

completed a second year course where they learned how to apply the SFL knowledge learned 

in first year of the course to lesson planning, a questionnaire including student levels of 

confidence in SFL knowledge was completed by 77 preservice teachers. Lesson plan analysis 

was conducted on 50 lesson plans using a discourse analysis framework. The results indicated 

significant improvements in levels of confidence of using knowledge of language to plan for 

effective teaching. The lesson plan analysis indicated that 80% of preservice teachers made 

some attempt to transfer SFL knowledge into a lesson plan, and of that 80%, 36 individuals 

demonstrated evidence of deep knowledge. Whilst the study found that strategies to link SFL 

content to other discipline areas were successful, the translation of this knowledge to practical 

applications of planning and teaching was “extremely challenging and requires ongoing 

opportunities and support” (Fenwick, Endicott, Quinn, & Humphrey, 2014, p. 98). Another 

article written by the same authors (Fenwick, Humphrey, Quinn, & Endicott, 2014) using the 

same study discussed the results from the survey in more detail. These results indicated that 
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preservice teachers beginning tertiary studies often do not bring with them from schooling 

deep KAL, and report that they have little knowledge or confidence when starting linguistic 

or grammar units at university. These findings were echoed in studies of practicing teachers’ 

knowledge of written grammar.  

Jones and Cheng (2012) conducted a three phase study investigating the KAL of primary and 

secondary teachers. KAL is defined in this study as the “articulated, explicit and conscious 

understanding of the nature of language in learning” (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012, p. 148). The 

first phase comprised 53 primary and secondary teachers completing a survey regarding 

knowledge about grammar which was based on the grammar components of the AC:E. The 

second phase consisted of interviews with three primary and six secondary teachers regarding 

their grammar teaching. The third phase of the study consisted of observations of classroom 

practice. The findings were that teachers had difficulty defining or describing grammar, and 

although many teachers were familiar with traditional terms of nouns, verbs and adjectives, 

many were unfamiliar with clause types, conjunction types and other more complex grammar 

terms. As well, teachers used an eclectic mixture of terminology drawing from both 

traditional and functional forms of grammar. Another finding was that “…more than half the 

teachers surveyed indicated they had not engaged with any systematic learning with respect 

to grammar or knowledge about language” (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012, p. 156) and that any 

professional learning undertaken had been ineffective and scattered.  Although this study uses 

a larger sample size, it is a mixed sample of primary and secondary school teachers, which 

makes it difficult to draw any very strong conclusions about the primary teachers’ level of 

KAL.  

Jeurissen (2012) conducted a mixed methods study using New Zealand teachers engaged in a 

Teaching English as a Second Language course. A purposive sample of 42 Year 5-8 teachers 

completed pre and post tests on grammar knowledge, and participated in semi structured 
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interviews regarding their own grammar knowledge, their beliefs and grammar pedagogy. 

The study reported that of the 42 teachers involved, two thirds scored below 60% on the pre-

test and one third scored below 60% on the post test. The results stated a large proportion of 

the teachers had low levels of Knowledge about Grammar, as well as low levels of 

confidence about teaching grammar and their pedagogy was guided by their own grammar 

learning experiences, by advice from colleagues and from their personal beliefs. As with the 

previous studies, this one has only a small sample size.  

Parr and Limbrick (2010) conducted an extensive study in New Zealand entitled 

“Contextualising Practice:  Hallmarks of effective teachers of writing” by identifying 

effective teachers and analysing their pedagogical practices. The three schools selected were 

those where achievement was better than others in the region, and the teachers were selected 

on the basis that their classes had made ‘superior’ progress in writing relative to national 

average rates of progress. They used multiple methods of data collection including 

videorecorded observations of class room practices and semi-structured interviews with the 

teachers, students and literacy leaders. A classroom environment schedule was also 

employed. Data analysis was conducted on the interview transcripts, the video recordings 

were subjected to content analysis, and the classroom environment schedule was also 

analysed. The researchers found that the teachers who were effective had similar pedagogical 

traits including stated learning aims of which the students were made aware, alignment of 

learning activities with these aims, deliberate acts of teaching, provision of feedback, peer 

and self assessment. Although this was generally a successful study, there are some areas of 

critique. The study was only of a small sample size, and was highly contextualised to one 

region in New Zealand, so it may be difficult to generalise these results to a wider population. 

Also, the selection of the teachers was identified by the students’ ‘superior’ progress:  the use 

of this term makes it difficult to decide whether the teacher and the teaching had made a 
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difference, or if the students were the more able writers in the cohort and would have showed 

superior progress despite the teacher.  

The final study under scrutiny was conducted from 2011 to 2014 by Love, Macken-Horarik 

and Horarik with the aim of investigating teacher readiness “to plan for, teach and assess” 

(Love, Macken-Horarik, & Horarik, 2015, p. 172) the Australian Curriculum: English 

(AC:E). The study involved 373 Australian teachers from Foundation to Year 12 in a 

national, anonymous, cross sectoral online survey. The four part survey included one sections 

with questions regarding the teachers’ views about the importance of teaching language 

knowledge in English, another which investigated specific aspects of language knowledge 

and a third section that investigated teachers’ levels of confidence in this area. The survey 

found that teachers through that teaching students about language, particularly at text, 

sentence and word levels was important, and that it was important to teach KAL in genre 

based approaches. The survey found that the teachers viewed contextualised, explicit and 

systematic pedagogical approaches as being important, and had high levels of confidence in 

their KAL and current pedagogy. The authors did enter a caveat about this aspect, citing 

Sangster, Anderson and O’Hara’s 2012 research regarding the considerable disjunct between 

teacher confidence and teacher competence with KAL. This study is a robust study due to the 

size of its sample, the duration of the study and the inclusion of teachers across Australian 

states and educational sectors.  

Although, when viewed individually, many of these studies may seem to lack veracity due to 

their small sample sizes and mixed methodologies. When viewed collectively, however, the 

seven studies, incorporating 737 participants, spanning 16 years (1998 – 2014), may render 

that original observation as somewhat inaccurate. These studies indicate that Australian and 

New Zealand teachers and preservice teachers’ knowledge about language, particularly 

written grammar, is limited. Australian teachers in these surveys indicated that they lacked 
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both the requisite KAL and the confidence to teach it. These findings are supported by 

research and literature from other Anglophone countries, particularly the work of Andrews 

(1999), Bell, (2016), Cajkler and Hislam (2002), Sangster et al (2012) and Dean (2016) from 

the UK; and by the research conducted in the English as a Second/Foreign Language context 

by such as Nielson, Xih, Soetjaminah and Veliz (2016) and the substantial body of work by 

Borg (2001, 2010, and Phipps and Borg 2009). 

Returning to the issue that many teachers state that they themselves to not know grammar, 

that they have not been taught it and because of this they avoid teaching grammar (Borg, 

2001; Humphrey et al., 2011) which has resulted in a burgeoning deficit discourse around 

teachers and KAG (Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 2013). There are several comments to make on 

this assertion. The first is that rather than not knowing grammar, it could be argued that a 

teacher’s tacit or implicit knowledge about written language, used when that teacher writes, 

has not been made explicit. This position resonates with Cajkler and Hislam’s finding that 

pre-service teachers did have reasonable understanding of grammar, but experience high 

levels of anxiety, believing that their KAG is poor (Cajkler & Hislam, 2002).  

The second point to make is that this situation has its origins in the history of teaching written 

grammar, particularly in the Australian context. As described in Chapter 2: Background and 

Context, there existed eras in Australian schools when written grammar was not taught 

explicitly to primary school students. These students now form part of the teaching cohort 

that is required to teach the functional grammar as part of the new AC:E. Harper and Rennie 

(2009) mentioned that the teachers in their study had limited memories of learning grammar. 

Jeurissen claimed that it was not surprising that the New Zealand teachers had low levels of 

knowledge and confidence given that they were “...unlikely to have had any explicit teaching 

about grammar during their own school years’ (Jeurissen, 2012, p. 311), a statement 

applicable to many Australian teachers as a result of the “ill considered flight from grammar 
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teaching in the 1960s” (Nielsen, Huang Lan Xih, Soetjaminah, & Veliz, 2016, p. 3). There 

may well be a perceived and actual deficit of knowledge about grammar for both pre- and in-

service teachers, but this is more likely to be attributable to the prevailing educational theory 

of the time of the teachers own schooling.  

The above-mentioned studies do not indicate if they are differentiating between measuring 

conceptual knowledge about grammar, or whether they are measuring pedagogical 

knowledge about grammar, also referred to as procedural knowledge (Louden, Rohl, Gore, et 

al., 2005) which is the knowledge used to teach others about grammar. Indeterminate 

definitions of PCK within the research result in confusion around what is actually being 

discussed or assessed, and it is difficult to ascertain how much KAL teachers have with a self 

reporting instrument (Fielding-Barnsley & Purdie, 2005). Furthermore, all of the studies 

mentioned above used implements which measured the teachers’ explicit knowledge of 

grammar, but did not take into account their implicit knowledge of grammar, which really 

only becomes visible when teachers talk about written grammar and how to teach it. Many of 

the studies used interviews and focus groups, but the elicitation of the teachers PCK about 

grammar in this research is overshadowed by other concerns. There does not seem to exist a 

focussed project that engaged with teachers to determine the tacit knowledge about grammar, 

or PCK in general. The problem here is how to measure or assess the implicit knowledge that 

a teacher may have, keeping in mind the caveats on forgetting and inability to articulate 

knowledge raised by Myhill (2005). It is a question of how to acknowledge the un-

acknowledgeable – and that can only be accomplished through talking to teachers and asking 

them to reflect on what beliefs, resources and pedagogy of teaching written grammar.  

This section has reviewed the literature on teacher pedagogical knowledge and knowledge 

about grammar. The research regarding the quantity and quality of teacher KAG has been 

reviewed with the findings that Australian primary teachers generally do not have a 



95 
 

 

comprehensive or cohesive body of knowledge about grammar on which to build or support 

grammar pedagogical praxis. There is an expressed need, particularly within the current 

educational climate, for teachers to shift from being unconsciously skilled writers and users 

of grammar who use knowledge implicitly to being consciously skilled writers who can draw 

on that knowledge and use and explain it explicitly. When teachers can identify the grammar 

knowledge that they possess and can use it to explain how they are using grammar when 

reading and writing and in the process, they will be able to improve the students ability to use 

grammar more successfully when reading and writing themselves (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012; 

Myhill, 2005; Wyatt-Smith & Gunn, 2007).  

3.5 Best Practice Grammar Instruction  
This section explores what constitutes evidence based “best practice” in grammar instruction 

with primary school students and the AC:E will be interrogated for its stance on pedagogy. 

This will be followed by a review of the recent Anglophone, L1 research literature regarding 

effective grammar pedagogy.  

3.5.1 Pedagogy and the Australian Curriculum  

In early iterations of the AC:E the notion of pedagogy was addressed. The NCB’s 2009 

“Shape of Australian Curriculum: English” stated some broad assumptions regarding 

pedagogy and advocated that grammar teaching include pedagogical strategies that ranged 

from explicit, teacher directed instruction to more informal and indirect encouragement and 

guidance or discovery style learning. This paper reported research regarding written grammar 

pedagogy as recommending that teachers use flexible, text based, interactive teaching 

strategies that are designed to meet the particular needs of the students in question as well as 

making connections from English to other curriculum areas (National Curriculum Board, 

2009, p. 16). 

A document put out to consultation, the National English Curriculum Framing Paper 

(National Curriculum National Curriculum Board, 2009) called for, regarding the teaching of 
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grammar,  “… a range of pedagogical approaches, some involving more authoritative and 

direct teacher intervention, some involving more encouragement, support, and indirect 

guidance on the part of teachers…” in order to provide “…learning experiences that come 

from the teacher’s dynamic and responsive shifting, back and forth, between authoritative 

teaching and supportive encouragement   ” so that “…learning English is made useful and 

durable through the interplay between… explicit knowledge about language, literature, and 

texts and… the complex demands of understanding and using language effectively to express 

meaning” (National Curriculum National Curriculum Board, 2009, pp. 7-8). 

The later National English Curriculum Framing Paper Consultation Report stated that the 

recommendations from the Framing Paper were supported, especially the “…focus on 

teaching grammar in use and context…” and “…the explicit rejection of the teaching of 

grammatical knowledge in isolation…” (National Curriculum National Curriculum Board, 

2009, p. 6). This stance is in keeping with the research on best practice teaching of grammar, 

and is important in that this stance on pedagogy is not so specifically explicated in the later 

curriculum documents. Early iterations of the AC:E make the argument for the teaching of 

grammar as a tool for making meaning in writing, and this is implicit within the Rationale 

and Key Ideas sections of the current iterations of the curriculum. The current version of the 

AC:E does not contain specific, clearly expressed directions or explanations of appropriate 

pedagogy for the teaching of Grammar or the Language Strand. This means that if teachers 

are not familiar with (or, more possibly, not even aware of) the particular pedagogical stance 

of the earlier curriculum documents, then it is likely that they will need to rely on research, 

published programs and other resources in order to guide their pedagogical practices. Or, they 

may rely on their existing beliefs about grammar, formed from their own experiences, to 

shape grammar pedagogy. As stated in the section 3.4, the reliance on beliefs systems as a 

means of justifying pedagogical practices is not always a good thing.  
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3.5.2 Review of the Literature of “Best Practice” Grammar Pedagogy 

Myhill stated that “...methodologically rigorous and valid evidence concerning the impact of 

grammar teaching on writing is indeed extremely limited...” (Myhill, 2005, p. 80). In addition 

there has been debate over time, as shown in the context and background chapter regarding 

the need for teaching grammar. Readings of recent publications indicates that the situation 

appears to be changing. As noted above in 3.3 and explained hereafter, a number of studies 

contained similar findings regarding effective grammar instruction. The following section 

begins with a synthesis of meta-analyses regarding the efficacy of teaching grammar, then 

provides a synthesis of recent research and publications regarding best practice grammar 

pedagogy, with a particular focus on Australian research, publications and context.  

There appears to be a current common assumption by politicians and policy makers that 

teaching grammar will lead to an improvement in teaching writing (Snyder, 2008). Christie 

(in Locke, 2010, p 60) however, casts doubt on the efficacy of teaching grammar in schools, 

claiming there is little evidence that writing is improved by the teaching of traditional 

grammar. This position is supported by van Gelederen (in Locke, 2010, p 125) who claims 

that the efficacy of grammar instruction is dependent on factors such as the relevance of the 

forms, the complexity of the rules and the motivations of the learners. Discussion of this issue 

provides insight into the debate and a context for the discussion of teacher pedagogy.  

The efficacy of teaching grammar debate has been as acrimonious as it has been lengthy.  

Debate was ignited by the ‘Research in Written Composition’ report (Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, 

& Schoer, 1963) This report contained a sentence that continues to be used to argue the case 

against the teaching of grammar  

“In the view of widespread agreement of research studies based upon many types of 

students and teachers, the conclusion can be stated in strong and unqualified terms:  

the teaching of formal grammar has a negligible, or because it usually displaces some 

instruction and practice in actual composition, even a harmful effect on the 

improvement of writing.”(Braddock et al., 1963)   
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The Braddock  report has been used as the platform for the resistance of the reintroduction of 

teaching grammar and subsequent reports by George Hillocks (1986, in Snyder, 2008) 

support this, with Wyse stating that “The findings from international research clearly indicate 

that the teaching of grammar…has negligible positive effects on improving secondary pupils 

writing’ (Wyse, 2001). A later report by Andrews, Torgerson, Beverton, Freeman, Locke, 

Low, Robinson and Zhu (2006) added weight to this argument. This report described an in-

depth review of the research pertaining to the effects of grammar teaching on primary and 

high school students in Anglophone countries. Its findings were that ‘...the teaching of 

syntax... appears to have no influence on either the accuracy or quality of written language 

development for 5 – 16 year olds” (Andrews et al., 2006, p. 51) which, when taken at face 

value, supports the work of Braddock et al. Andrews adds the caveat “This does not mean to 

say that there could be no such influence. It simply means that there have been no significant 

studies to date that have proved such an effect...” (Andrews et al., 2006, p. 51).  The 

durability of this argument for the negative could be attributed to the “...politicisation of 

research...” and “...commonsense beliefs...” about grammar (Snyder, 2008, p. 32) rather than 

the careful study of research.    

 

Although the ‘no evidence’ position is durable, recent research has begun to indicate the 

converse of Braddock et al and Andrews et al assertions. Some studies have shown that 

grammar instruction is effective in improving writing. In order to create a broad picture of 

recent research, the recommendations from several meta-analyses regarding the efficacy of 

writing pedagogical approaches have been compared. Before embarking on the findings from 

this comparison, it is important to note the caveats expressed by the meta-analysis authors. 

One of the issues of comparing recommendations from meta-analyses is the use of effect 

sizes, in that there does not exist a standardised methodology to create effect sizes and each 

meta-analysis seems to have a different way of calculating these, therefore rendering the 



99 
 

 

effect sizes open to disputation (Graham & Perin, 2007). Another issue is that there are too 

many studies about writing comparing too many different things about writing to facilitate a 

logical yet comprehensive review (Rogers & Graham, 2008) and many of these studies are 

methodologically of low quality (Wyse & Torgerson, 2017). A third caveat is that debates 

regarding grammar instruction are often poorly defined with confusion arising between style 

and correctness, and between prescriptive and descriptive grammars (Wyse, 2001). Finally, 

caution is advised when considering the findings as it is ‘… inappropriate to draw broad 

conclusions…” (Rogers & Graham, 2008, p. 898) as generalisations about effectiveness can 

only be applied to a similar cohort as the test cohort. Wyse and Torgersen echo this warning 

with the reminder that “… ‘what works’ should have a central focus on who an intervention 

works for and the context in which a specific intervention can work.” (Wyse & Torgerson, 

2017, p. 1023). Despite these caveats, the following is a comparison of the recommendations 

from four recent meta-analyses.  

 

The more recent meta-analyses  by Graham and Perin (2007) and Rogers and Graham (2008), 

and Wyse and Torgerson’s 2017 comparative analysis of two major studies,  have indicated 

that there is indeed a case for teaching grammar to both primary and secondary school 

children.  

 

Graham and Perin’s meta-analysis of adolescent writing reported that overall grammar 

instruction had an average negative effect size of -0.32, (Graham & Perin, 2007), however,  

one study was singled out as being highly effective.  Fern and Farnan’s 2005 study engaged 

in grammar instruction that was focused on function and the practical application of grammar 

had an effect size score of 1.07. Graham and Perin stated that this instructional approach had 

“… strong and positive effects...” (Graham & Perin, 2007, p. 466).  
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Rogers and Graham’s 2008 meta-analysis of single subject design research regarding writing 

using primary students concluded that that “…traditional grammar instruction did not 

enhance quality of children’s writing” (Rogers & Graham, 2008, p. 998) but “…grammar 

usage instruction had a positive effect on correct use of grammar on struggling writers…” 

(Rogers & Graham, 2008, p. 900).  

Similarly, Wyse and Torgerson’s 2017 report on ‘what works’ in education indicated that 

instruction in transformative or traditional grammar was ineffective. What was effective was 

called ‘contextualised grammar’ (Wyse & Torgerson, 2017, p. 1027); that is grammar 

teaching with a focus on the actual grammar of real texts, and teacher intervention during 

student writing in order to discuss grammar function and purpose. It is interesting to note 

Wyse’s change of thinking on this matter.  

 

Overall, these analyses indicated that the instruction in traditional grammar did not enhance 

the quality of student’s writing whilst instruction that focussed on usage, function and the 

practical application of grammar to writing would likely prove to be efficacious grammar 

instruction.  

 

In summary, from these meta-analyses, it appears that effective grammar pedagogy is that 

which is in contextualised, these contexts being the students writing or a published ‘real’ text; 

the pedagogy is focussed on the form and function and the practical applications or usage of 

the target grammar; and that teachers intervene to discuss grammar in use when students are 

writing. Although the number of meta-analysis is small, and keeping in mind the previously 

mentioned caveats of generalisability and methodological issues, it is possible that teaching 

written grammar has efficacy. It appears that the argument is shifting focus from ‘is teaching 

grammar efficacious?’ to ‘what is the most efficient way of teaching grammar?’(Myhill, 

2000). The studies described below provide an answer to that question.  
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Practitioner action research may be useful in supporting the argument for the efficacy of 

teaching grammar. Such efficacy is demonstrated in Berger’s account of teaching grammar in 

middle school (Berger, 2006), Love Thompson’s reflections on teaching fifth grade writing 

(Love Thompson, 2011) and Nunan’s account of explaining grammar rules to secondary 

school students in context (Nunan, 2005). These studies contain similar findings regarding 

effective grammar instruction: simplicity and brevity of instruction, explicit instruction and 

immediate practice of the target concept or skill in writing, the use of metalanguage, and the 

expectation of usage of the skill or concept.  

A more substantial action research project involving academics, teachers and students 

conducted by Fisher, Jones, Myhill and Larkin from 2004 to 2006, this project involved 172 

Year 1 and 2 students across five schools. The main aim was to investigate how creating 

explicit opportunities for talk might enhance childrens’ early attempts at writing (R. Fisher et 

al., 2006). Data was collected through video of writing events in classrooms, teacher 

interviews, child interviews and student work samples. It was found that there were several 

effective pedagogical strategies arising from this project. The first was that the three types of 

talk identified, 1) generation of ideas, 2) oral rehearsal or “write aloud” talk that practiced the 

sentence to be written aloud and 3) reflective talk that developed metacognition and 

communicative awareness, were all effective, with the “write aloud” strategy considered as 

being particularly effective. Other effective pedagogical strategies included teachers having 

an expectation of the usage of the grammar by students; the use of explicit teaching using 

metalanguage; and time and space in the lesson for reflection on what the students had been 

doing.  

Experimental studies, such as that conducted by Feng and Powers (2005) with fifth graders, 

and Fearn and Farnan (2007) using a Tenth Grade class support the action research claims. 

Feng and Powers used analysis of writing work samples collected pre and post teaching to 
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determine improvement in accuracy of grammatical items. They found that accuracy of 

grammar items in student writing was improved by using error instruction at point of need, 

and explicit instruction which was followed with sentence writing using the target skill.  

Fearn and Farnan used control and experimental groups, also collecting pre and post teaching 

writing work samples and tests for both groups, and comparing the progress made. The 

experimental group was taught grammar in a functional manner over a five week period, the 

control group was taught grammar using traditional prescriptive pedagogy. The findings from 

this study were that explicit teaching of grammar followed by practice of that concept or skill 

enhanced student writing, but did not necessarily make any difference to test results. These 

studies were, however, of limited scope and duration. 

The above research is congruent with findings of Parr and Limbrick’s study of six effective 

writing teachers in three New Zealand rural schools (Parr & Limbrick, 2010). This research 

described the hallmarks of effective writing teachers (not specifically grammar teachers), the 

most important hallmarks being pedagogy that was specific, explicit, consistent and 

systematic, with embedded practice opportunities. It is also congruent with Exley. Kervin and 

Mantei’s development of a pedagogical heuristic which involves three separate but 

interwoven phases (Exley, Kervin, & Mantei, 2016). The first phase involves introduction to 

the learning of content through “meeting text”; the second phase has a focus on learning that 

interrogates, uses and makes meaning from texts. The final phase is the application of new 

grammar knowledge when reading or writing texts. The notion of a heuristic is supported by 

other researchers who make the case for the identification of a set of principles to guide the 

selection of instructional and pedagogic procedures, rather than prescribing a specific 

sequence or types of activities to comprise grammar lessons (Batstone & Ellis, 2009; Myhill 

et al., 2011; Richards & Reppen, 2014; Wyse & Torgerson, 2017). Parr and Limbrick’s 

statement that “…what effective literacy teachers do can be described, but not prescribed…” 
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and their warning that effective practice is not absolute, but varies from classroom to 

classroom resonate with the heuristic approach to grammar pedagogy.  

This section reviewed the literature regarding “best practice” grammar pedagogy, reviewing 

meta-analyses and recent research studies into effective writing and grammar teaching. Best 

practice pedagogy was construed as a heuristic of broad principles, rather than a checklist of 

behaviours or activities.  

3.6 Teacher Beliefs about Grammar. 
For the purposes of this research, the definition of teacher beliefs is:  

The stated opinions, perspectives, values, attitudes, judgements and views that 

teachers express when discussing written grammar.  

Despite the apparent confusion and the lack of clear definitions of teacher beliefs, discussed 

earlier, it is important to review the existing literature regarding teacher beliefs about the 

teaching of written grammar, particularly in Anglophone countries where grammar is taught 

to learners of English as their first language, as opposed to learners of English as a second or 

foreign language. The body of research into teaching grammar as a second or foreign 

language is considerable. Unfortunately there is less research available for first language 

learners with some researchers going so far as to label the available research in this areas as 

“outdated” and “insufficient” (Van Vooran, Casteleyn, & Mottart, 2012, p. 642). This 

situation, however, is changing, particularly in Australia where written grammar has risen to 

prominence since the introduction of the AC:E, in 2011. 

The available research into teachers’ beliefs about teaching grammar to students whose first 

language is English, or in “mainstream” classrooms is limited, but the findings are cohesive 

and have changed little over time. Petruzzella (1996), reporting in the American context, 

indicated that the teachers in that study had different definitions of grammar and 

conceptualisations of grammar instruction. Later Australasian research reported that teachers 
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found grammar either hard to define, gave a definition of what grammar was not, or conflated 

grammar definitions with other general literacy competencies such as spelling and vocabulary 

(P. Jones & Cheng, 2012; A. Watson, 2015a). Overall, the research indicates that teachers 

believe that grammar is an essential component of a good writing program (Bell, 2016; 

Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001; A. Watson, 2015a) and also believe that Knowledge 

about Grammar (KAG) is both useful and important to the teaching of grammar (Bell, 2016; 

Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001; P. Jones & Cheng, 2012). 

There is also general consensus in the research that many teachers who indicate a lack of 

confidence in their own knowledge about grammar (Bell, 2016; Hammond & Macken-

Horarik, 2001; Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 2013; Petruzzella, 1996; Poulson et al., 2001; A. 

Watson, 2012, 2015b) and are nervous (Bell, 2016), are ambivalent toward teaching grammar 

(Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001; Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 2013), “…anxious, 

overwhelmed and confused…” (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012, p. 157) or demonstrated a negative 

attitude towards teaching grammar (A. Watson, 2015b). Although research indicates that 

teachers tend to believe that teaching grammar is an essential component of teaching writing, 

and that teachers should have knowledge about grammar, teachers indicate that they do not 

have the confidence or the knowledge to do so successfully.  

Teachers’ beliefs regarding grammar are an important consideration due to the entangled and 

inseparable links between beliefs and pedagogical practices. The research reviewed above 

indicates that teachers are often uncomfortable with grammar pedagogy and their own levels 

of grammar knowledge and that there is conceptual confusion amongst teachers regarding 

grammar. Watson’s statement that “Teachers demonstrate neither a consistent 

conceptualisation of grammar, nor a clear understanding of pedagogical approaches to 

teaching it…” (A. Watson, 2015a, p. 10) is perhaps a succinct summation of the recent and, 

perhaps, current situation. 
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3.7 Discussion 
This literature review has examined key literature regarding teacher pedagogical content 

knowledge, teacher beliefs about grammar; and the notion of resources for teaching grammar 

in order to provide a conceptualise of these aspects for this study.  It reviewed the research 

regarding teacher beliefs about grammar and teachers use of grammar resources. This was 

followed by a review of the body of research regarding the quantity and quality of teacher 

knowledge about language, particularly grammar, with a focus on Australian and New 

Zealand Research. The chapter concluded with a review of the literature regarding best 

practice grammar pedagogy.  

It has found that there are tangled but tangible links between teacher belief, resources and 

pedagogical practices (Biesta et al., 2015; Nespor, 1987). Research indicates that teachers 

were uncomfortable with teaching grammar (Bell, 2016; A. Watson, 2012) and there is a 

general perception amongst researchers and the teachers themselves that they do not possess 

in the necessary pedagogical content knowledge to teach grammar successfully (Bell, 2016; 

Hammond & Macken-Horarik, 2001; Love et al., 2015). This has given rise to a discourse of 

deficit around teacher PCKAG (Snyder, 2008).  

The literature review demonstrated that there is a growing body of research into the most 

efficacious methods of teaching grammar, which can be construed as a set of principles for 

pedagogy that can be applied across different classroom contexts, rather than a rigid and 

prescriptive checklist of activities or behaviours (Batstone & Ellis, 2009; Exley et al., 2016; 

Parr & Limbrick, 2010). This teacher knowledge is both formed by and guides the selection 

of resources that are used to build PCKAG. It is this relationship that is problematic. If a 

teacher has the necessary and appropriate (as in it matches the underlying theory of the 

English Curriculum) qualities and quantities of PCKAG they should be able to select 

appropriate resources. If, however, a teacher does not have the necessary qualities and 
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quantities of PCK, they well may select inappropriate resources, which in turn may 

consolidate and reinforce the development of inappropriate PCKAG. The “Catch 22” 

situation here is that teachers can only select appropriate resources by having the necessary 

PCKAG. If they don’t have the PCKAG, then teachers may not know what they are looking 

for, even if they find it. This is the crux of this study. If the quantity and quality of teacher 

PCKAG is not adequate, efforts need to be made to investigate where teachers are sourcing 

their PCKAG. Further research into the sources of information for both personal, conceptual 

knowledge and the more explicit knowledge used when teaching grammar is necessary in 

order to guide teachers towards current, SFG based knowledge about language that can be 

used when they are teaching grammar. It is this last proposition that will underpin the 

research questions and guide the implementation of the research, which is described in the 

following methodology chapter.   
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Chapter 4 - Methodology  

4.1 Introduction 
The methodology chapter explains the purpose of the research, the epistemology that guides 

the research, the research design and methods used to collect and analyse data. This study, 

conducted from 2016 to 2018, constituted an investigation in develop an understanding of the 

resources used by primary school teachers when teaching written grammar, in the contexts of 

their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, written grammar. The 

contextual literature indicates that the teaching of English in Western Australia was, at the 

time of the study, in a state of flux, particularly the teaching of grammar, due to the 

introduction of a new curriculum and emphasis on a national literacy testing agenda. There 

exists a body of research into the level and quality of teachers’ personal knowledge of 

grammar (for example, Harper & Rennie 2009; Jones & Cheng 2012; Jeurissen 2010) but 

there is limited research into how teachers teach written grammar, and more important to this 

study, research that provides insight into the resources that teachers use to teach. This mixed 

methods study was an attempt to provide knowledge that goes some way towards addressing 

this gap. 

Section 4.2 of this chapter states the research aims and research questions. This is followed 

by the theoretical framework in Section 4.3. The rationale for a mixed methods approach is 

presented in Section 4.4 and the research design is explained in Section 4.5. Section 4.6 

describes the participant selection, including the sample frame and the research sites and 

Section 4.7 describes the data collection methods for both qualitative and quantitative data. 

Section 4.8 explains the data analysis process for both qualitative and quantitative data. 

Following this, Section 4.9 describes the role of the researcher, and Section 4.10 describes the 

ethical protections afforded to the participants. Limitations of the study are described in 

Section 4.11 and Section 4.12 summarises the chapter.  
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The following flow chart provides a visual overview or the research design of this study. It 

also acts as a map for the following sections.  

Figure 4.1 

 

(adapted from Crotty, 1998, p. 5)  

4.2. Research Aim and Questions  
The aim of this research was develop an understanding of the resources used by primary 

school teachers when teaching written grammar, in the contexts of their beliefs about, and 

their pedagogical approaches to teaching, written grammar. The literature review raised 

issues regarding teacher knowledge of grammar, grammar pedagogy and the changes to the 

AC:E from 2009 to 2018. These issues provided the impetus for the general research question 

and informed the specific research questions.  

4.2.1 General Research Question 

 How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in 

the context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, 

written grammar? 

4.2.2 Research Questions 

1. How do teachers define written grammar? 

2. What beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and what are the 

explanations for these beliefs? 

3. What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching written grammar 

and what are their justifications for those practices? 

4. What are the teachers’ reported resources for the teaching of written grammar?  
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It is important to remember that, as explained in Chapter 3 Literature Review, the term 

“resources” is used in this study in the following way: 

Resources are those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to the 

teacher as a source of information or expertise in order to teach written grammar 

effectively. These things include electronic resources (computers, internet), text 

based resources (books, notes, plans), cognitive resources (in head knowledge) and 

collegiate resources (other teachers, support staff). 

Similarly, the term “beliefs” is a relatively broad term used to cover such items as a teacher’s 

understanding, concepts and views about the teaching of grammar. As described within 

Chapter 3 Literature Review the term beliefs, in the context of this study, is as follows: 

Teacher beliefs are the stated opinions, perspectives, values, attitudes, judgements, 

and views that teachers express when discussing written grammar 

4. 3 Theoretical Framework 
Researchers are guided by paradigms, which may be described as world views, assumptions 

about the world or way of seeing and interpreting the world of research in particular 

(Creswell, 2012, 2014; Punch, 2009). Corbin and Strauss (2008) consider a paradigm to be a 

model to aid the identification of research processes, content and structure and as a means to 

integrate these elements. A paradigm is not defined by the modes of data collection or 

analysis, rather by the way that the researcher poses questions and considers the evidence 

gathered in answer to these questions, in accordance with their world view (S Merriam & 

Greiner, 2002).  

This study uses Morgan’s (2007) position that methodology is the connection point between 

the epistemology and the methods used, outlined in Figure 4.2. This diagram clarifies the 

relationship between epistemology (why one does what one does), methodology (how one 

goes about it), and methods (the tools and procedures used to do the thing) (Morgan, 2007). 
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This situates the link between epistemology and methodology as a cohesive connection where 

issues pertaining to the nature of knowledge are connected to the actions taken to study this 

knowledge. In applying such a line of thinking to this study, the paradigm of social 

constructivism forms the epistemological stance. This stance is linked to, influences and is 

realised through, mixed methods research methodology, which in turn is linked to, influences 

and is realised through survey and interview data collection and data analysis.  

Figure 4.2 Epistemological Relationship Diagram 

 (Crotty, 1998) (Morgan, 2007) 

The theoretical framework used in this study was social constructivism, which is a 

philosophy that is concerned with how people learn or acquire knowledge. The paradigm 

emphasises social interaction and the construction of knowledge through negotiation and 

discussion (O'Donoghue, 2007; Punch, 2012) and holds that meaning is not intrinsic to the 

objects, entities or situations concerned; rather, it is constructed by the individuals who 

interact with and interpret these items (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; Punch, 2009). New 

knowledge is mediated through existing knowledge and through the society or culture in 

which the individual exists, and is then retained or discarded according to viability. Social 

constructivism holds that truths are relative and dependent on individuals’ perspective and 

previous knowledge and experiences (Baxter & Jack, 2008; Corbin & Strauss, 2008; 

Creswell, 2014; O'Donoghue, 2007). As such, a study shaped by social constructivism allows 

Epistemology  

Methodology  

Methods 
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for the investigation of teachers, their practices and views regarding teaching written 

grammar.  

When investigating the understandings and practices of teachers, the investigation is not only 

of the here and now, but also the epistemology of those perspectives (Beach, Green, Kamil, 

& Shanahan, 2005). The teacher’s beliefs about the teaching of written grammar are based on 

past grammar learning experiences and the social interactions that surrounded these as well as 

the current curriculum requirements. This epistemology creates the reality, for that teacher, of 

how grammar is best learned, and therefore taught. Consequently, different epistemologies 

create differing realities for teachers, which in turn influence how those teachers might teach 

grammar in the classroom. This study will result in a description of the beliefs, pedagogical 

practices and use of resources by primary school teachers regarding the teaching of written 

grammar across Western Australian metropolitan primary school classrooms.  

4.4 Mixed Methods Rationale 
There is an argument that well conducted studies rely on dual or multiple sources of evidence 

using a variety of data collection apparatus (Creswell, 2014; Yin, 2009). This study used both 

quantitative and qualitative methods of data collection and analysis as described in Creswell’s 

(2012) Convergent Parallel Design. The use of mixed methods of data collection across 

multiple sites and involving multiple participants provides a detailed description (Berg, 2009) 

and enables data to be triangulated, which in turn supports the credibility and the 

dependability of the research (Yin, 2009). In the present study, quantitative data were 

collected through a cross sectional survey (n = 116) and provided a broad overview of the 

issues. The qualitative data were collected through semi-structured interviews (n = 10). The 

interviews provided context, detail and insights that were unobtainable through the survey. 

The selection of qualitative data collection instruments in this study, namely audio recording 

of semi-structured interviews, is reflective of those used in recent educational research 
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(Hackling & Barrett-Pugh, 2012; Harper & Rennie, 2009; Kervin, Jones, & Verenikina, 

2010; Page & Clark, 2010). The use of mixed methods in this way can build a better 

understanding of the issue and provide representative viewpoints (Creswell, 2014; Greene, 

2008; Punch, 2009), and can allow for the “numbers and stories’ of the issue to be studied 

(Creswell, 2012, p. 540).  

4.4.1 Quantitative Research: Survey 

Surveys are advantageous for recording information about a large group of people in a timely 

and efficient manner (Creswell, 2012; Punch, 2009; Scott & Morrison, 2006) while cross 

sectional survey designs are advantageous for the recording of “...current attitudes, beliefs, 

opinions or practices’ (Creswell, 2012, p. 377) and for providing “...descriptive data at one 

fixed point in time” (Fink, 2003, p. 161). In this study, the naturally occurring variables were 

the teachers’ definitions, views, practices and stated sources of knowledge regarding the 

teaching of written grammar. A cross sectional quantitative survey, in the form of an online 

questionnaire using the Qualtrics platform, was utilised in order to collect data about teacher 

views regarding written grammar pedagogy across a sample of Western Australian year 3 – 6 

primary school teachers. A detailed description of the design of the study is contained within 

section 4.5, and a description of the question design is contained within section 4.7. 

4.4.2 Qualitative Research: Semi Structured Interviews  

In this section, the collection of qualitative data is described. The use of interviews is 

justified, and the conduct of the interviews in this research explained.  

In keeping with the Convergent Parallel Design (Creswell, 2012) of this research, data from 

semi-structured interviews were used to compare with the data patterns and trends seen 

within the survey results, whilst providing some context and richness unachievable with 

quantitative data. In this study, each interview comprised an individual teacher, and was 

bounded by that teacher’s classroom and understandings. Multiple interviews can replicate 

the investigation of the same phenomenon across different sites (Berg, 2009; Gay, Mills, & 
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Airasian, 2009; Kervin, Vialle, Herrington, & Okely, 2006) whilst capturing different 

perspectives by the comparison and contrast of interview data (Gay et al., 2009; Kervin et al., 

2006). The use of multiple interviews generates data that allows the researcher to move into 

more abstract levels of analysis (Gay et al., 2009; Kervin et al., 2006; Yin, 2009) and thus 

leads to greater insight and understanding (Berg, 2009; Yin, 2009).  

Both data collection methods; survey and interviews, addressed the general research question:  

 How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in 

the context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, 

written grammar 

The survey and interviews also addressed the following specific research questions: 

1. How do teachers define written grammar? 

2. What beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and what are the 

explanations for these beliefs? 

3. What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching written grammar 

and what are their justifications for those practices? 

4. What are the teachers’ reported resources for the teaching of written grammar and 

what are the reasons given for selecting those resources?  

4.5 Design of Study  

4.5.1 Convergent Parallel Design 

The design of this study followed the tenets of social constructivism in that it allows for 

different views regarding the teaching of grammar to be expressed by the participants in the 

study. This is achieved through the use of the “Convergent Parallel Design” (Creswell, 2012, 

p. 542) in which both quantitative data from the survey and qualitative data from the 

interviews are afforded the same prominence and value. Neither data set has priority of 

collection and analysis or is privileged in the research (Creswell, 2012, p. 543) The two types 
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of data collection are situated within similar milieu (primary schooling), and allow the telling 

of the “research story” in two different ways. The Figure 4.3, below, expands the Convergent 

Parallel Design into its component parts. 

The collection of a set of quantitative data provided a general overview of the research 

problem and a means of mapping the field. In this study, the quantitative data collection used 

a survey of teachers to identify beliefs and views about written grammar, and pedagogical 

approaches and resources used when teaching written grammar. This provided a broad 

overview of the situation of grammar pedagogy in Western Australian metropolitan schools.  

The collection of qualitative data provided contextualisation and allowed a more detailed 

description and analysis of key aspects of the data. The qualitative data was compared with 

the quantitative data and explored commonalities, anomalies and was used to provide 

supporting examples. The survey questions and semi-structured interview are found in 

Appendix B and Appendix C respectively.   
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Figure 4.3 Convergent Parallel Design (adapted from Creswell, 2012) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Care was taken to ensure that data collected was appropriate to the study and contributed to 

the resolution of the research problem (Gay et al., 2009). Each data collection instrument was 

developed using existing mixed methods research, particularly the work of Jones and Cheng 

(2012) and Albright, Knesvic and Farrell (2013), as a model. Development of the data 

collection instruments are explained in more detail in Section 4.7. The data collection 

instruments were pilot tested on small groups of teachers who were not involved in the study. 

The pilot testing is described below. Feedback from the pilot test groups was sought and used 

to modify the instruments as necessary, as explained in the following section. The pilot 
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testing pre-empted most issues regarding the data collection instruments and processes and 

added to the credibility and dependability of the study. 

4.5.2 Pilot Testing of Instruments 

The data collection instruments, namely the questionnaire and the interview questions, were 

tested prior to the data collection period. Due to time and convenience factors, only a small 

group of participants was identified for, and completed, the interview pilot tests and the 

survey pilot tests. The participants within these pilot groups had the same attributes as those 

described in the sample frame (see section 4.6.1), in that they were working in primary 

schools and were familiar with the questionnaire’s “…conceptual terrain…” (Beatty & 

Willis, 2007, p. 295), but were teaching other year groups, or fitted the frame but were 

ineligible because of a close working relationship with the researcher. Each set of participants 

for the pilot tests were different, i.e. the participants that pilot tested the survey were not 

those who participated in the interview pilot tests, and vice versa.  

The survey was pilot tested on 17 volunteers. In order to keep the pilot testing as similar as 

possible to the actual survey, the questionnaire was downloaded in PDF form from the 

Qualtrics survey platform as a hard copy. This ensured the layout, wording and response 

options were identical, the only difference being the mode of presentation. Each pilot test was 

timed in order to provide as much factual information as possible in the information sheets 

that were sent to principals. At the completion of the survey a short cognitive interview, using 

the questions listed above, was conducted. The responses were collated and changes made to 

clarify the wording of some of the instructions.  

The interview was pretested with four volunteers. With the same intention as the survey, to 

keep the environment and experience as close to possible as the actual interviews, the 

volunteers were interviewed in their classrooms, audio recorded, and photographic records 

were made of any resources provided. As with the surveys, at the completion of the interview 
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a short cognitive interview was conducted using the questions listed above. Based on the 

feedback provided, modifications were made to the question order, as Research Question 1: 

“How do teachers define written grammar?” was likened to being in a test or exam and the 

decision was made to move it to the end of the interview. This was the only change made to 

the interview structure.  

After the completion of each pilot test, a short cognitive interview was conducted to identify 

any issues, confusion or anomalies within the questionnaire or interviews. Cognitive 

interviewing can be defined as “…the administration of draft survey questions while 

collecting additional verbal information about the survey responses, which is used to evaluate 

the quality of the response or to help determine whether the question is generating the 

information that its author intends…” (Beatty & Willis, 2007, p. 287) Desimone and Le 

Floch state that “…the cognitive interviewer’s unique individual discussions of respondents’ 

interpretations of survey questions elicits information of greater depth and breadth. Such 

information may prove instrumental in identifying potential problem questions… because the 

interviewer and participant are able to identify misconceptions, poorly constructed questions 

or omissions of concepts’ (Desimone & Le Floch, 2004, p. 6). The researcher used the 

following three questions modified from those recommended by Beatty and Willis (2007, 

p288):  

1.  Were there any particular questions that were difficult to answer, or made you think 

“what on earth” or similar? (Survey and Interview) 

2. Were there any anomalies or disconnects between the questions and the responses 

provided? (Survey only) 

3. Was there anything else that you would like to comment on about the questionnaire 

content and process/interview content and process? (Survey and Interview) 
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The very small sample size of the cognitive interviews means that the results should be 

considered only as illustrative of potential problems with the survey questions, rather than as 

representative responses from the larger population of teachers (Desimone and Le Floch, 

2004, p 14).  

4.6 Participant Selection  

4.6.1 Sample Frame for Survey and Interviews 

This section describes the research sites and participants. It is important that the reader is able 

to understand not only what is being researched, but who and how, in order to comprehend 

the research design. The sample frame is the same for both modes of data collection, except 

in numbers of participants. Careful participant selection that achieves balance and variety will 

contribute to the richness of the data (Stake, 1995). It is important to note that although there 

was an intended sample frame, the low numbers of participants meant that the actual sample 

used in the study was in fact a convenience sample.  

The sample frame for this study was based on three premises. The first premise was that the 

description of a sample of the population could be extrapolated to be a description of the 

whole target population (Fowler, 2009). As such, the study required a clearly defined target 

population with explicit demographic and geographic boundaries (Czaja & Blair, 2005). The 

second premise was that answers provided by sample subjects were a true and accurate 

reflection of answers that would have been given by the rest of the target population (Fowler, 

2009) and therefore the majority of the sample subjects would need to be in the position to 

know the information that they were asked to provide (Czaja & Blair, 2005). The third 

premise was that the researcher would have to make judicious decisions regarding 

compromises or trade-offs in the data collection or participant sample (Czaja & Blair, 2005). 

The first and second premises give rise to the following questions: how closely does the 

sample reflect the target population (are the people answering the survey the people that are 

wanted?), and how well do the answers describe the characteristics of the general population 
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(are the questions interrogating the appropriate sample?). These premises and questions 

guided the sample design.  

The intended participant sample had three main parameters. The first parameter was that the 

participants be from Metropolitan and Regional Primary Schools in Western Australia. The 

second parameter was set with the intention that the study be cross sectoral and included 

teachers from the three main education sectors in Western Australia: the Western Australian 

Department of Education, the Australian Independent Schools of Western Australia, and 

Catholic Education Primary schools. These first two parameters were deliberately established 

to guard against possible sampling bias of location and /or sector. The third parameter of 

Years 3 – 6 practising classroom teachers was established to ensure that the population 

selected would be able to respond with some degree of knowledge or experience to the 

content of the questionnaire (Czaja & Blair, 2005; Fink, 2003; Fowler, 2009) Practising Year 

Three, Four, Five and Six teachers within schools could be reasonably expected to have 

engaged with the content of the Australian Curriculum: English – Language Strand, 

especially as the grammar content of the Year 4 AC:E increases in complexity and contains 

concepts that may be beyond the common knowledge of grammar (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012). 

Additionally, these year groups particularly prepare students for the National Assessment of 

Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) tests which contain separate, multiple choice grammar 

tests, as well as assessing grammar through a written composition. It is reasonable to assume, 

therefore, that in preparing students for NAPLAN, the teachers have engaged with the 

grammar component of the AC:E, and therefore provided rich data for the study.  

The sample design was intended to be applied to both aspects of the research: the survey and 

the case studies, which the intention that the data collected in each of the aspects be 

comparable. A balanced selection of participants based on teacher age, gender, experience 

and training was intended but not achieved. The sample frame of Years 3 – 6 Primary 
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teachers was maintained, in that teachers from other year groups were excluded from the 

interviews and the survey.  

4.6.2 Numbers of Participants: Survey.  

When designing the survey, the target of 100 responses was deemed an acceptable number 

from which to draw descriptions and some level of analysis. This target was based on the 

following surmises: 

1. The survey was initially sent to 680 schools across government and faith based 

sectors.  

2. If each school were to have a Year 3, 4, 5 and 6 teacher who responded, this would 

equate to approximately 2,800 possible respondents.  

3. If the survey were to have approximately a 5% return rate, this would equate to 

approximately 150 teachers.  

As stated by Neuman ”…the biggest problem with (mail) questionnaires is a low response 

rate” (Neuman, 2009, p. 168) which may or may not be solved by increasing the numbers of 

schools contacted. This in itself may lead to bias in the respondents (Neuman, 2009, p. 168), 

a point which was illustrated perfectly with this study, although the survey was internet-based 

rather than traditional “mail”. The initial 100 responses to the survey were from only one 

education sector, so it was decided to extend the data collection time frame in order to obtain 

a more representative cohort of participants from all sectors. The data collection timeframe 

was amended from June to December 2016, to June 2016 to June 2017. Within this time 

frame, repeated efforts were made to recruit survey participants. These efforts included 

repeating the original e-mail distribution to schools, approaching colleagues from all sectors 

to promote the survey and visiting some schools to provide paper copies of the survey. 

Despite these best efforts, only 146 visits to the online survey were made with 116 surveys 

completed. This constitutes a limitation of the study. Also, despite a sample frame being 
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designed that intended to capture a representative sample of teachers, this was not achieved 

due to a low response rate. 

4.6.3 Numbers of Participants: Interviews 

The initial target for interview participants was 30. The initial set of respondents again came 

from only one educational sector, so, as with the survey, it was decided to lengthen the data 

collection time frame to within the same parameters, and exert additional efforts to recruit 

responses from the other educational sectors. These recruitment efforts included repeating the 

original email distribution, personal letters posted to school principals and where possible, 

face to face contact with principals. All of these recruitment methods were within the ethics 

permissions. The final small number of interview participants (n = 10) also constitutes a 

limitation of the study. It is noted that the interviewees had not necessarily completed the 

survey.  

4.6.4 Research Sites for Survey and Interviews 

As this study included the investigation of the resources used when teaching grammar in 

primary school classrooms, it was feasible to situate the research sites within classrooms in 

Western Australian metropolitan and regional primary schools. The teachers’ classroom 

proved a convenient venue for the interviews to take place as teachers were in a familiar 

environment, and any supporting documents or artefacts (resources) relevant to the interviews 

were at hand.  

4.7 Data Collection Methods  
Separate data collection methods were used for the quantitative and qualitative data. These 

are described separately below.  

4.7.1 Quantitative Data: Survey  

Participant Recruitment: This study aimed to anonymously survey at least 100 Year 3, 4, 5 

and 6 teachers across all three educational sectors within the North and South Metropolitan 

Perth, and Western Australian Regions, using the Qualtrics online questionnaire software. 
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Teachers were invited to participate in the online questionnaire via email invitations sent 

through the school principal, as per the Western Australian Department of Education research 

protocols. When completing the consent documentation for the questionnaire, participants 

were asked to express their interest in participating in the case study on a separate form, 

thereby ensuring the anonymity of the survey data whilst identifying teachers for the case 

study phase.  

Organisation: The online survey was organised into four sections; demographic data, views 

about the teaching of written grammar, resources for the teaching of written grammar, 

pedagogical approaches to teaching written grammar, and professional learning regarding the 

teaching of written grammar. The survey had 84 items (including demographic data) using 

check boxes or radio buttons, and took approximately 20 minutes to complete. There were six 

extended response items.  

Question Design: The content area questions were carefully designed using research-based, 

established precepts. The first precept was that there was an easily identifiable relationship 

between the survey questions and the broader research questions (Czaja & Blair, 2005; Fink, 

2003). This was achieved by considering the broader research questions as headings for each 

section of the questionnaire and creating sub sets of questions with their own heading for 

each research question. The second precept was that the questions were unambiguous and 

used straight forward language (Fink, 2003; Kahn & Cannell, 2004; Scott & Morrison, 2006). 

The use of descriptors at the start of each question set were also used to avoid ambiguity 

through the establishment of a shared reference set (Gay et al., 2009; Kahn & Cannell, 2004), 

for example “This section is about the reasons for any changes in your teaching of written 

grammar…”. The questions used language that reached the least sophisticated elements of the 

sample frame yet avoided over simplification (Kahn & Cannell, 2004), focussed on a single 
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topic (Gay et al., 2009; Scott & Morrison, 2006) and used language with which the 

participants should be familiar by way of their profession.  

Czaja and Blair (2005) advocated the use of questions from published studies as examples as 

these questions would have undergone rigorous pretesting and interrogation for validity and 

reliability prior to that particular study being implemented. This study utilised questions from 

the Peopling Educational Policy (PEP) project as models for the questions, closely following 

the word choice, word order and syntax used. The PEP project (Albright et al., 2013) was an 

investigation into the implementation of the then new Australian English and Maths curricula 

through the use of an online survey. This survey used questions such as  

“SECTION D: TEACHER LEARNING NEEDS 

29. Please indicate the extent to which professional learning on each of the following topics 

is important for and needed by teachers of English”  

(Albright et al., 2013, p. 10) 

A sample of the questions is contained within Tables 4.7.1 and 4.7.2. 

4.7.1.1 Response Scale Design 

The Response Scale was carefully designed in order to maximise reliability. An ordinal scale 

(Fink, 2003; Gay et al., 2009) was used for all questions. This scale was modelled on Punch’s 

(2003) notion of a “semantic differential” (Punch, 2003, p. 248) and Fowler’s “Subjective 

Continuum Scales’ (Fowler, 2009, p. 101) and used a rating scale that ran between extremes 

of possible responses. The use of four categories in the rating scale was deliberate in order to 

achieve a balance between having enough categories for the respondents to discriminate 

(Fowler, 2009; Schaffer & Presser, 2005); whilst avoiding too many categories which would 

create “unreliable noise” within the survey (Fowler, 2009); and to maximise the number of 

responses containing information (Schaffer & Presser, 2005). 
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The decision to omit a “no response/don’t know” category was also deliberate due to the 

selection of the survey sample. The sample population of year 3, 4, 5 and 6 classroom 

primary school teachers who were teaching the Language Strand of the AC:E and preparing 

students for the Convention strand of NAPLAN allowed the presumption that the teachers 

would have knowledge of, and would have views regarding the teaching of written grammar.  

The four point rating scale was organised consistently so that strongly positive responses 

were listed on the left of the scale, as the first option, and strongly negative responses were 

listed on the right of the scale. Consistency amongst terminology for the ratings was strived 

for, allowing for the necessary differences needed for each topic. Examples of the rating scale 

wordings are contained in Tables 4.7.1 and 4.7.2 

I consider myself to be adequately trained to teach the written grammar component of the 

Australian Curriculum: English Language Strand. 

 Strongly agree 

 Somewhat agree 

 Somewhat disagree 

 Strongly disagree 

Table 4.7.1 Examples of rating scale wording 
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Resources for Teaching Written Grammar 

If you need help to understand a written grammar concept (for example, if you were confused 

about complex and compound sentences) please indicate which resources you would use to 

assist you. 

 Use every time Use frequently Use occasionally Never use 

Text books for 

students 
    

External 

assessments e.g. 

NAPLAN 

    

Australian 

Curriculum 

Documents e.g. 

glossary 

    

State curriculum 

support 

materials 

    

School produced 

curriculum 

support 

materials 

    

Colleagues     

Table 4.7.2 Example of questionnaire items and response scale 

 

4.7.2 Qualitative Data: Semi-structured Interviews 

The data collection and analysis followed the precepts of Yin (2009), Merriam (1988) and 

Saldana (2009), who advocate the use of a structured approach to assist with the management 

of a large body of data, and to enable careful, systematic and thorough analysis. Semi-

structured interviews were used as this approach can provide the maximum opportunity for a 

complete and accurate communication of ideas between the respondent and the researcher 

(Berg, 2009; Yin, 2009). Interview questions were based on the research questions and 

organised as a set of predetermined, open ended questions that allowed for the use of further 

probing questions. The interviews were of maximum 60 minutes in duration and were 

recorded using an audio recording application on an iPad, using the program Wavepad. 

Interviews were conducted at a time and place convenient to the participant, within the 

participant’s classroom. Interview questions (see Appendix C) consisted of general opening 
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questions followed by probing questions to attain a greater understanding of the participants’ 

resources and pedagogical approaches. The interview addressed the main research question:  

 How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in 

the context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, 

written grammar? 

The interview questions were also closely aligned with the specific research questions and 

focussed on teacher definitions of grammar, views and beliefs about teaching written 

grammar, pedagogy and the resources the teachers used when teaching written grammar.  

4.8 Data Analysis Methods 

4.8.1 Quantitative Data Analysis 

The analysis of the quantitative data was conducted using descriptive statistics. The data was 

cleaned to identify incomplete responses. Frequency counts were used to ensure data sets 

were complete and to gain an overview of the data. Responses to items were calculated and 

expressed in percentages, and converted to bar graphs in order to aid description. Analysis 

was aided through the use of the Qualtrics computer survey platform and analysis program.  

Cross Tab Analysis was used to interrogate the survey data more closely by considering the 

demographic features of the teacher participants and how each demographic group responded 

to each survey question. The demographic data of “Years of Experience” was used to 

determine the cohorts. Other options such as “educational sector” were excluded due to 

ethical reasons.  

The closer interrogation of the survey data involved using the cross tabulation data provided 

by the Qualtrics program. To allow comparison across teachers with different demographic 

characteristics, the data (number of responses for each survey response item) were converted 

to percentages and presented in tables. Those cohorts with less than ten participants (<1 Year 

of Experience) were not included in the process. Interrogation required close examination of 
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responses to determine any anomalies amongst the cohort response. Only those items survey 

items that demonstrated anomalies are presented in the data analysis.  

5. Pedagogical Approach  
Please indicate the extent to which you use the following pedagogical approaches when teaching 
written grammar 
Survey item: Gradual 

Release of 
Responsibility Model 

<1 Years of Experience (N = 3) 4-10 Years of Experience (N = 33) 

 Numbers of 
responses 

% of responses  Numbers of 
responses 

% of responses  

Use every time 0 0% 5 15% 

Use frequently 1 50% 12 36% 

Use occasionally 1 50% 12 36% 

Never use 0 0% 4 12% 

Total 2 100% 33 99% 

Table 4.8.1 Cross Tab Data Conversion to Percentages Example 

 

4.8.2 Qualitative Data Analysis  

Qualitative data analysis was conducted carefully and systematically based on Corbin and 

Strauss (2008) methods of qualitative data analysis. The analytic procedure is described in 

detail in section 4.8.3.The interview data required initial organisation prior to analysis. Each 

interview then went through a process of initial individual coding, followed by coding 

between and across interviews, thematic development and thematic finalisation. The 

interviews formed the main body of the data and were transcribed from the audio recording, 

following appropriate transcription protocols. The interview transcriptions, protocols and 

notes were stored as both digital and physical files, with a second audio copy of the original 

interview stored separately.  

4.8.3 Analytic Coding of Interview Data  

Gay et al. (2009) describe the process of coding as the “marking or referencing units of text 

(e.g. words, sentences, paragraphs and quotations) with codes and labels as a way to indicate 

patterns and meanings’ (2009, p 451). This requires careful, systematic and detailed 

interrogation of the data in order to identify patterns, themes and meanings (Berg 2009). This 

study used a process of initial, open coding, followed by axial, cross-case coding (Corbin & 
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Strauss, 2008) with inductive, as well as deductive approaches to code the data from the case 

studies. To assist in the management of the large quantities of data, the computer program 

QSR NVivo was used to aid the organisation, sorting and retrieval, coding and later 

interpretation of the data. Analysis of the interview materials was conducted in phases using a 

sequential and iterative process. See Figure 4.8.1 

Figure 4.8.1 Thematic analysis elements and iterative process (derived from Corbin & 

Strauss, 2008; Saldana, 2010).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.8.3.1 Initial Open Coding 

The interview transcripts were listened to and transcribed by the researcher in order to obtain 

an initial overview of the data. The transcripts were then read several times and annotations 

made to record initial thoughts. The transcripts were then loaded into the QSR NVIVO 

program where each transcript was analysed and coded separately. As the coding progressed, 

a code book was developed to ensure comparability and consistency of codes.  

 

 

Initial Individual 

Coding 

 

Cross Interview Coding 

and Categorisation 

Thematic 

Development 

 

Thematic 

Finalisation 

Initial Sequential Thematic Development Process 

Iterative Thematic Finalisation Process 
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Figure 4.8.2 Excerpt from code book  

 

4.8.3.2 Axial Coding 

The codes arising from individual interviews were compared and interrogated for similarities 

and differences. It is at this point that the codes were collapsed into categories, which were 

created with reference to the research questions. In this phase of the analysis the researcher 

ceased using the NVIVO coding program and reverted to coding and categorising by hand, as 

she was unable to get “close enough” to the data to determine patterns and relationships. The 

transcripts were collated for each category, then printed, dissected and pasted onto large 

sheets of paper in order to provide an overview of the data for each category. Some transcript 

data contributed to more than one category.   
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Figure 4.8.3 Example of Qualitative Analysis Categorisation Sheets with Annotations and 

Memos 

 

For additional detail, refer to Appendix G – Detail of Categorisation Sheets 
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4.8.3.4 Thematic Development 

Each category and its data were reviewed in order to understand the qualities of that category 

and highlighting, linking, annotations and memoing directly onto those pages occurred at this 

time. The categories were then interrogated and compared for similarities and differences, 

and relationships to the Research Questions. This stage resulted in the generation of initial 

themes. An example of the codes to categories to themes process is contained in Table 4.8.2.  

Table 4.8.2 Example of Thematic Table: RQ3 : Resources Used to Teach Grammar 

CODES 

} 
CATEGORIES 

} 

THEME 

   

Dr Google  
 

Workbooks and 
Worksheets 

 
Technology  

 
Personal texts 

Reliability  
 

Searching 
  

Dissatisfaction 
 

Critique 
 

Internet as First 
Preference 

Satisficing 

 

4.8.3.5 Thematic Finalisation 

The themes were reviewed and further refined through the lenses of the research questions, 

and through the analytic sequence of coding to theme development, as shown by the lower set 

of arrows in Figure 4.8.1. The themes were finalised and verified by reiterative and constant 

comparison against one another, the codes, the categories and the raw data, as shown by the 

upper set of arrows in Figure 4.8.1  

4.9 Researcher Position Statement 

4.9.1 Role of Researcher 

In the data collection phase of this study, the researcher had dual roles: as a creator of a 

survey instrument and as an interviewer of teachers. In social constructivist research, 

particularly using interview methodology, the emphasis is upon creating meaning from social 

interactions and achieving an understanding of the participants’ perspectives and the 

meanings that they create. The researcher is thus the key instrument of data collection 
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(Creswell, 2014) and must be self-aware and self-reflective. Although the researcher 

inevitably builds a relationship with the participants it is incumbent on the researcher 

(hereafter referred to in the first person) to be cognisant of their role and position within the 

research, being careful not to overstep boundaries, create situations or develop relationships 

that may damage the integrity of the study.  

4.9.2 Position of the Researcher 

My perceptions of the dimensions of the study have been shaped by personal experience over 

a long and varied career as an educator. This study was motivated by concern for the teachers 

and students in schools who, at the time of the study, had appeared to struggle to implement 

the grammar component of the AC:E. 

I have had first hand experiences of all of the approaches to teaching writing described in the 

pedagogical history of grammar section of the Literature Review. I was taught how to write 

using the traditional approach in my primary school years. As a graduate teacher in the 1980s 

I implemented the conference writing approach. Later, I became a literacy consultant 

advocating the genre approach to teaching writing. I was a classroom practitioner when the 

WA State mandated testing regimes were introduced and, later, as a literacy consultant I 

assisted schools to interpret the test results.  

In my role as teacher educator (1999 – 2011), I noticed undergraduates struggling to 

understand the grammatical components of a writing pedagogy unit. As a literacy consultant 

for an educational system in 2012, and in my role as literacy coach within a school from 2015 

to 2018, I have conducted professional learning for teachers regarding the AC:E learning 

areas, including grammar workshops. Comments by participants drew my attention to the 

tensions between the implementation of system level curriculum and testing, and the realities 

of the classroom. Again, limited grammatical knowledge on the part of the teachers appeared 

to be a contributing issue. Being cognizant of these experiences and the viewpoints formed 
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through those experiences, I have made every effort to ensure objectivity and impartiality 

whilst collecting and interpreting data, maintaining a reflective journal, and rigorously 

adhering to theoretically framed methods of data collection and analysis. 

4.10 Ethical Considerations 
Key considerations regarding ethics are those of voluntary participation, informed consent, 

confidentiality and anonymity of data, minimisation of harm and respect for the relationship 

of researcher and participant (Gay et al., 2009; Kervin et al., 2006; Punch, 2009). 

Participation in this research was voluntary and participants were informed that they could 

withdraw from the research at any time, without explanation or repercussions. Data collection 

commenced following ethics approval (ethics permission number RA/4/I/7972) granted by 

the Human Research Ethics Committee of the University of Western Australia, (refer 

Appendix A: Ethics Approval Forms). Permission was also sought and granted from the 

Western Australian Department of Education. The Catholic Education Office and Association 

of Independent Schools Western Australia required that permissions be sought from each 

school individually, through the principal.  

Survey participants were provided with a Participant Information Sheet containing a 

comprehensive explanation about the aims, processes and possible consequences of the study, 

their rights as a participant and the researchers’ responsibilities via a front piece at the 

beginning of the online survey. Participants indicated consent by clicking on a radio button 

on the online form which preceded the survey questions. Interview participants were 

similarly provided with the above information via a Participant Information Sheet as well as 

being given the information verbally by the interviewer. They then signed a Participant 

Consent Form. 

In the survey research participants were able to remain anonymous, only providing 

demographic data that did not contain any identifying information. Privacy and 
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confidentiality was ensured for the interview participants by the use of pseudonyms, and due 

to the gender bias of this sample, by the use of generic, rather than gender specific pronouns. 

Data will be stored for seven years on password protected computer drives and only accessed 

by the researcher and supervisors. Digital materials will be stored on a password protected 

computer and will be destroyed after seven years. Hard copies of transcripts, coding, 

categorisation sheets with annotations and reflective diary will be stored in a locked storage 

cabinet in the researcher’s home office until completion of the thesis, and destroyed after 

seven years.  

4.11 Limitations of Methodology 
The researcher established credibility in the present study through the use of multiple sources 

of data including related documents such as curriculum and teacher resources as listed in the 

data. There are however, limitations to this research.  

The use of a survey enabled the researcher to gain information from participant teachers of 

Year Three – Year 6 Primary School Teachers. This study used a four point Likert scale for 

responses to questions in the survey, in order to prevent “fence sitting” by participants. 

Despite the use of contextualisation at the start of each section, it is possible that some 

participants may not have fully understood the survey questions. Furthermore, they may have 

misrepresented themselves or randomly selected answers. A social desirability bias may have 

influenced some of the respondents. In order to mitigate these limitations, the quantitative 

survey research was conducted alongside qualitative interview research, using Creswell’s 

Convergent Parallel Design, albeit different teachers participated in the survey and the 

interviews. Although the use of semi-structured interviews has become more common in 

educational research of this kind, there are limitations to this style of data collection. The 

limitations in this case are the small sample size, and cohort bias, in that most of the survey 

respondents, and all of the interviewees were from one educational sector. The small sample 
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size limits the generalisability of findings from the interviews. Subjectivity is also an issue in 

the analysis of qualitative data. To reduce subjectivity and researcher bias, the data were 

analysed several times as per the analysis model in Figure 4.8. There were also some 

limitations to the instrument design, which have been discussed in Section 4.7. 

4.12 Chapter Summary 
Data collection processes and instruments were guided by the paradigm of social 

constructivism. The research used a mixed methodology of both qualitative and quantitative 

methods of data collection and analysis in order to seek answers to the main and subordinate 

research questions.  

The quantitative data collection instrument was an online survey using the Qualtrics platform. 

This was distributed to metropolitan Western Australian Primary School teachers in Years 3, 

4, 5 and 6 across Government, faith-based and Independent sector schools. Once the survey 

closed, the data was downloaded, stored digitally and physically and was analysed using 

descriptive statistics. The descriptive statistical analysis was integrated with, and compared 

against the results of the qualitative data.  

The qualitative data collection instruments were semi-structured recorded interviews. The 

qualitative data was transcribed and copies of the interviews made. An electronic and 

physical data storage system was established. The data was first individually coded, then 

cross coded and categorised. This categorisation led to the establishment of themes, which 

will be compared to the quantitative results and lead to findings that will resolve the research 

questions. Chapter 5 now presents the results from the quantitative data instrument, the 

survey, using descriptive statistics and cross tab analysis of the data.  
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Chapter 5- Results from Quantitative Data  

5.1 Introduction  
The aim of this current study was to develop an understanding of the resources used by 

Primary School teachers when teaching written grammar, in the context of their beliefs about 

and their pedagogical approaches to teaching written grammar. As explained in Chapter 2: 

Literature Review, for the purposes of this research the term “beliefs’ is defined as follows:  

The stated opinions, perspectives, values, attitudes, judgements, and views that 

teachers express when discussing written grammar.  

This chapter provides findings from the analysis from the survey data and addresses the 

general and specific research questions. It is important to note here that the research used 

Creswell’s mixed methods Convergent Parallel Design (Creswell, 2012) which holds the 

survey and the interviews as being of the same importance and recommends the collection of 

data from both sources concurrently. The survey and interview questions sought the same 

kind of information about the teaching of grammar and teachers’ beliefs, but collected the 

information in different ways. The interview interrogated the same concepts as posed in the 

survey, but the open ended interview questions allowed for a more personal and expansive 

response on the part of the participant. The survey asked the participants to select responses 

to questions or statements devised and preselected by the researcher, which meant that 

responses were constrained to the options offered, although some questions contained open-

ended question which were answered through a text box. Responses were collected using  a 

four point Likert scale or a selection of possible responses. The research questions were:  
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General Research Question: 

 How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in 

the context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to, teaching 

written grammar? 

Specific Research Questions: 

1. How do teachers define written grammar? 

2. What beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and what are the 

explanations for these beliefs? 

3. What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching written grammar 

and what are their justifications for those practices? 

4. What are the teachers’ reported resources for the teaching of written grammar?  

Following this introduction, Section 5.2 provides a demographic overview of the teacher 

respondents. This is followed by chapter sections that present the results from the survey. 

There are presented in order of the research questions in order to allow comparisons between 

the qualitative and quantitative data sets, in keeping with the Convergent Parallel mixed 

methodology design (Creswell, 2012) which has provided the structure for the data collection 

and analysis. Section 5.3 contains the results to the question relating to definitions of 

grammar; Section 5.4 contains the results of the questions regarding teacher beliefs. Section 

5.5 contains the results relating to the questions of resources used to teach and plan for 

teaching grammar; 5.6 the results relating to grammar pedagogy; and 5.7 the results relating 

to grammar professional learning.  

The analysis used simple descriptive statistics, expressed as percentages and rounded to the 

nearest full number, to report the results for each section from the survey. Each section is 

accompanied by a graph for ease of interpretation. Cross tabulation data has been included in 

tabular format.   
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5.2 Demographics  
The survey was distributed across the three education sectors that existed in Western 

Australia, namely the Government, Independent and Catholic education sectors. A total of 

145 teachers started the survey, and 5 left the survey without completion, providing a total of 

140 completed surveys. The demographic data were converted to percentages. Table 5.1 

provides an overview of the demographic data.  

Table 5.2.1 Survey Demographic Data 

 

EDUCATION 

SECTOR 

Government 

Schools 
Faith Based 

Schools 

Independent 

Schools 

 

% of Teachers 96% 2% 2% 

 

TEACHER 

AGE 

 

18-29  

 

30 – 45  

 

46 – 55  

 

56 – 64  

 

65 +  

 

% of Teachers 20% 34% 20% 25% 1% 

 

TEACHER 

EXPERIENCE 

Less than  

1 year 

1 - 3 

Years 

4 – 10 

Years 

11 – 20 

Years 

21 -30 + 

Years 

31 – 40 

Years 
40+ Years 

% of Teachers 2% 11% 30% 21% 14% 13% 9% 

 
TIME IN 

CURRENT 

SCHOOL 

Less than  

1 year 
1 - 3 Years 

4 – 10 

Years 

11 – 20 

Years 

20 +  

Years 

 

% of Teachers 13% 23% 47% 9.5% 7.5% 

 
GRADE 

LEVELS 

TAUGHT 
Year 3 Year 3/4 Year 4 Year 4/5 Year 5 Year 5/6 Year 6 

% of Teachers 29% 6% 14% 13% 10% 21% 7% 

 
TEACHING 

/LEADERSHIP 

ROLES 

Teaching 

Only 

Teaching and 

Leadership 

 

% of Teachers 72% 28% 

 

The majority of teachers who completed the survey were from the Government sector (96%). 

The remaining 4% were divided equally between the Independent and Catholic education 

sectors. The inequality of representation across the sectors can be explained in part as a 

reflection of the proportion of government to non-government schools in Western Australia. 

According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics data for 2017, 67% of Western Australian 
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schools are government schools and 33% are non-government schools (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2018).  

As shown in Table 5.1, the largest cohort of teachers (34%) was within the 30 – 45 year old 

range, with only 1% of participants aged 65 and over. Two groups of teachers, 18 – 29 years 

old and 46 – 55 years old, each represented 20% of the sample population, with the age group 

of 56 – 64 year old teachers being the remaining 25% of the respondents.  

The extent of teacher experience varied. Respondents with less than 1 year of teaching 

experience made up just 2% of respondents, and teachers with 1-3 years experience made up 

11% of the respondents. The largest percentage of respondents (30%) had between 4 and 10 

years of teaching experience, with the next largest (21%) having between 11 and 20 years of 

experience. From this point, as the amount of experience increased, the number of 

respondents decreased. Teachers with 21 – 30 years of experience represented 14% of the 

respondents, teachers with 31 – 40 years 13%, and teachers with 40+ years of experience 

represented 9% of the respondents.  

Table 5.1 shows that the majority of participants (47%) had been at their current school for 

between 4 and 10 years, with the next closest cohort of 23% being teachers working at their 

current school for between 1 and 3 years. Teachers who had been at their school for between 

11 and 20 years comprised 9.5% of the sample population, and teachers who had been at their 

school for more than 20 years made up 7.5% of the sample. 13% of teachers were new to 

their school, indicating that they had been there less than one year. This indicates that the 

cohort of teachers completing the survey was in stable, ongoing employment, rather than less 

stable, casual employment.  

The survey sample included teachers from Years 3 – 6, including those who taught across 

split grades. 60% of the teachers reported that they taught in single grade classrooms, with 
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40% teaching split grade classrooms. Of the single grade classrooms, the majority of 

participants (29%) taught Year 3, with a close spread of percentages of those participants 

teaching Years 4 (14%), 5 (10%) and 6 (7%). The remaining percentages of teachers taught 

Year 3/4 or 5/6 split grades, as shown in Table 5.1. It is noted that the percentages of teachers 

who taught split grades in Year 3/4 was quite low at 6% and increased to 13% for teachers 

who taught Year 4/5 split grades. The teachers who taught Year 5/6 split grades comprised 

the second highest percentage of all grade permutations at 21%. It is beyond the scope of this 

study to provide explanations for this occurrence. The majority of teachers surveyed (72%) 

reported that they were solely employed teaching in the classroom, only a small percentage 

(18%) reported that they also had leadership responsibilities.  

In summary, the survey sample was made up principally of 30 – 45 year old teachers from the 

Government sector, who had been in stable employment at the same school for about 5 – 10 

years, most of whom were teaching Year 3. Most teachers had taught for between four and 20 

years, which could be categorised as ranging between experienced and highly experienced 

teachers. Most of these teachers had classroom teaching roles within their school with no 

administrative role.  

5.3 Definitions of Grammar  

5.3.1. Survey Question 3.2  

This section of the survey consisted of only one question. The respondents were asked to 

select the definition that best reflected their understanding of grammar. The options for 

definitions were: 

 Definition 1: Grammar is a way of describing how a language works to make 

meaning. 

 Definition 2: Grammar is the study of sentence structure, especially with reference to 

syntax and morphology. 



141 
 

 

 Definition 3: Grammar refers both to the language we use and the description of 

language as a system. In describing language, attention is paid to both the structure 

(syntax) and meaning (semantics) at the level of the word, the sentences and the text.  

 Definition 4: Grammar can be taken to mean a system for dividing words or groups of 

words into various categories.  

As Figure 5.4 indicates, the majority of teachers (85%) selected Definition 3, the definition of 

grammar that is used in the West Australian English Curriculum. To a lesser extent, teachers 

selected Definition 2 that described sentence structure and morphology (11%), and 

Definition1, the simplest, most general definition of grammar (4%). No teachers selected the 

fourth definition that described grammar as a classification system  

 

Figure 5.3.1 Graph showing Q 3.2 Teacher Selection of Definitions of Grammar 

 

5.3.2 Cross Tab Analysis Question 3.2 

When the responses were analysed by grouping the teachers according to years of experience, 

it was found that no cohort had less than a 70% response to Definition 3, as shown in the 
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table below. This indicated strongly that the teachers were able to identify and select the 

definition of grammar used in the AC:E.  

Table 5.3.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question Q 3.2 Selection of Definitions  

Survey Item: Q 3.2 Teacher Selection of Definitions of Grammar  

 Cohort: Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

1. Grammar is a way of 
describing how a 
language works to make 
its meaning  

0% 7% 3% 5% 0% 6% 9% 

2. Grammar is the study of 
sentence structure, 
especially with 
reference to syntax and 
morphology.  

0% 7% 8% 25% 5% 11% 9% 

3. Grammar refers both to 
the language we use 
and the description of 
language as a system. 

100% 86% 89% 70% 95% 83% 82% 

4. Grammar can be taken 
to mean a system for 
dividing words or groups 
of words into categories.  

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

5.4 Teacher Beliefs Regarding Grammar 

This section of the survey comprised 10 questions asking the teachers to respond to belief 

statements using a 4 point Likert Scale (see Appendix B). The questions asked the teachers to 

consider their beliefs regarding theoretical and pedagogical perspectives on written grammar, 

the acquisition of written grammar, their training, their personal pedagogical content 

knowledge and the amount of support available to assist them with the teaching of written 

grammar. Some graphs have been constructed with a combination of results to enable a more 

comprehensive overview, and all results have been presented as percentages.  
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5.4.1  Survey Question 3.2 – 3.5  

The first four questions in the survey related to the teachers’ beliefs about how written 

grammar should be taught and how it was learned or acquired by students. The statements 

were: 

 Q 3.2 I believe teaching written text types and structure is important 

 Q 3.3 I believe children acquire written grammar naturally and developmentally 

through reading and writing and it does not need to be taught explicitly.  

 Q 3.4 I believe the explicit teaching of grammar is important. 

 Q 3.5 I believe the teaching of written grammar should be embedded in the context of 

writing.  

Teacher responses indicated that there was very strong agreement (88%) to the statements, “I 

believe teaching written text types and structure in important” with only 11% selecting 

“somewhat agree” and 1% of respondents “strongly disagree”.  

With regards to the belief statement, “I believe children acquire written grammar naturally 

and developmentally through reading and writing and it does not need to be taught explicitly” 

only 2% of teachers indicated that they “strongly agree”, 11% indicated that they “somewhat 

agree”, 22% indicated that they “somewhat disagree” with this statement and 65% indicated 

that they “strongly disagree” with the statement. This position is congruent with the responses 

to the belief statement “ I believe the explicit teaching of grammar is necessary”. For this 

statement, 88% of respondents “strongly agree”, 9% “somewhat agree” and 2% “strongly 

disagree” with the statement.  

The final statement, “I believe the teaching of grammar should be embedded in the context of 

writing” had a similar spread of responses. For this statement 54% of respondents indicated 

that they “strongly agree” with the statement, 42% “somewhat agree”, and the remainder of 
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responses was divided between “somewhat disagree” (2%) or strongly disagree (2%)  (see 

Figure 5.1)  

Figure 5.4.1 Graph Showing Q 3.2 -3.5 Beliefs about Grammar: Pedagogy and Acquisition 

Survey Question 3.6 – 3.9  

In this section of the survey teachers were asked about their beliefs regarding the teaching of 

written grammar with specific reference to their training and levels of confidence in their own 

pedagogical content knowledge. The statements were: 

 Q 3.6 I believe myself to be adequately trained to teach the written grammar 

component of the English curriculum.  

 Q 3.7 I believe I have adequate knowledge of the grammatical terms used in the 

English curriculum. 
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 Q 3.8 I am confident I have the required grammatical knowledge to prepare children 

to successfully complete the conventions strand of the NAPLAN. 

 Q 3.9 I am confident that I have the grammatical knowledge to teach the written 

grammar components of the English curriculum.  

The responses to Q 3.6, “I believe myself to be adequately trained to teach the written 

grammar component of the English curriculum” indicated that while 36% of the teachers 

selected “strongly agree” that they were adequately trained to teach written grammar, 52 % 

selected that they “somewhat agree”, 9% “somewhat disagree” and 3% “strongly disagree”.  

Similarly, with Q 3.7, “I believe I have adequate knowledge of the grammatical terms used in 

the English curriculum, less than half (41%) of the teachers indicated that they “strongly 

agree” they had adequate knowledge of metalanguage, with more than half (54%) of teachers 

indicated that they “somewhat agree” with the statement. 4% of teachers indicated that they 

“somewhat disagree” with the statement, and 1% selected “strongly disagree”.  

Responses to Q 3.8, “I am confident I have the required grammatical knowledge to prepare 

children to successfully complete the conventions strand of the NAPLAN” (see Chapter 3) 

showed that more teachers were confident in this regard. Of these respondents, 54% indicated 

that they “strongly agree” with the statement, 39% indicted that they “somewhat agree”, 6% 

indicated that they “somewhat disagree” and 1% “strongly disagree”.  

For the final statement Q 3.9 “I am confident that I have the grammatical knowledge to teach 

the written grammar components of the English curriculum” the majority of teachers 

indicated that they were confident, as 52% selected “strongly agree” and 44% selected 

“somewhat agree” with the statement. Only 3% selected “somewhat disagree” and 1% 

selected “strongly disagree”.  Figure 5.4.2 provides a graph of these results.  
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Figure 5.4.2 Graph Showing Q 3.6–3.9 Beliefs about Grammar: Training and Pedagogical 

Content Knowledge 

 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 3.8 – 3.9  

There were no notable differences noted in the cross tab analysis of results for Survey 

Questions 3.6 and 3.7.  

Question 3.8 indicated some notable differences, as shown in Table 5.4.3 

Table 5.4.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Questions 3.8 NAPLAN Knowledge 

Survey Item: 
Q 3.8 I am confident I have the required grammatical knowledge to prepare 
children to successfully complete the conventions strand of the NAPLAN. 

 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Strongly Agree 0 29 55 47 53 78 73 

Somewhat Agree 33 64 42 47 31 22 27 

Somewhat Disagree 33 7 3 6 16 0 0 

Strongly Disagree 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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From this data, it is apparent that the belief in having the required knowledge to prepare 

students for the NAPLAN assessment is higher in the teachers with more experience. Over 

70% of the cohorts of teachers with 31- 40 and 40 + years of experience strongly agreed with 

this statement.  

Table 5.4.2 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 3.9 Knowledge of English Curriculum  

 

As with previous data set, the more experienced teacher cohorts of 31 – 40 Year experience 

or 40+ years of experience indicated that they “strongly agree” with the statement. What is of 

note is that 64% of the early career teachers of 1-3 years of experience indicated that they 

“somewhat agree” that they had the knowledge of grammar required. This cohort only had 

experience with the AC:E, not other forms of curriculum such as the previous Outcomes and 

Standards Framework that was explained in Chapter 2 of this thesis.   

Survey Question 3.10 – 3.11  

The final set of results in this section pertains to teachers’ beliefs regarding the amount of 

support available to assist them in developing their skills and abilities to teach written 

grammar. The statements were: 

 Q 3.10 I believe that there is adequate system level support for me to develop the 

knowledge required to teach written grammar.  

 Q 3.11 I believe there is adequate school based support for me to develop the 

knowledge required to teach written grammar. 

Survey Item: 
Q 3.9 I am confident that I have the grammatical knowledge to teach the written 
grammar components of the English Curriculum  

 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Strongly Agree 0 29 51 50 50 71 73 

Somewhat Agree 70 64 46 50 40 29 27 

Somewhat Disagree 0  7  3 0 10 0 0 

Strongly Disagree 30 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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The responses to Q 3.10 and 3.11 indicate that participating teachers did not believe that there 

was adequate school based or system based support available for them to further develop 

their written grammar knowledge, skills and abilities. As shown in Figure 5.4.3, 12% of 

respondents in response to the statement “I believe that there is adequate system level support 

for me to develop the knowledge required to teach written grammar” selected “strongly 

agree” with the majority of the responses being in the “somewhat agree” category (46%). 

30% of respondents indicated that they “somewhat disagree” with the statement and 12% 

“strongly disagree”.  

The majority of respondents (52%) indicated that they “agree somewhat” to the Q 3.11 

statement “I believe there is adequate school based support for me to develop the knowledge 

required to teach written grammar”.  Smaller percentages (22%) selected “agree strongly”, 

and 21% selected “somewhat disagree” and only 5% indicated that they “strongly disagree” 

(see Figure 5.4.3). 
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Figure 5.4.3 Q 3.10-3.11 Graph Showing Beliefs about Grammar: Support 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 3.11 

Cross tab analysis of Question 3.10 did not show any notable differences between cohorts; 

however, there were some notable differences in the responses by cohort to Question 3.11,” I 

belief that there is adequate school based support for me to develop the knowledge required 

to teach written grammar” as shown in Table 5.4.3. The participants with the most years of 

experience (40+) had the highest percentage of “strongly disagree” responses and the lowest 

percentage of “strongly agree” responses. According to teachers who have had more than 40 

years of experience in teaching, there was not adequate school based support for them to 

develop the knowledge required to teach the grammar of the AC:E. The least experienced 

teachers were more likely to indicate that school based support was adequate.  
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Table 5.4.3 Q 3.11 Years of Experience V Belief in School Based Support Cross Tab 

Analysis 

Survey Item: 
Q 3.11 I believe there is adequate school based support for me to develop the 
knowledge required to teach written grammar.  

 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Responses 
as % 

<1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Strongly Agree 0 36 19 25 20 17 9 

Somewhat Agree 70 50 56 50 60 50 46 

Somewhat Disagree 30 14 22 20 15 28 27 

Strongly Disagree 0 0 3 5 5 5 18 

 

5.5 Resources Used to Teach and Plan for Written Grammar  
The following section consists of two questions regarding the resources used by teachers to 

teach and plan for written grammar. The participants were asked to respond using a 4 point 

Likert scale and were given the opportunity to write extra information in a text box. The 

questions are as follows: 

 Q 4.1 If you need help to understand a written grammar concept (for example, if you 

were confused about complex and compound sentences) please indicate which 

resources you would use to assist you. 

 Q 4.2 If you indicated resources from the WWW could you please list your top five. 

 Q 5.1 Please indicate how often you use the following when planning for the teaching 

and learning of written grammar. 

 Q 5.2 Please indicate any other sources of information that you use when planning. 

Question 4.1  

The first question asked “If you need help to understand a written grammar concept (for 

instance if you were confused about complex and compound sentences) please indicate which 

resources you would use to assist you”. The teachers were given 12 options to select from 

and were asked to indicate if they used these resources every time, frequently, occasionally or 
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never. Following this question, there was a text box option which asked teachers to list the 

names and/or URLs of the resources that they frequently used from the World Wide 

Web/Internet. The results are reported from most used to least, using percentages.  

The most frequently used resource was the internet, with 32% of teachers indicating that they 

referred to internet based resources every time, 42% indicating that they referred to it 

frequently, 17% indicating that they used it occasionally and 9% indicating that they never 

used the internet as a resource. The second most commonly used resource was that of, as 

stated in the survey, a “published grammar guide for teachers”, with 15% of teachers 

indicating that they used published grammar guide every time, with the highest percentage 

(51%) of teachers using this resource frequently. 28.5% of teachers indicated that they only 

occasionally referred to a published grammar guide, and 6.5% indicated that they never used 

one.  

Three other resources were used with a similar frequency. 62% of respondents indicated they 

used Western Australian School Curriculum and Standards Authority (SCSA) resources 

every time (22%) or frequently (42%); 60% of respondents indicated that they used the AC:E 

every time (12%) or frequently (49%). A similar percentage of respondents indicated that 

they used their colleagues as a source of information either every time (21%) or frequently 

(39%). School-produced curriculum support materials were the next most used resource, with 

respondents indicating that they used these either every time (10%) or frequently (36%).  

Other resources were not used as frequently. Teachers indicated that they used School 

Curriculum Leaders every time (11%) or frequently (26%), used occasionally (41%) or never 

(22%). Professional Learning Materials (these were exemplified in the survey item as notes 

or handouts from workshops) were reported as being used every time (8%) or frequently 

(29%), used occasionally (46%) or never (17%). The teachers surveyed indicated that they 
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used Student Text Books in a similar fashion; 5% of teachers used these every time, 32% 

used them frequently, 40 % used them occasionally and 23% never used them.  

There were three resources listed as least used by teachers, these being materials produced by 

professional associations, external assessment materials, and state or regional curriculum 

personnel. The first of these was the materials published by professional associations. Only 

5% of respondents indicated that they used professional association publications every time, 

and 22% indicated that they used these frequently, 39% reported that they used these 

materials occasionally and 34% indicated that they never used these materials. Only 1% of 

respondents indicated that they used external assessment materials (NAPLAN) as a resource 

every time, and 17% indicated that they used these frequently, 57% occasionally and 26% 

never used NAPLAN materials in this way. Very few respondents (4%) indicated that they 

used state or regional curriculum personnel as a frequent resource (see Figure 5.5.1)  
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Figure 5.5.1 Graph Showing Resources for Teaching Written Grammar: Understanding 

concepts. 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 4.1 

Cross Tab analysis of Q 4.1 indicated that two of the possible responses had notable 

differences between the demographic groups of teachers. The first of these was the 

“Published Grammar Guides’ response. An example of a grammar guide was provided in the 

survey. The Cross Tab analysis indicated that the teachers with between 4 -10, 11-20, 21-30 

and 31-40 years of experience were more likely to use a published grammar guide frequently. 

Teachers in the Year 1-3 years of experience cohort indicated that they were more likely to 

use a grammar guide every time, and the most experienced teachers were the group that were 

least likely to use a grammar guide. See Table 5.5.1.  
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Table 5.5.1 Question 4.1 Years of Experience V Use of Grammar Guide Cross Tab Analysis  

 

The second of the possible responses that had notable differences between responses was the 

“World Wide Web” response. The responses in this table indicated that the teachers with less 

experience were more likely to use the internet as a resource every time or frequently. The 

more experience a group of teachers had, the less they indicated that they used the internet as 

a frequently used or used every time resource. See Table 5.5.2 below.  

Table 5.5.2 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 4.1 Use of Internet 

 

Question 4.2  

The second section of Question 4 asked “If you indicated resources from the WWW could 

you please list your top five” and supplied a text box within the survey. These were collated 

with 101 responses recorded. Internet addresses or names that occurred only once were 

removed from the sample, leaving 72 responses. These responses are expressed as 

percentages. Although the teachers were asked to name the websites, many didn’t. In fact, the 

most common response was categorised as “Depends on Concept” (15%), with some teachers 

Survey Item: Published Grammar Guides  

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 30 14 18 10 11 20 11 

Use Frequently 70 7 49 53 58 60 66 

Use Occasionally  0 57 27 32 26 20 22 

Never Use 0 22 6 5 5 0 0 

Survey Item: Internet  

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 70 64 32 26 16 24 20 

Use Frequently 30 29 53 42 47 41 30 

Use Occasionally  0 7 15 21 21 29 10 

Never Use 0 0 0 11 16 6 40 
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reporting that they “…just look up the topic in question, e.g. prepositional phrases. I have no 

sites I use regularly.” The next most frequently used website was teacherspayteachers.com 

(12%) and the search engine google.com (11%) with a teacher reporting “I usually type it into 

Google and go from there. Google is my top (sic) of my 5…” The next most used internet 

based resources were pinterest.com, Scootle.com, teachstarter.com, and YouTube.com with 

6% of teachers listing these web based resources. 4% of teachers indicated that they used 

tes.com, au.IXL.com, twinkl.com and grammarly.com. The smallest proportion of teachers 

(3%) indicated that they used abcsplash.com, grammaropolis.com, dictionary.com, 

petaa.edu.au, studyladder.com, connect.det.wa.edu.au, k10outline.scsa.wa.edu.au, and 

topteacher.com.au.  

Question 5.1  

This section focussed on the resources that teachers used to plan their teaching of written 

grammar. When considering the questions and responses, note that the definition of resources 

is as outlined in the literature review:  

Those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to the teacher as a 

source of information or expertise in order to teach written grammar effectively. 

These things include electronic resources (computers, internet), text based resources 

(books, notes, plans), cognitive resources (in head knowledge) and collegiate 

resources (other teachers, support staff). 

Teachers were asked to respond to 12 items using a 4 point Likert scale to indicate if they 

used these resources every time, frequently, occasionally or never. As with the previous 

example, a text box was provided after the initial question so that the teachers could indicate 

any other sources of information that was used when planning. The results are reported as 

percentages, from those resources that were most used to the least.  

http://pinterest.com/
http://scootle.com/
http://teachstarter.com/
http://tes.com/
http://au.ixl.com/
http://twinkl.com/
http://abcsplash.com/
http://grammaropolis.com/
file:///C:/Users/Jeanni/Desktop/PHD/Results%20Chapter/July%202018/dictionary.com
http://petaa.edu.au/
file:///C:/Users/Jeanni/Desktop/PHD/Results%20Chapter/July%202018/studyladder.com
file:///C:/Users/Jeanni/Desktop/PHD/Results%20Chapter/July%202018/connect.det.wa.edu.au
http://www.topteacher.com.au/
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The most frequent resource used to plan the teaching of written grammar was in-class 

assessment results. The survey responses indicated that 29% of teachers used the results of 

in-class assessments every time and 63% indicated that they used them frequently, when 

planning for the teaching and learning of written grammar in their classrooms. 7% used in 

class assessments occasionally and 1 % indicated that they never used them. The survey also 

indicated that many teachers used the SCSA English curriculum and support documents as an 

every time (40%) or frequent (40%) resource, with 17% using these resources occasionally 

and 3% never using them. The AC:E curriculum was used as a resource by 35% of the 

teachers every time when planning, and 41% indicated that they used it frequently. School-

developed documents, such as school plans, were also a resource of high use; with 24% of 

respondents indicating that they used these every time and 46% indicating that they used 

them frequently when planning to teach written grammar. Twenty five percent of teachers 

indicated that they only used them occasionally and 5% indicated that they never used them.  

Fewer teachers were using internet based curriculum materials and lesson ideas to plan to 

teach written grammar. These were used every time by 15% of teachers, frequently used by 

52%, occasionally by 27% and never by 6% of respondents when planning. 10% of teachers 

indicated that they used Teacher Development School (TDS) planning documents every time, 

and 42% used these frequently when planning. About one third (29%) of teachers 

occasionally used TDS documents, and 19% never used them. TDSs, as explained in Chapter 

2 - Background and Context are schools that promote and create high quality curriculum 

resources for sharing across schools and school networks. Commercially produced 

programmes, such as Jolly Grammar (published by JollyLearning.co.uk) and Big Write 

(published by Andrell Education), were used every time by 11% of teachers, frequently by 

35% and occasionally by 27% of teachers. The same percentage, 27%, of teachers indicated 

that they never used commercially produced programmes to plan. Online system developed 
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resource materials such as Connect (the WA DET integrated online environment for resource 

sharing) was used by 12% of teachers as an every time planning resources. Thirty five 

percent reported that they used it frequently, and 32% reported they used it occasionally, with 

20% never using these resources. Similarly, 7% of respondents reported that they referred to 

NAPLAN results when planning every time and 38% indicated that they use this resource 

frequently. Forty three percent of respondents occasionally referred to NAPLAN results and 

12% indicated that they never used them. Fewer teachers (5%) reported using materials 

produced by professional associations every time they planned, and 25% reported that they 

used these materials frequently. The majority of respondents reported that they did not use 

these materials, with 41% indicating that they used them occasionally and 29% indicating 

that they never used them. Even fewer  (4%) reported using NAPLAN online support 

materials as an every time source of information when planning, and 25% indicated that they 

use these resources frequently. Fifty six percent of teachers indicated that they used these 

resources occasionally, and 15% never used them (see Figure 5.61) 
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Figure 5.5 .2 Q 5.1 Graph Showing Resources for Planning to Teach Written Grammar 

Question 5.2  

The second section of Q5 asked participants to “Please indicate any other sources of 

information that you use when planning” to teach written grammar. Ten teachers supplied 

written responses, with several teachers listing multiple additional sources of information. As 

there was such a small number of responses, the results are not converted to percentages. 

Three responses indicated that teachers used their peers and colleagues as sources of 

information, and there were individual teachers who indicated that they used school or 

network developed moderation tasks, or the commercially published “First Steps’ resources, 

talk4writing.com, and the published student programs and work books “Sounds-Write” 

("Sounds-Write: First Rate Phonics," 2020) and “Sound Waves” (Murray & Watson, n.d.), 

both of which are synthetic phonics programs. Other individual responses were that the 

teachers used reading texts or novels when they planned, made their own PowerPoint 
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presentations or referred to the latest research applicable. One teacher indicated that they used 

ideas from websites as a base for making grammar resources. 

Table 5.5.3 Question 5.2 Years of experience V Web Based Resources Cross Tab Analysis 

 

The internet was a frequently used resource for all cohorts, but was used less frequently by 

the teachers with 11-20 years of experience. The heaviest reliance on the World Wide Web 

was indicated by teachers with 31- 40 years of experience. Teachers with 1-3, 4-10, and 40+ 

years of experience cohorts indicated similar amounts of usage of this resource, all around 

55%. 

Table 5.5.4 Question 5.2 Years of Experience V Results of In Class Assessments Cross Tab 

Analysis  

 

In class assessment was used frequently or every time by over 70% of teachers from all 

groups. The less experienced cohorts of 1-3 and 4-10 years of experience had the highest 

percentage of teachers who used in class assessments every time. It appears that these 

teachers were using class data to inform planning or instruction.   

Survey Item: World Wide Web Based Curriculum Materials and Lesson Ideas 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 50 23 14 18 6 0 0 

Use Frequently 0 54 55 35 47 75 56 

Use Occasionally  0 23 18 47 37 19 22 

Never Use 50 0 3 0 10 6 22 

Survey Item: Results of In Class Assessments 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 0 54 39 16 11 29 22 

Use Frequently 100 38 52 68 83 71 56 

Use Occasionally  0   8   9 11   6   0 22 

Never Use 0   0   0   5   0   0   0 
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Table 5.5.5 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 5.2 NAPLAN Results  

 

This cross tab analysis indicated a trend that the more experience a participating teacher had, 

the less they relied on NAPLAN results. This is particularly evident in those teachers with 

40+ years of experience. In comparison with the cross tab analysis for in class experiments, it 

appeared that the participating teachers were not using systemic data to inform planning or 

instruction.  

5.6 Grammar Pedagogy 
The following section describes the results from questions 6.1 to 6.5. The questions refer to 

the pedagogical practices used by teachers when teaching written grammar and any changes 

that have occurred in their practices. The questions are as follows:  

 Q 6.1 Please indicate the extent to which you use the following pedagogical 

approaches and or teaching strategies when teaching written grammar.  

 Q 6.2 Please indicate any other different approaches or strategies to those listed 

above. 

 Q 6.3 Please indicate if your teaching of written grammar has changed since 

graduation/commencement of teaching. 

 Q 6.4 Please indicate the impact each item has had on the way that you teach written 

grammar. 

 Q6.5 Please indicate any other reasons for changes in your teaching practice. 

  

Survey Item: NAPLAN Results or Test Items 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 – 3 4 – 10. 11 – 20 21 – 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 0 24 18 0 0 24 0 

Use Frequently 0 38 30 41 26 41 40 

Use Occasionally  100 24 37 35 48 24 30 

Never Use 0 14 15 24 26 11 30 
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Question 6.1  

As in previous questions, respondents were asked to select an option from a four point Likert 

scale in response to statements regarding how often the teachers used given pedagogical 

practices for teaching written grammar. Almost all of the teachers indicated that they used 

explicit teaching either every time (55%) or frequently (43%) when teaching written 

grammar. A similarly large number indicated that they used modelled writing every time 

(32%) or frequently (62%) with only 6% indicating that they used it occasionally. The 

respondents indicated that whole class activities were used frequently by 60% of the teachers, 

every time by 34%, with 5% indicating that they used whole class activities occasionally and 

1% never using whole class activities. A similar number of respondents indicated that they 

used shared writing frequently (63%) or every time (19%) with 16% indicating that they used 

shared writing occasionally and the remaining 2% indicating that they never used shared 

writing as a pedagogical practice. Teaching grammar within the context of a written genre or 

text form was another strategy that was used by most teachers. Sixty two percent of 

respondents indicated that they frequently taught grammar in the context of written genres, 

and 22% indicated that they used this strategy every time, with 15% reporting that they used 

it occasionally and 1% never using it. Integrating the teaching of written grammar into the 

Literacy Block was a pedagogical practice used by frequently by 62% teachers, every time by 

20 % of the teachers and only occasionally by 14%, or never by 4% of the teachers.  

A less common pedagogical practice was the use of separate lessons dedicated solely to 

grammar, with 24% of teachers indicating that they used this every time, 53% indicating that 

they used it frequently, 22% occasionally and 1% never. Similarly, cooperative learning 

structures were reported as being used every time by 9% of the teachers, and used frequently 

by 63% of teacher, 25% of teachers occasionally used cooperative learning structures and 3% 

of teachers reported that they never used these. The Gradual Release of Responsibility 

(Pearson & Gallagher, 1983) model was used every time by 28% of teachers and frequently 
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by 43% of teachers, 18% used this model occasionally and 11% reported that they never used 

it. Using published fiction or non-fiction texts as a model was also a less frequently used 

pedagogical approach. Only 17% of teachers reported that they used this every time. Fifty 

two percent reported that they used it frequently, and 30% only used it occasionally. Internet 

resources were used by 16% of teachers every time, and by 47% of teachers frequently. 

Twenty four percent indicated that they only used internet resources occasionally and 9% 

indicated that they never used internet resources. Published workbooks were also used less 

frequently, with 7% of teachers using them every time, 41% using them frequently, 37% 

using them occasionally and 15% never using them. First Steps Writing Resources were used 

every time by 9% and frequently by 34% of the teachers. Forty one percent of teachers 

reported that they used these resources occasionally and 16% reported that they never used 

them. Finally, the responses to the use of black line masters or worksheets indicated that 

these were the least used pedagogical practice with 29% of respondents indicating that they 

used these frequently, 3% indicating that they used them every time, 53% used them 

occasionally and 14% never used them when teaching written grammar (see Figure 5.6.1)  
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Figure 5.6.1 Q 6.1 Graph Showing Teaching Written Grammar: Pedagogical Approaches 

Question 6.2  

A text box option was provided at this point of the survey to enable teachers to indicate any 

other approaches or strategies to those listed in Q 6.1. The small list of five responses 

contained one response that did not address the question, and the remaining four indicated 

that teachers used rich tasks, taught grammar in separate lessons but referred to it in other 

aspects of literacy, such as reading or spelling, used the Jolly Grammar programme and black 

line masters as per the school based expectation, and as small “chunks’ as part of the Literacy 

Block rather than a weekly grammar lesson.  
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Cross Tab Analysis Q6.2 

Table 5.6.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question Q 6.2 Use of Small Groups 

 

Over 75% of respondents with 1-3, 4 – 10, 11 – 2, 21-30  and 31-40 years of experience 

indicated that they used the Small Groups Targeted at Need strategy every time or frequently; 

therefore these teachers could be said to be differentiating instruction according to need. The 

most experienced teachers  with 40+ years of experience used this strategy much less 

frequently.  

Table 5.6.2 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.2 Use of Published Texts 

This data shows that the use of published texts as models as an accepted practice. The most 

frequent use of texts as models was by the teachers with 21 – 30 and 31 - 40 years of 

experience. The teachers who made the least use of published texts as models were those 

teachers with 40+ years of experience.   

  

Survey Item: Small Groups Targeted at Need 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 0 54 39 17 11 12 10 

Use Frequently 66 31 39 59 67 59 30 

Use Occasionally  33 15 22 24 22 29 50 

Never Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Survey Item: Published fiction or non-fiction texts as a model 

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 0 15 24 23 16 12 0 

Use Frequently 100 46 49 44 63 65 30 

Use Occasionally  0 39 27 33 21 23 60 

Never Use 0 0 0 0 0 0 10 
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Table 5.6.3 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.2 Web Based Resources  

 

This data indicates that the more experienced teachers surveyed were less likely to use 

internet resources. The highest percentage of “every” time and “frequently” responses was 

the early career teachers with 1-3 years of experience. This is an interesting statistic and 

further research into the patterns of internet usage by teachers of different years of experience 

and or different age groups may be required to explain this pattern.  

Question 6.3  

Questions 6.3, 6.4 and 6.5 focused on changes to teachers’ pedagogy and to reasons behind 

these changes, by the completion of survey items and including further information in a text 

box within the survey. Question Q 6.3 asked “Please indicate if your teaching of written 

grammar has changed since graduation/commencement of teaching.” When asked to indicate 

if their teaching of written grammar had changed since graduation, a very small percentage of 

teachers (9%) indicated no change in their pedagogy over time. 30% indicated that they had 

changed their pedagogy in the last 12 months, and 44% indicated that their pedagogy had 

changed over the last 5 years. Seventeen percent indicated that their pedagogy had changed 

over the last 10 years. Questions regarding the reasons for change and levels of perceived 

impact are shown in Question 6.4 below.  

Question 6.4  

Teachers were asked to “Please indicate the impact each item has had on the way that you 

teach written grammar” and to respond to a four point scale rating the reasons for the changes 

Survey Item: Web Bases Resources e.g. You Tube, downloaded activities, games.  

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Use Every Time 50 31 15 24 16 6 0 

Use Frequently 50 62 58 29 26 53 33 

Use Occasionally  0 0 27 41 47 23 33 

Never Use 0 7 0 6 11 18 33 
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as having major, some, low, or no impact on their teaching. The highest numbers of 

responses across all items were in the “some impact” category. The main reason given for 

pedagogical change was that of changes to the English Curriculum, with 32% of teachers 

indicating that this had major impact and 49% indicating that it had some impact on the way 

that they taught written grammar. Sixteen percent indicated that this was of low impact and 

3% indicated that it made no impact. The second highest reason for the teachers’ pedagogical 

change was that of information shared by peers, with 59% indicating that it had some impact 

and 18% indicating major impact on the way written grammar was taught. Twenty four 

percent indicated that information shared by peers had low impact and 4% indicated no 

impact. NAPLAN results also had a major or some impact on the way that the teachers in the 

survey taught written grammar. Twenty two percent of teachers indicated that NAPLAN 

results had major impact, while 50% indicated that NAPLAN results had some impact. 

Twenty four  of teachers indicated that NAPLAN results had low or minor impact and 4% 

reported no impact from this factor.  

Employer or system provided professional learning was indicated by many teachers as having 

major (16%) or some (49%) impact, with 28% of teachers indicating that this professional 

learning had low or minor impact and 7% indicating it had no impact. Personally instigated 

professional learning had similar results. Twenty three percent of teachers reported 

professional reading as having major impact or some impact (40%) on pedagogy. Twenty 

four percent reported this style of professional learning as having only minor impact, and 

13% indicated that it had no impact. Workshops or conference sessions were listed by 

teachers as having major (20%) or some (40%) impact, with 32% indicating low impact and 

8% reporting no impact on teaching grammar. Finally, perceived pressure from school 

administration to change pedagogy was reported as having the least impact with only 14% 
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indicating major changes to teaching and planning, 33% of teachers indicating some impact, 

38% as having low impact and 15% as having no impact (See Figure 5.6.2).  

 

Figure 5.6.2 Graph Showing Q 6.4 Reasons for Pedagogical Change: amount of impact each 

item has had on the way teachers taught grammar.  

 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 6.4 

Table 5.6.4 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question Q 6. Change to AC:E 

 

Responses from the mid-career cohorts of 11-20, 21 – 30 and 31 – 40 years of experience had 

high percentage of responses indicating that the change to the AC:E had some or major 

impact on the way that teachers taught written grammar.  This may be because the early 
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Survey Item: Changes to the English Curriculum  

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Major Impact 50 8 34 47 40 35 0 

Some Impact 50 62 41 41 50 53 73 

Low Impact 0 15 25 12 10 12 18 

No Impact 0 15 0 0 0 0 9 
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career teachers had only known and used the current curriculum, yet the mid-career cohorts 

had needed to adjust from the Curriculum Frameworks to the current AC:E. The data for the 

40+ years of experience teachers indicated that changes to the curriculum was not perceived 

to have had as much impact on their pedagogy and planning as the teachers with less years of 

experience.  

Table 5.6.5 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.4 Peer Information  

 

At least 50% of all groups of teachers indicated that information shared by peers had had 

some impact on the way that the teachers taught written grammar.  

Question 6.5  

Question 6.5 provided a text box and asked respondents to “Please indicate any other reasons 

for changes in your teaching practice.” The 16 responses were analysed into clauses and these 

clauses coded into categories. The number or responses for each category was counted and 

converted to percentages based on the total number of clauses, not respondents. The most 

commonly reported (65%) ‘other’ reason given for the teachers’ pedagogical changes was as 

a response to students and changing student needs. The next most common reason for 

pedagogical change could be described as the development of the teacher’s expertise through 

experience and reflection (20%). Other responses indicated that the teacher adopted an 

explicit teaching model (10%), or experienced a change in their job/role (10%). The lesser 

reported reasons for changes in pedagogical practices were the adoption of a school wide 

approach (5%) or exposure to other teaching systems (5%). 

Survey Item: Information Shared by Peers  

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Major Impact 50 23 21 22 5 12 18 

Some Impact 50 54 58 56 67 71 55 

Low Impact 0 15 21 16 28 17 9 

No Impact 0 8 0 6 0 0 18 
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5.7 Grammar Professional Learning 
The final section of the survey asked questions about teachers’ perceived professional 

learning needs regarding the teaching of written grammar, the frequency of professional 

reading, and the frequency of attendance at professional learning.  

 Q7.1 Please indicate the importance of the following when considering your 

professional learning needs regarding the teaching of written grammar. 

 Q7.2 Please indicate if you have other professional learning needs regarding written 

grammar. 

 Q7.3 Please indicate the extent to which you have undertaken professional reading 

regarding written grammar. 

 Q 7.4 Please indicate the extent to which you have undertaken professional learning 

workshops regarding written grammar. 

 Q 7.5 Please indicate the extent to which you have attended National or State level 

literacy conferences as professional learning. 

 Q7.6 Please list other sources of professional learning.  

Question 7.1  

The first question in this section of the survey dealt with the perceived importance of 

professional learning needs and asked participating teachers to respond to a four point Likert 

scale indicating whether they thought a form or topic of professional learning was extremely 

important, very important, of some importance or not at all important. The three highest rated 

items were (in order of highest to lowest) the provision of assessment strategies for written 

grammar; the provision of teaching and learning activities in order to develop student 

understanding of the metalanguage; and the provision of teaching and learning activities 

specifically linked to the English Curriculum content descriptors. Forty six percent of the 

teachers indicated that the provision of assessment strategies for written grammar was 
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extremely important, 45% indicated that this was very important, and 9% indicated that it was 

of some importance. Professional learning that assisted teachers to assist students to 

understand the metalanguage of grammar was indicated by 46% of teachers as being 

extremely important, 44% indicated that this was very important and 10% indicated that it 

was of some importance. 50.5% of teachers indicated that teaching activities that were 

explicitly linked to the written grammar content descriptors within the curriculum were 

extremely important, with 38% indicating that this was very important, 10 % indicating that it 

was somewhat important and 1% indicating that it was not important.  

Professional learning activities that developed teacher understanding of metalanguage were 

indicated as extremely important by 34% of respondents, very important by 39%, of some 

importance by 25% and of no importance by 2% of the teachers. 30% of teachers surveyed 

indicated that professional learning that clarified the teachers understanding of the content 

descriptors to be extremely important, 41% indicated that this was very important, 22% 

indicated it had some importance and 7% indicated that this type of professional learning held 

no importance.  

The categories of professional learning deemed the least important were those that clarified 

the organisation of the written grammar component of the English Curriculum; developed the 

teachers’ personal grammar knowledge and skills; and professional learning that focussed on 

the organisation and theory of the English Curriculum. Forty six percent of teachers indicated 

that clarification of the organisation of the written grammar component of the English 

curriculum as being very important, 19% indicated that this was extremely important, 31% 

indicated it was of some importance and 4% indicated it was not important in terms of 

professional learning needs. Professional learning that developed a teacher’s personal 

grammar knowledge and skills was indicated to be extremely important by 30%, very 

important by 33% and of some importance by 27.5%. The remaining 9.5% of teachers 
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indicated that this was not an important form of professional learning. The item that was 

considered to be the least important of all professional learning needs was that which 

developed teacher understanding of the organisation and theory of the English Curriculum, 

with only 16% of teachers indicating that this was extremely important, 37% indicating it was 

very important, and the same percentage indicating that it was of some importance. Only 10% 

of teachers indicated that this was not important at all (See Figure 5.7.1).  

 

Figure 5.7.1 Graph Showing Q 7.1 Professional Learning and Written Grammar: indication 

of needs.  
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Question7.2  

This question asked respondents to “Please indicate if you have other professional learning 

needs regarding written grammar.” Of the three responses, only one was relevant, indicating a 

need for explicit teaching of grammar in a non-indigenous ESL context. The other responses 

were a statement that no teachers should need professional learning in grammar, and a 

reiteration of a previous statement regarding having a small class of many grades in a rural 

area, 

Cross Tab Analysis Q 7.2 

Table 5.7.1 Cross Tab Analysis of Survey Question 6.4 Curriculum Content  

 

Teachers of different cohorts expressed different opinions regarding what they considered as 

important in professional learning. Teachers who indicated that it was extremely important to 

have teaching and learning activities related to the written grammar curriculum content 

descriptors were in the demographic groups of 1-3 (69%), 4-10 (55%) and 11-20 (63%) years 

of experience. The later career teachers of 21-30 (42%) 31-40 (19%) and 40+ (40%) years of 

experience indicated this type of professional learning was important, but less so.  

Question 7.3  

This set of questions asked teachers to “indicate the frequency of professional reading about 

grammar and attendance at professional learning events by selecting the option that best 

matched their experiences from “once per term”, “once per semester”, “once per year” or 

Survey Item: 
Professional Learning That Provides Teaching and Learning Activities 

Specifically Linked to the Written Grammar Curriculum Content Descriptors.  

 Years of Experience 

Survey Response <1 1 - 3 4 - 10. 11 - 20 21 - 30 31 – 40 40+ 

Extremely Important 70 69 55 63 42 19 40 

Very Important 30 23 39 31 37 62 50 

Of Some Importance 0 8 3 6 21 19 10 

 Not At All Important 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 



173 
 

 

“never”. Question 7.3 was worded “Please indicate the extent to which you have undertaken 

professional reading regarding written grammar.”  

The most frequent professional reading was that of internet-based resources with 30.5% of 

respondents indicating that they read internet-based resources at least once per term, and the 

same percentage read these once per semester. Eighteen percent read internet based resources 

once per year and 21% never used internet-based resources. When responding to the item 

about purchase and use of grammar guides, 16% of teachers indicated that they referred to 

these at least once per term, and 28% indicated that they read these at least once per semester. 

Thirty three percent of teachers indicated that they read these once per year, and 23% 

indicated that they never read these. Another item in this section related to the purchase and 

study of published texts regarding grammar, 17.5% responded that they read or engaged with 

these texts once per term and the same amount indicated that they engaged with them once 

per semester. 32% of teachers indicated that they read these items at least once per year and 

33% indicated that they never read grammar texts. The item that indicated the lowest level of 

reading or engagement was the professional reading of literacy journals, 16% indicated that 

they read these once per term, 13% indicated that they read them once per semester, and 36% 

of respondents indicated that they read them once per year or never (35%) (see Figure 5.7.2) . 
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Figure 5.7.2 Graph Showing Professional Reading Regarding Written Grammar: Extent 

Question 7.4  

This item asked teachers to “Please indicate the extent to which you have undertaken 

professional learning workshops regarding written grammar. Sixty seven percent of teachers 

indicated that they never attended workshops organised by professional organisations, 25% 

indicated they attended these once per year, 5% indicated that they attended at least once per 

semester and 3% indicated that they attended once per term. The item regarding workshops 

organised by publishers produced similar results, with 76% of teachers indicating that they 

never attended these workshops, 19% indicating that they attended once per year, and 5% 

indicating that they attended one workshop per semester. The item regarding workshops 

organised at system level indicated that 3% attended at least once per term, 6.5% attended 

once per semester, 33% attended one workshop per year, and 57.5% of teachers indicated that 

they never attended a professional learning workshop about grammar provided by their 

educational system. The item regarding webinars provided data that showed 85% of 

respondents indicating that they never attended system level webinars regarding the teaching 
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of grammar. Workshops organised by schools, or by the school’s network seemed to have 

better rates of attendance as 56% of teachers indicated that they attended one of these 

workshops each year, 17 % indicated that they attended one per semester and 18% indicated 

that they never had attended a workshop organised by the school or network (see Figure 

5.7.3).  

 
 

Figure 5.7.3 Q 7.4 Graph Showing Professional Learning Workshops Regarding Written 

Grammar  

Question 7.5  

This question asked teachers to “Please indicate the extent to which you have attended 

National or State level literacy conferences as professional learning. 80% of teachers 

indicated that they had never attended a national or state literacy conference as a form of 

professional learning, and 4% indicated that they had attended one within the last 10 years. 

12% indicated that they had attended a conference within the last 6 years, and 4% indicated 

that they were semi-regular attendees either attending annually or biannually.  
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Question 7.6  

The final question asked teachers to “Please list other sources of professional learning.” 

There were 10 respondents with a total of 15 sources mentioned. In keeping with the other 

text box responses, irrelevant responses (e.g. have had limited access to PL in recent years) 

were omitted, the responses were tallied and converted to percentages. Twenty seven percent 

of teachers indicated that they relied on colleagues and networks for professional learning, 

and 27% resorted to independent online courses and reading. Twenty percent indicated that 

they used professional organisations (other than ALEA and PETAA from previous questions) 

such as The Dyslexia-SPELD Foundation of WA and the International Board on Books for 

Young People as a source of professional learning.  

5.8 Summary of Quantitative Results 
This research used mixed methodology, guided by Cresswell’s Convergent Design (Creswell, 

2014) in which qualitative and quantitative data were collected simultaneously, equal weight 

given to both quantitative and qualitative data, and the data sets have been analysed 

separately.  

The online survey was completed by 140 teachers, most of whom (96%) were from the 

Government education sector. The most teachers (34%) were between 30 and 45 years of age, 

and most (30%) had between 4 and 10 years teaching experience. The largest percentage of 

teachers (47%) had been teaching in their current school for between 4 and 10 years, with 

most of the teachers (29%) teaching Year 3. Most teachers held teaching only roles (72%).  

The quantitative analysis chapter mirrored the survey construction in that it contained six 

sections: demographics; teacher beliefs; definitions; resources used to teach and plan for 

written grammar; grammar pedagogy; and grammar professional learning. Each section of the 
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chapter provided data in the form of percentages of responses to statements, and data from 

text boxes where appropriate. The data was further supported with bar graphs.  

The data was obtained chiefly from one educational sector. These results provide a 

description of the pedagogy, the resources used to teach, and the resources used to build 

teacher’s conceptual knowledge about written grammar for these teachers within the state of 

Western Australia.  

This chapter has analysed the data from the survey results, and has arrive at some main 

findings. In research question one, the finding was that most teachers were able to select a 

definition of grammar that reflected that used in the AC:E. The second research question had 

several findings about teacher beliefs. Most teachers believed that the explicit teaching of 

written grammar and text types and structures is important and that the teaching of written 

grammar should be embedded in the context of writing. There was not a strongly held belief 

that the teachers had adequate training to teach the written grammar components of the 

English curriculum, or that they had adequate knowledge of the metalanguage used within it. 

The results showed that teachers were ambivalent about their confidence to teach the 

conventions strand of NAPLAN, but teachers had stronger confidence in their belief that they 

had the PCKAG to teach the curriculum. Another finding was that the teachers relied mostly 

on web based resources, using either search engines or internet sites as the resource of first 

choice. The survey data demonstrated that teachers used a suite pedagogical approaches that 

would fit within the realm of ‘best practice’ as described in the literature review. The finding 

was that teachers attributed a number of reasons to changes in their written grammar 

pedagogy, the most frequent being changes to the English Curriculum, NAPLAN results and 

information shared by peers. Several key areas of need in professional learning were 

identified, the most prominent being professional learning that was linked specifically to the 

curriculum content descriptors, that assisted with the metalanguage of the curriculum, and 
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provided assessment strategies for written grammar. The final or finding was that the teachers 

surveyed in little professional reading attended few professional learning workshops 

regarding written grammar.  

The next chapter of this thesis (Chapter 6) presents findings derived from the qualitative data 

collected from the interview and provides a more nuanced examination and explanation of 

the resources used to teach written grammar in Western Australian Year 3,4,5 and 6 classes. 

To use Creswell’s phrasing, Chapter 5 has related the “numbers’ of the research, so Chapter 6 

will tell the “stories”. In order to be able to compare the two data sets coherently, the next 

chapter will be organised in a similar way to Chapter 5.  
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 Chapter 6 - Qualitative Results  

6.1 Introduction  
This chapter presents the results from the analysis of the qualitative data (interviews) that 

were conducted with the aim of developing an understanding of the resources used by 

primary school teachers when teaching written grammar, in the contexts of their beliefs 

about, and their pedagogical approaches to teaching, written grammar. It is important to note 

here that the survey and the interviews were information about the same concepts, but the 

interviews allowed for more in-depth responses. The questions used in the interviews were 

generated from the same research questions as the survey, and so had the same concepts as 

the survey: teacher beliefs about grammar, teacher pedagogical choices when teaching 

grammar, resources used when teaching grammar and definitions of grammar. The interview 

questions were open-ended allowing a much more detailed and nuanced response from the 

participant, whereas the survey questions were structured so that the participants had to 

provide (mostly) closed responses. The process of analysis undertaken to extract themes has 

been described in detail in Chapter 4: Methodology.  

The results from the qualitative data are presented as themes that arose from the iterative 

process of data coding, categorisation, and thematic generation. During the data analysis , a 

number of pertinent sub-themes were identified for each research question and were 

concatenated to a single overarching theme. There are several themes for each research 

question, which are demonstrated in the overview of the sub-themes and themes as contained 

in Table 6. 

Following this introduction, the second section of this chapter provides a demographic 

overview of the interview participants. The sections following this are organised by Research 

Question and describe and discuss the themes that were identified from the coding and 

categorisation of interview data. The chapter concludes with an overview of how the themes 
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are interrelated. Quotes were used to exemplify interview themes with an italicised font and 

identification number e.g. T1 to indicate different teachers. In the interests of confidentiality, 

the generic pronouns “they”, “their” and “them” will be utilised instead of gender specific 

pronouns. 

Table 6.1 Overview of Subthemes and Themes.  

Sub Theme Theme 

 Traditional Definitions  

 Implicitly Functional Definitions 

 Inchoate Attempts  
 

Indefinite Definitions 

 Knowing Grammar is Beneficial 

 Grammar is Essential 

 External Requirements 
 

Necessity of Teaching Written Grammar 

 Complexity of Writing 

 School Structures as Impediment 

 Teacher Frustration 
 

Impediments 

 Student Knowledge as Impediment 
 

 

 Levels of Confidence – Pedagogy  

 Levels of Confidence – K.A.G 

 Use of Metalanguage  
 

Fragile Foundations 

 Technology as Engagement  

 Doing Grammar  
 

Disconnected Eclecticism 

 Connection 

 Student Focus 

 Technology as Tool 
 

Contextual Eclecticism 

 Reflective Practice 

 Creation/Modifications of Resources  

 Sharing  
 

Teachers as Problem Solvers 

 Searching  

 Internet as the First Preference 

 Dissatisfaction 
 

Satisficing 

 Critique 
 

 

 Resources Aligned to Curriculum  

 Resources not Aligned to Curriculum 
  

Curriculum Alignment 
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6.2 Demographics  
Qualitative data were collected through ten semi-structured interviews, of Year 3, 4, 5 and 6 

teachers from Western Australian Metropolitan primary schools. Participants for the 

interviews were invited from the three Western Australia education sectors, these being the 

Government, Independent and Catholic education sectors. The teachers who accepted the 

invitation and participated in the interview were all from the Government sector. As with the 

Quantitative data, the inequality of representation across the sectors can be explained in part 

as a reflection of the proportion of government to non-government schools in Western 

Australia. According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics data for 2017, 67% of Western 

Australian schools are government schools and 33% are non-government schools (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2018).  

A total of 10 interviews were conducted with teachers from WA Government Primary 

Schools. Each interview was conducted in the participant’s classroom, after school hours and 

was audio recorded. Participants were asked to make available any published resources that 

they used in order to photograph these resources; however, not all did so. Table 6.2 provides 

an overview of the demographic data.  
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Table 6.2 Interview Demographic Data 

EDUCATION 

SECTOR 

Government 

Schools 
Faith Based 

Schools 
Independent 

Schools 
 

% of Teachers 100% 0% 0% 

 

TEACHER AGE 

IN YEARS 
 

18-29  
 

30 – 45  
 

46 – 55  
 

56 – 64  
 

65 +  

 

% of Teachers 20% 20% 40% 20% 0% 

 

TEACHER 

EXPERIENCE 
Less than 

1 year 
1 - 3 Years 

4 – 10 

Years 
11 – 20 

Years 
21 -30 + 

Years 
31 – 40 

Years 
40+ Years 

% of Teachers 10% 20% 20% 0% 30% 20% 0% 

 

TIME IN 

CURRENT 

SCHOOL 

Less than 

1 year 
1 - 3 

Years 
4 – 10 

Years 
11 – 20 

Years 
20 + 

Years 

 

% of Teachers 20% 30% 10% 40% 0% 

 

GRADE LEVELS 

TAUGHT 
Year 3 Year 3/4 Year 4 Year 4/5 Year 5 Year 5/6 Year 6  

% of Teachers 50% 0% 20% 0% 10% 20% 0% 

 

TEACHING 

/LEADER 

SHIP ROLES 

Teaching 

Only 

Teaching 

and 

Leadership 

 

% of Teachers 90% 10% 
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The largest age group of teachers (40%) was within the 46 – 55 year old range, with no 

participants aged 65 and over. Three groups of teachers, 18 – 29 years old and 36-45 years 

old and 56- 64 years old each represented 20% of the sample population (see Table 6.1 – 55 

years old, each represented 20% of the sample population, with the age group of 56 – 64 year 

old teachers being the remaining 25% of the sample (see Table 6.1).  

The amount of teacher experience was also widespread. Participants with less than 1 year of 

teaching experience made up 10% of respondents, and there were no participants with 11-20 

or 40+ years of experience. The largest group (30%) of participants had between 21-30 years 

of experience, and the remaining groups each had 20% (see Table 6.1). 

No teachers had been in their school for more than 20 Years. The largest group (40%) had 

between 11-20 years tenure in their school. Teachers with less than 1 Year in their current 

school made up 20% of participants, between 1-3 years made up 30%, and the smallest group 

at 10% were those teachers who had been at their current school for between 4-10 years.  

Of the grade levels taught, 50% of the participants taught Year 3, 20% taught Year 4, 10% 

taught Year 5 and 20% of participants taught a split Year 5/6 class. Only 10% of teachers 

who participated in the interviews had a split Teaching and Leadership role, the remaining 

90% has solely classroom responsibilities.  
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6.3 Definitions of Grammar.  

Research Question: How do teachers define written grammar? 

Teachers were asked to define written grammar with the following questions: 

 If you had to give a definition of written grammar to a parent, what would you say?  

 What is your thinking behind that definition? Why have you decided to say that?  

6.3.1 Indefinite Definitions.  

Table 6.3.1 Table Showing Theme: Indefinite Definitions  

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

I Don’t Know 
 

Correct Grammar 
 

That’s a Hard 
Question 

 
Systemic 

Functional 

Traditional Definition 
 

Implicitly Functional 
Definition 

 
Inchoate Attempts 

Indefinite Definitions  
 

 

This particular research question was included in the interview on the premise that if a 

teacher was able to provide a definition of grammar they would have a better understanding 

of what they were teaching. It was also supposed that the teacher’s definition of grammar 

might be indicative of their familiarity with the curriculum. The question and clarifying 

questions were designed with the assumption that most teachers would respond with a 

Functional Grammar definition, a Traditional Grammar definition, or an “I don’t know” 

response.  

Indefinite definitions means that the definitions supplied by the teachers interviewed were 

varied, and a strong theme in either traditional or functional grammar definitions was not 

clearly evident. Three sub-themes, which are not hierarchical, weave into the theme of 

Indefinite Definitions. The first is the sub-theme of Traditional Definitions, which derives 

from definitions that referred to correctness and named parts of speech. The second sub-

theme of Implicitly Functional Definitions indicates that although the teachers were not able 
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to name SFG as such, their discussion alluded to SFG and elements of SFG theory could be 

determined in their quotes. The third sub-theme of Inchoate Attempts indicated that the 

teachers found it challenging to produce a definition - the transcripts showed evidence of 

requiring time to think, and they made several attempts to revise and explain their thinking.  

Inchoate Attempts  

The participants’ attempts to define grammar or to explain the concept of written grammar 

were diverse. Most participants had difficulty defining written grammar and many initial 

responses were unclear or inchoate, which was similar to the responses in the pilot testing of 

the questions. Some transcripts showed long moments of silence where it is assumed the 

teacher was engaged in some deep thought about the question. Some teachers stated that they 

didn’t know or had not thought about the definition of grammar, others talked around the 

concept without clearly defining it. All teachers found this question challenging to answer, as 

shown by Teacher Four’s statement: “Oh, that’s a hard one. Let me think for just moment… 

If I was put on the spot I wouldn’t know what to say…” (T4)  

When Teacher Four was asked if they were familiar with the ACARA definition of grammar 

they responded:  

“No, I’m not. I wouldn’t know to be honest. I’m familiar with the Year 5 outcomes and 

strands and sub-strands for grammar and for English, um, no, I’m not familiar with the 

actual definition of grammar according to ACARA.” (T4) 

Teacher One’s response indicated that they also found the question challenging and that they 

were unable to define grammar:  

“No, I wouldn’t know that off the top of my head, but I’ve seen, I mean I’ve got a list of all 

the things that is expected at each different year level in grammar…”(T1) 

What can be seen from these responses is that the two teachers were familiar with the 

curriculum and the grammar concepts that they would be expected to teach, but it seems that 
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the teachers had not previously been asked to define grammar, and so had difficulty 

coherently expressing a definition.  

Traditional Definition  

Two teachers held strongly to the idea of a traditional correct grammar. The teachers who 

expressed this view held strongly to the idea of the antecedent relationship of spoken and 

written grammar, such as Teacher Two who said “ If they can speak properly then everybody 

can communicate properly” (T2). The other teacher who held strongly to the idea of one 

correct way of speaking and writing was Teacher Six “ I would say it is the writing and 

speaking of English correctly…If you don’t do things correctly… then that’s not correct 

English. We’ve got correct English in the books and we’ve got correct English in the way we 

speak so therefore you have to teach it.” (T6) 

Implicitly Functional Definition 

The remaining eight teachers gave definitions which were implicitly functional, where 

written grammar was seen as an instrument or as a means of doing something with writing. 

At first glance, it may seem that the teachers were overtly defining grammar using a 

Functional Grammar definition. The teachers did not, however, state outright that they used 

Functional Grammar. They did not name Functional Grammar explicitly; rather they showed 

evidence of an implicit understanding of Functional Grammar when reflecting on how they 

defined grammar, as shown by Teacher Nine’s comments: 

 “It’s just the way you correctly produce Australian English for the situation you’re 

in…about creating the language in the format that you need” (T9)  

Teacher One responded with similar comments: 

“The conventions that we follow to allow us to structure our writing… that are there for a 

purpose to meet a particular need… to allow kids to express themselves appropriately.” (T1) 

The phrases “for the situation you’re in”, “in the format that you need...” “ to meet a 

particular need” and “express themselves appropriately” reflect an element of the writing 
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being developed in a particular way, for a particular audience and context, implying that what 

was written was done so in different ways for different purposes. This implicit understanding 

can possibly be attributed to the teachers’ familiarity with the AC:E and its predecessor, the 

Curriculum Framework. Both curriculum documents use the terms “context”, “purpose” and 

“audience” as the keystones for descriptions of writing curriculum.  

Some teachers were aware of both types of grammar, Traditional and Functional, but found 

this difficult to put into words, such as Teacher Seven: 

“I forget the words to describe them, there’s the traditional type of grammar and then there’s 

the one that’s more phrase based…” (T7) 

The words “more phrased based” indicated that Teacher Seven was familiar with the 

functional type of grammar that uses noun groups or adverbial phrases (Derewianka, 2011). 

This quote could also be used as an example of the implicitly functional definition.  

 Teacher Five was the one teacher who named functional grammar although they were not 

able to form a coherent or complete definition.  

“Of course now we’ve got the Australian Curriculum emphasising it with the um, functional 

grammar now which was new to a lot of people, including myself…” (T5) 

 “It’s rules, in Standard Australian English …helps to convey the message to the reader in 

parts of speech..” (T5) 

Again, this teacher was unable to clearly and explicitly explain or define functional grammar, 

despite being able to name it, which makes this example part of the implicitly functional sub-

theme.  

 These sub-themes were woven together to form the theme of indefinite definitions of 

written grammar. The teachers seemed not to have been asked to define grammar previous to 

participating in this research, and many explanations were, what is termed here, ‘inchoate’. 
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Definitions of grammar varied from more traditional definitions to definitions that were 

implicitly functional. No one teacher had a strongly coherent explanation or definition of the 

type of grammar contained within the AC:E.  

6.4 Teacher Beliefs Regarding Grammar  
Research Question: What beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and 

what are the explanations for those beliefs?  

Teachers were interviewed using the following guiding interview questions:  

 Why do you teach grammar? 

 In your opinion what is good grammar teaching? 

 Do you think grammar teaching is beneficial to students’ writing? Why do you think 

that?  

 How do you feel about the way that you teach written grammar? Do you think you do 

it well? 

 What is stopping you from, or helping you, to teach grammar well?  

As explained in Chapter 2: Literature Review, for this research the term “beliefs’ is used in 

its broadest sense and refers to the teachers’ viewpoints, assertions, etc.  

Three important themes arose from the analysis of the data, the first theme being that teachers 

believed in the necessity of teaching of grammar. The second theme was that the teachers 

believed that there were a variety of impediments to successfully teaching grammar. The 

third theme was of fragile PCKAG (Pedagogical Content Knowledge About Grammar) as 

teachers expressed a lack of self-confidence and knowledge about teaching grammar. 
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6.4.1 The Necessity of Teaching Written Grammar 

Table 6.4.1 Table Showing Theme: The Necessity of Teaching Grammar  

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

Social Affordances 
 

To Improve Writing 
 

NAPLAN 
 

Curriculum 

Grammar is 
Beneficial 

 
Essential 

 
External 

Requirements 
 

The Necessity of Teaching Grammar 

 

The first theme described in this section is that of the necessity of teaching written 

grammar, which is a belief expressed by all ten interviewees. Three equally important sub-

themes combine to form this theme, the first being that teachers believed in teaching written 

grammar to improve students reading and writing. The second sub-theme of Essential focuses 

on the words the teachers used to describe the importance written grammar and the third sub-

theme relates to the much more pragmatic reasons why teachers taught written grammar.   

Whilst teachers largely agreed on the necessity of teaching grammar their reasons for doing 

so varied from the pragmatic to pedagogic.  

Essential 

Teachers showed that they considered grammar to be a necessity by the use of adverbs and 

adjectives such as: “Grammar is the key to it all”(T2) 

“To me it’s essential…” (T5)  

“It’s a crucial component of their writing that they need to be aware of…” (T4) 

“Grammar is essential to making meaning of their writing…” (T8).  
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External Requirements  

Whilst the teachers were in agreement about the necessity of teaching grammar, their reasons 

for doing so varied. Some teachers gave pragmatic reasons for teaching grammar, such as the 

two teachers who commented that they taught English because “It is part of the English 

curriculum” (T6). Teacher One agreed with this statement but gave other reasons as well.  

“I guess it’s the key to understanding the why and the rules and what’s correct and what’s 

normal and how it all fits together really. Or should I say it’s because they test it in NAPLAN 

(laughs). No it’s more than that. I teach grammar because it’s part of the curriculum.” (T1). 

This statement contains a plurality of reasons; the first connected the rules and conventions of 

writing, the second connected to mandated testing, and the third connected to curriculum 

requirements. 

Grammar is Beneficial  

Three teachers believed that teaching grammar was necessary for reasons related to other 

language modes, such as the teaching of written grammar to aid meaning making in reading. 

Teacher Seven states: 

“We also talked about why authors used adverbial phrases and how they help readers and 

how they help comprehension as well” (T7)… 

and 

“They’ll comment on things when they are reading, they’ll comment on things authors have 

done to make it more appealing, or more easy to understand or more easy to visualize.(T7)  

In this instance, Teacher Seven first commented about how the teacher “thinks aloud” to the 

class about using grammar to help comprehension, and then related how the students utilize 

grammar when reading.  

Teacher Eight also believed that teaching grammar enhanced meaning making when reading, 

especially attendance to punctuation when reading aloud: 
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“When someone is reading something in the class or when guided reading, a lot, some of the 

kids will stop at the end of the line. “why did you stop there?” By the end of the year they are 

certainly noticing what they are all for. Guided reading is great for the teaching 

grammar”(T8). 

In this comment Teacher Eight was describing the tendency of students to not attend to 

punctuation when reading aloud, and implies that teaching this skill in Guided Reading 

groups had the two-fold benefits of improving reading and improving the students’ 

understanding of grammar. 

The teaching of written grammar was also believed to be necessary as it improved the quality 

of written tasks, as shown by Teacher Three:  

“Since I’ve taught written grammar I get much better quality of writing from the students” 

(T3) 

And by Teacher Eight: “Why do I teach written grammar? Because it helps with the 

understanding and the meaning of their writing.”(T8)  

To summarise, these statements indicate that these teachers believed that teaching written 

grammar was an integral and essential component of literacy knowledge and skills in its own 

right. These statements also indicate that the teachers hold pragmatic viewpoints regarding 

NAPLAN and the Curriculum. The teachers who made the pragmatic comments indicated 

that they were aware of Grammar as an integral part of the English Curriculum, and as a 

constituent part of the standardised testing regime of NAPLAN. Although these teachers 

spoke about this lightheartedly, the fact that NAPLAN was mentioned at all is an indication 

of the importance ascribed to this mandated test. The three sub-themes contributed to the 

theme of the necessity of teaching written grammar. 
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6.4.2 Impediments to the teaching and learning of written grammar 

Table 6.4.2 Table Showing Theme: Impediments to the Teaching and Learning of Written 

Grammar  

 CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

EALD Students 
 

Need for Repetition and 
Revision 

 
Assumptions of Prior 

Knowledge  
 

Need for Differentiation 
 

Overcrowded Curriculum 
 

Time Constraints 
 
 

Student Knowledge 
as Impediment 

 
Complexity of 

Writing 
 

School Structures 
as Impediments 

 
Teacher Frustration 

Impediments to the Teaching 
and Learning of Written 

Grammar 

 

Although teachers believed that teaching and learning written grammar was necessary, six 

clearly indicated that they believed there were impediments to the teaching and learning of 

written grammar. As shown in Table 6.4.2, four sub-themes contribute to this theme. One 

sub-theme is that writing is a complex task itself, making grammar very complex to 

understand and difficult to learn and teach. The second sub-theme is that limited student prior 

knowledge and inability to transfer grammar skills into writing was an impediment. The third 

sub-theme is of school structures as an impediment, and the fourth theme that  teachers 

expressed a sense of frustration with these issues. These sub-themes are not hierarchical and 

weave together to become the theme of impediments to the teaching and learning of 

written grammar. 

Complexity of Writing 

The statement below by Teacher Eight was reflective of the sense of complexity of writing 

generally, and grammar in particular, and of frustration: 

“When you do a sentence with them, they get it. When you put it into a lump of writing, there 

are too many factors. They are trying to concentrate on the creative they’re trying to 
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concentrate on their punctuation, their grammar, their spelling...when they are trying to 

concentrate on multiple factors which is coming up with ideas as well as paragraphing …I 

think that’s where it’s difficult for them.” (T8) 

Teacher Eight began the statement with the idea that students can show that they understand 

particular grammar concepts when they are working with these concepts in isolation. Teacher 

Eight described the complexity of the writing task as the competing requirements of being 

creative, using accurate transcription skills, and applying knowledge of text structure. They 

concluded that the competing demands of writing on the students’ attention and abilities are 

too many and impede the students’ independent and successful transfer of the newly learned 

grammar skill or knowledge into the text that the students are writing. The act of writing 

itself, comprising a range of physical and cognitive skills, was seen as an impediment to the 

application and use of the new grammar knowledge.  

Student Knowledge as Impediment 

The issue of complexity of written language is further complicated by the needs of students 

who have English as a Second Language/Dialect, as described by Teacher Seven: 

“About one third of them have English as a Second Language, there are 9 languages spoken 

by the students…” (T7) 

The many different home languages could make learning of the language of instruction, 

English, more difficult as the teachers need to be aware of the home language and how this 

may affect spoken English.  

Teacher Three agreed with Teacher Seven, and expanded the issue of the insecure oral 

English base to native speakers of English as well: 

“Well, a lot of kids in this school are an EALD background, so their sentence structure is a 

big thing that comes up when is writing…and I think that’s down to the fact that either we’re 

assuming kids come in and already know that, or if they don’t, the EALD specialists will take 
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care of it. Which isn’t the case because the kids that are native speakers (of English) might 

have trouble as well. ” (T3) 

In this statement, the teacher is describing teacher assumptions about what the EALD 

students know about speaking English, and assumptions that these learning problems would 

be dealt with by EALD specialist teachers. This teacher noted that native English speakers 

may have difficulties with forming correct sentences when speaking, a situation reiterated by 

Teacher Two:  

“I’ve got kids here who can’t construct sentences, they can’t speak properly, they can’t 

pronounce their words properly and I’ve got other kids that are completely articulate that I 

could start teaching (grammar)…” (T2) 

Here the teacher was implying that the students who were lacking in cohesive or “proper” 

spoken English were not ready to learn formal written grammar. The lack of cohesive spoken 

English either from native speakers of English or those students who were EALD was 

considered to be an impediment to the teaching of written grammar.  

Lack of prior knowledge, or mastery of “the basics”, was also considered by teachers to be an 

impediment to teaching grammar at the level required by the curriculum. This theme was 

present when Teacher Four commented on assuming the students have the prerequisite 

knowledge for the content she wanted to teach:  

“Sometimes I think that they already know that, they already know about ummm sentence 

structure, they already know about figurative language, they’ve already learned that in the 

early years so I don’t have to worry about that, so I’ll fall into the trap of saying to them, 

“Right, let’s put a really, really strong verb or a really strong metaphor in to this sentence 

and the kids are going “What on earth is she talking about?” (T4) 
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Teacher Four is saying that the students’ lack of knowledge in the basics of grammar 

(compared to what they should know based on the curriculum) is another impediment to 

teaching grammar. There is another way in which this statement could be interpreted. 

Teacher Four seems to have made erroneous assumptions about the students’ prior 

knowledge by stating “They already know about figurative language”. This incorrect 

assumption is in itself an impediment to teaching the concept that the teacher wanted to teach.  

Teacher Frustration  

This perceived lack of knowledge on the part of the students, and the students making 

recurrent mistakes, and need for revision and repetition was reiterated with a strong sense of 

frustration by Teacher Two:  

“I teach it constantly, it’s a bit like punctuation, do you ever get off capital letters and full 

stops in primary school.” (T2)  

“In our big write, every week we highlight our connectives that we have done, in two weeks 

I’ve only had two students who have used anything but “and” and that is really frustrating, I 

don’t know what I’m doing wrong” (T2) 

Teacher Seven echoed the sense of frustration by commenting:  

“…I get really frustrated when the kids, they don’t, they don’t manage the most basic bits of 

it. You’re still banging away in November and saying “There’s an adjective in this sentence, 

what’s the adjective?” And somebody says ‘Going’” (T7)  

The apparent inability on the part of students to learn and apply the basics of written grammar 

was a key element of the sense of frustration for Teacher One as well: 

“I’ll see repeated things in work samples and sometimes you’ll feel like, “Oh my goodness, 

we’ve done this, we’ve done this and since moved on”, and then you see those mistakes 

reappear. I find it one of the more frustrating processes with grammar because you see those 

recurrent mistakes…” (T1) 
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These statements were expressions of frustration at the teacher having to repeatedly revise 

and re-teach basic elements of grammar. The teachers viewed the students’ apparent lack of 

retention or application of skills and concepts as an impediment to making progress with the 

teaching of grammar. These statements were also indications that the teachers could possibly 

lack knowledge of the developmental nature of grammar and writing in such areas as the 

length of time taken to learn a concept, and the time needed for students to learn and practice 

required to transition from explicit to implicit usage, or to transfer from learning to 

unconscious usage and application of the skill.  

School Structures  

Another reported impediment to the teaching of written grammar was that of school 

structures constraining the time available to teach written grammar. Teacher 3 believed that 

school constraints of time and timetabling affected her ability to teach grammar. “I think 

given the time constraints, I haven’t been able to do it to the best of my ability…” (T3) This 

teacher considered that they had the knowledge and skills to teach grammar, but not the time. 

This statement was echoed by Teacher One who stated:  “…probably just time when you 

think of what else we have to put in the curriculum…” These statements of not having 

enough time were at odds with some of the statements about the necessity of teaching 

grammar.  

Although the teachers had given grammar the status of being “essential” and “crucial” they 

described how the teaching of written grammar was set aside in favour of other, more 

important, curriculum areas. Teacher Three made the comment:  

“So a common thing that we’re finding is that grammar seems to be the first one out the 

door. Because of that lack of time… like I said, they are the first ones to get that kick because 

you know there is reading and maths and those sorts of things” (T3) 
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Teacher Four described the teaching of grammar as “crucial”, but later stated “I feel like often 

grammar and punctuation get put on the back burner with me a little bit” (T4) 

From these statements the sub-themes school structures as impediments to the teaching is 

revealed. These may seem like minor considerations, but to the teachers who expressed these 

statements these factors were a large impediment to the successful teaching and learning of 

written grammar.  

The theme of impediments to the teaching and learning of written grammar had four sub-

themes that intertwined. The first of these sub-themes reflects the complexity of written 

grammar and writing expressed by teachers’ statements about the multi-factorial aspect of 

writing, and how students struggled to apply grammar correctly when coping with idea 

generation and transcription skills at the same time. This theme also reflects the teachers’ 

frustration with, and the difficulty of, teaching and learning various aspects of written 

grammar to primary school students. Some of these difficulties were the apparent lack of 

retention and application of basic skills such as boundary punctuation and the ability to 

identify word classes by students. The teachers intimated also that the range of spoken 

language abilities and language backgrounds amongst the students in each class were 

impediments to teaching written grammar. Although this final sub-theme was encompassed 

in the theme of impediments, it is perhaps indicative of another theme, that of teachers’ 

Fragile Foundations of PCKAG. This is discussed in the theme below.  
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6.4.3 Fragile Foundations of PCKAG 

Table 6.4.3 Table Showing Theme: Fragile Foundations of PCKAG.  

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

Professional Learning 
 

University 
 

Memories of Own 
Schooling 

 
Implicit V Explicit 

Knowledge 
 

Students as 
Impediments  

 
Published Programs 

Levels of 
Confidence – 

Pedagogy 
 

Levels of 
Confidence – KAG 

 
Use of 

Metalanguage 

Fragile Foundations of PCKAG  

The literature review made mention of the uncertain foundations of teachers’ general 

PCKAG, and teachers’ lack of Knowledge about Grammar in particular. This was replicated 

in the three sub-themes that led to the theme of fragile foundations of PCKAG. The first 

sub-theme was of a lack of confidence in grammar pedagogy, the second sub-theme was of a 

lack of confidence in knowledge about grammar, and the third sub-theme was of the teachers’ 

use of metalanguage.  

Levels of Confidence - Pedagogy  

Five teachers expressed a sense of confidence when teaching grammar with statements such 

as Teacher Seven saying “Overall I think I teach it well” (T7). Other teachers were confident 

in their knowledge of the curriculum content and concepts, such as when Teacher Four 

stated:  

“I know my content with all of this stuff so for the most part I just need to look at what I have 

to teach and I know that and I know how to teach it, I’ve just got to find a way to make it 

interesting…” (T4)  

In this statement, this teacher indicated that they have confidence in their conceptual 

knowledge of grammar, but they were not so confident in the pedagogical applications.  



199 
 

 

Teacher Two’s demonstrated much less confidence in their pedagogy. They stated that they 

were not confident to teach written grammar and didn’t think that they taught it well, except 

when using a published writing program: “I teach it well when I use Big Write” (T2). The 

above statements are indicative of the range of confidence that teachers displayed about their 

ability to teach written grammar. Teacher Nine stated: 

 “My knowledge and experiences are probably what’s stopping me from teaching it better 

than I currently do…Just… as a new teacher I don’t have those sort of repetitive 

experiences.” (T9) 

The inference here is that as Teacher Nine gains the “repetitive experiences”, their levels of 

confidence when teaching written grammar will increase and the foundations of their 

pedagogical content knowledge will become more robust. 

Levels of Confidence – KAG  

Levels of teacher confidence in conceptual knowledge of grammar also varied. Teacher Ten’s 

comment indicated a lack of confidence in both pedagogy, particularly being able to teach it 

explicitly, and knowledge about grammar: “I’m a reasonably good writer…but the explicit 

teaching is probably an area I could improve, and my background knowledge” (T10). 

Teacher Four however, as shown in their previous statement, was not only confident with the 

pedagogy, but also confident that they knew the content. Teacher One was fairly confident, 

but admitted to not knowing all the grammar knowledge required for the year group they 

were teaching:  

“Pretty much 90% of it, I think, but there are some areas where even I find it a little bit 

tricky.” (T1) 

Other teachers were more circumspect, such as Teacher Three who rated themselves as “I 

don’t know, three and a half? I’d like to think that I spot the mistakes” (T3) and Teacher Two 

who reflected:  
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“I think I can do better, it’s one of my weak areas that I target and try to get on top of all the 

time, but I don’t think I’m the greatest, no.”(T2) 

Teacher Five added a qualifying statement to their response: 

“At the moment I’ve got the philosophy of there is so much to know in grammar, I feel that I 

have a reasonable knowledge… but I still need to learn more.” (T5) 

Whilst focusing on the amount of knowledge and confidence held by teachers regarding 

conceptual and pedagogical knowledge about grammar, these statements also demonstrate 

that the teachers were reflective practitioners in that they stated that they were attempting to 

improve their grammar knowledge, which resonates with the sub-theme of ‘Reflective 

Practice’ as discussed in Section 6.4.4. 

Others demonstrated awareness of their limitations, but believed that this was not a big issue. 

As Teacher Five stated:  

“A lot of times teachers avoid teaching certain things that they don’t feel confident about and 

that can definitely be the case with grammar. But at the moment I’ve got the philosophy … 

that there is so much to know in grammar, I feel I have a reasonable knowledge…but I still 

need to learn more, so I don’t mind being with the children and discovering things because it 

actually adds to the enjoyment of it.” (T5) 

In this instance, Teacher Five is positioning herself as a “co-learner” with her students, 

learning more about written grammar as the children progress with writing. On the other 

hand, some teachers believed that they had insufficient experience, rather than confidence. 

The sub-themes contained within the previous theme of impediments to teaching written 

grammar also contribute to the theme of fragile foundations of PCKAG. The sub-theme 

student knowledge as impediment could also be interpreted as uncertain teacher knowledge 
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about grammar concepts and how these develop in young writers. An example of this is when 

Teacher Two was talking about certain student’s lack of oral grammar proficiency:  

“I’ve got kids here who can’t construct sentences, they can’t speak properly, they can’t 

pronounce their words properly and I’ve got other kids who are completely articulate who I 

could start teaching.” (T2) 

This statement represents a conflation of oral grammar and written grammar and the 

supposition that students need to have fully developed oral grammar before they can 

successfully begin learning written grammar.  

Teacher Two also made a statement about having to reiterate and revise grammar: 

“I mean, I can teach them a noun is a noun… I can teach them a proper noun has a capital at 

the beginning, but I’m always, always going back over it.” (T2)  

 And Teacher Seven made a similar statement:  

“You can’t move on and start teaching the other stuff until they know what a noun, what a 

verb, what an adjective… what a proper noun, what those basic things are.” (T7) 

These three statements indicate, perhaps, limited appreciation of, or knowledge about, 

grammar on the part of the teachers that learning about written grammar and how to use it is a 

developmental, reiterative process that takes considerable time (Christie & Derewianka, 

2008, pp. 214, 239).   

Metalanguage  

The sub-theme of metalanguage became apparent when teachers described their own ability 

to write and use grammar effectively and then compared this with their confidence when 

teaching or using the metalanguage of written grammar such as Teacher Ten’s comment:  

“I’m a reasonably good writer…but the explicit teaching is probably an area I could 

improve, and my background knowledge” (T10) 
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Being able to teach written grammar explicitly requires the use of grammar metalanguage 

and an ability to explain it. Teacher Ten expressed a lack of confidence in pedagogy and 

knowledge about language, despite believing themselves to be a competent writer. Similarly, 

Teacher Four was very confident when speaking about their ability to write well, but again, 

not so confident about the use of metalanguage:  

“As a writer I am very confident, but it’s funny as a teacher, when I’ve been teaching these 

concepts to the children, I’ve been thinking “Oh so that’s what it’s called?” because you 

forget don’t you? So as a writer I am very confident in my written ability and I know that I do 

use the conventions correctly, but to put a name to them… I don’t think I could do that. I 

could now that I’ve taught it but as I teach it I think “Oh, I do that, of course I do that”. You 

know putting an actual name to it is a little bit more difficult.” (T4) 

This is an example of the teacher being confident in grammar usage yet being aware that they 

are lacking in the metalanguage required to make their implicit knowledge about grammar 

explicit. This situation may exist for many teachers who have implicit grammar knowledge 

and understandings, but lack the explicit metalanguage required for clear conceptualisation 

and explanation when teaching grammar.  

The three sub-themes of levels of confidence in pedagogy, levels of confidence in KAG, and 

metalanguage, contribute to the multifaceted theme of fragile foundations of PCKAG The 

level of confidence about pedagogical and conceptual knowledge about grammar varies 

considerably from teacher to teacher for a variety of reasons. These themes suggest that the 

teachers overall lacked confidence in their PCKAG, although the reasons for these varied. 

Yet all were endeavouring to teach a subject that many of them admitted to not fully 

understanding or were not able to fully define.  



203 
 

 

6 5 Grammar Pedagogy  
Research Question: What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching 

written grammar and what are their justifications for those practices? 

The teachers were asked to describe their grammar pedagogy with the questions  

 Can you briefly outline a typical lesson where you would teach grammar?  

 Do you ever teach it in a different way? 

 Why do you teach it in that way?  

 Are there any school plans that direct how you teach grammar? 

Most teachers spoke at length about pedagogical approaches to grammar, both in response to 

this particular question and during other sections of the interview, revealing two strong 

themes regarding pedagogical approaches. Both related to an eclectic approach to pedagogy.  

Eclecticism is defined as “The practice of taking ideas and methods from a variety of 

sources’ ("Macquarie Study Dictionary," 2010). The first theme of disconnected eclecticism 

arose from teacher descriptions of pedagogy that appeared piecemeal, disconnected and 

decontextualised from texts. The theme of contextualised eclecticism related to teacher 

descriptions of grammar pedagogy that was connected to and contextualised within texts and 

could be considered as effective pedagogical practice. These themes are discussed below.  

6.5.1 Disconnected Eclecticism  

Table 6.5.1 Table Showing Theme: Disconnected Eclecticism 

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEME 

} 

THEME 

Games/Activities 
 

Workbooks/worksheets 
 

Dr Google 
 

Technology 
 

Fun Factor 

Technology as 
Engagement 

 
Doing Grammar  

Disconnected Eclecticism 
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The first was the theme of disconnected eclecticism. Sub-themes that intertwined in this 

theme were of disconnection from text, technology as entertainment and doing grammar.  

Examples of disconnected pedagogical eclecticism from these teachers varied from playing 

games to using technology, from worksheets to writing out definitions of parts of speech.  

Doing Grammar 

Five teachers spoke of teaching written grammar as “doing grammar”; as activity based 

lessons, without mentioning any connection to writing. Examples of this theme were 

provided by Teacher Two as:  

“We do snippets… so we play games… sometimes they cut and paste sentences and put 

things down, nothing very exciting.” (T2) 

Teacher Eight reported, when speaking about introducing word classes: 

 “I always write the definition first…then I would give them a worksheet on that, after we’ve 

done a moving around game then do a work sheet or write examples…”  

This teacher went on to describe how students would spend time copying the definition from 

the board into their English books. Other strategies such as moving card around and physical 

activities were examples of the notion of “doing grammar.” 

Teacher Three described pedagogical practices that combined grammar learning and craft 

activities:  

“Usually with grammar its things we like to put up around the classroom, so they are making 

pop sticks for their adverbs and verbs and we’ve made suffix spiders before where we’re 

having paper plates, so a lot of craft activity…” (T3) 

Another example of the doing grammar sub-theme is Teacher Nine’s  comments about the 

school supplied student work book that she felt obliged to use:  
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“The only thing we have is an English skills work book which is like um a quick 15 questions 

a day…I think the aim of it is not to be used as a teaching tool, its more to be used as a 

revision and a repeated exposure, and a familiarisation thing.”  (T9) 

In this instance, the use of the work book was disconnected from any texts or previous 

learning, and was a good example of a resource being used to ‘do grammar’. 

Another sub-theme of disconnected eclecticism is that of using technology as a tool for 

engagement. Teacher Four described the use of an internet site: 

“I use Brain Pop which I have nicknamed “Brain Dead” because it does the teaching for 

you, but the kids love it, they absolutely love it…the kids engage when you show them a 

video.” (T4) 

Whilst Teacher Four is not implying that the grammar learning is unimportant, this statement 

indicates, that in this instance, the importance is on the students’ preferences for a particular 

website, and student engagement, rather than the grammar learning. This is not to say that 

student engagement is not to be desired, but rather that it should not be given priority over 

meaningful content that relates to their needs or the curriculum. Teacher Three’s comment is 

another example of this way of thinking: 

“I’m using Grammaropolis which is on YouTube and I find that those videos… the kids just 

love them. They’ve got songs that come along with them and they’re very catchy, you hear 

kids singing them at recess and lunch time…” (T3) 

Whilst the students were engaged with the videos and were learning the songs, there was little 

evidence that these approaches, though popular with the children, were in any way related to 

writing and using the target grammar. It is possible that the students were learning about the 

parts of speech; however the teachers made no comments about what the students learned, 

only comments about the students’ enjoyment.  
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In this theme, there were two sub-themes, doing grammar and technology for engagement. 

This form of eclectic pedagogy disconnected from text may give the impression that the 

students are engaged in learning activities, but may not actually have positive effects on 

students’ understandings of grammar, or achieve the essential transfer of the grammar 

knowledge into reading and writing 

6.5.2 Contextualised Eclecticism  

The theme contextualised eclecticism also arose from teachers’ descriptions of their 

pedagogical practice. Is has similarities in that the teachers are describing an eclectic 

approach to teaching written grammar, however this theme construed written grammar as 

something that is not merely restricted to writing or the English Curriculum but is present in 

other as of literacy, such as reading and oral language; as well as in other discrete curriculum 

areas.  
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Table 6.5.2 Table Showing Theme: Contextualized Eclecticism  

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

Across Language Modes 
 

Linked to Genre 
 

Cross Curricular Links 
 

Technology = 
Engagement 

 
Explicit Teaching 

 
Mentor Texts 

 
Oral – Written 

 
Needs Based 

 
Mentor Texts  

 
ZPD 

Connection: 

 Texts 

 Genre 

 Curriculum 

 writing  
 

Student Focus 
 

Technology as a Tool 

Contextualised Eclecticism  

There are three sub-themes that weave together to form the theme of contextualized 

eclecticism. The first is that of student focus, and the second is of connection across a variety 

of areas. A third theme is flexible pedagogy and the fourth concerns using technology as a 

learning tool.  

Connection  

Teacher Ten spoke generally about how the teaching of grammar was contextualized in the 

classroom:  

“I think I’ve seen it done so many times where it is that stand alone session that now we’re 

doing grammar for the next session and I’m going to write some sentences on the board and 

we’re going to fix the grammar… I like to do it in terms of whole text and I like to do it in a 

gradual release model…” (T10) 

Teacher Seven provided an example of linking written grammar to other areas of literacy 

when they described the links made to during reading lesson using non-fiction text:   
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Today we were looking at a text about Christopher Columbus and I’m teaching the kids to 

annotate for comprehension and I said, “Just stop the annotation right there, … look at the 

first sentence in that paragraph and the sentence was something about, um, In December 

1492 … the Santa Maria… was sunk when it hit a reef and I said, “What’s the main clause in 

that sentence?” and one of the kids said “The Santa Maria was sunk.” “Great, look at the 

adverbial phrases there that the author has put on to give that extra information”. (T7) 

In this instance the teacher made use of a reading text to highlight a grammar learning point, 

drawing attention to the complex sentence with the main clause and the subordinate adverbial 

clause, although this was not the main aim of the lesson. The use of this “teachable moment” 

is another indicator two things. The first is that it is an indicator of contextualised eclecticism, 

and the second is that it indicates that this teacher has sufficient PCK and metalanguage to 

make explicit connections for the students between grammar concepts and reading texts.  

Other teachers described grammar instruction that was closely connected to written genre, 

such as Teacher Nine: 

“There’s different writing for different situations, yes, there’s casual writing to a friend, 

there’s texting, there’s … writing an application, there’s writing a narrative, writing a 

procedure, there’s rules that apply to all those things, but there’s common rules but some of 

them are rules that you would apply specifically in a certain situation…”. (T9) 

This sense of contextualised eclectic instruction is strengthened by the teacher’s display of 

KAG when they make the differentiation between common grammar rules and genre specific 

conventions.  

Teacher Three provides an example of connection when they relate an incident where the 

grammar instruction was related to a text by a visiting author, and to a shared reading text: 
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“I had my learning objective for the week was identifying the different verbs to describe 

characters and settings. I did this leading up to an author visit we were going to have with 

Briony Stuart and her book was “Here in the Garden” and that had a lot of verbs in it so I 

wanted them to learn the verbs of actions, saying, thinking, feeling and relating so on 

Monday, we did a brainstorm of all the verbs on the board and we categorised them into 

action, saying, thinking and feeling verbs and after that we copied them onto butcher paper 

and then we did our reading, our shared reading of Roald Dahl and we were looking at 

picking out verbs.” (T3) 

Teacher Three identified verbs in a picture book, brainstormed verbs, categorised these using 

functional grammar categories, and related these forms of verbs to another class text. In this 

instance, the teacher made use of an upcoming school event to create connected and 

contextualised grammar learning experiences and then related these back to the classroom 

texts. 

Student Focus  

Another element of the contextualised eclectic instruction was the teachers reporting that the 

instruction was at students’ instructional level, and based on student needs. Teacher Seven 

commented that instruction:  

“…needs to be useful to the kids, um and it needs to be at a level that they can understand 

and it needs to extend them just a little bit.” (T7) 

This statement resonates with the Vygotskian notion of the Zone of Proximal Development 

(Smidt, 2009)where achievable learning tasks and concepts are slightly above the student’s 

existing skill or concept level, but not unachievable if the student is provided with 

appropriate scaffolding.  
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Technology as a Learning Tool 

Several teachers spoke of using technology as a tool for learning, not just for engagement. 

Teacher Nine described an instance when technology was used an ‘on the run’ resource 

during a lesson:  

“If I’m in class and I’m on the hoof and we’re going ‘aw hang on, what does that mean, 

should we check it?’ it will be go to an iPad, look at some online dictionary/ thesaurus of 

some kind. I mean eh, I know you are not supposed to but generally just googling it for a 

quick instant sort of ‘oh what’s this’?”(T9) 

Other teachers described using technology as a learning tool that has the side benefit of 

engagement. Teacher 10 used several types of technology for different purposes mentioning 

programs such as ‘Kahoot’ and ‘Padlet’: 

Clickers where depending on the way they hold their card they give an ABCD multiple choice 

response and I use an I-pad to scan the room. It takes about two seconds to get the questions 

that you’ve got on the board, you record their answers immediately. It’s a really great way to 

get some longitudinal data about how they’re going. The kids love it…” 

“We’ll use a program called Padlet which is like a collaborative program so we might have a 

padlet that’s looking at …grammar so it might be adding something to that collaborative 

board and then we’d come back and look at examples of why we’ve put this up or why we 

haven’t put that up. We also do a lot on Padlet because you can give that immediate response 

we do a lot of incidental grammar learning so the kids are posting I’ll be sitting with my I-

pad, I’ll have an awesome sticker and we might be focussing on great responses or great text 

evidence, but sometimes well do a grammar focus.”(T10) 

All teachers related a range of eclectic and diverse pedagogical practices that gave rise to two 

themes: disconnected eclecticism and contextualised eclecticism. The disconnected 

eclecticism theme described pedagogical practices was unrelated to the grammar content, or 

unrelated to reading or writing practices. The contextualized eclecticism described 
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pedagogical practices that were more closely connected to texts and language modes in 

current usage in the classrooms. The practices described as contextualised eclecticism 

contained coherent grammar instruction that reflected the best practice literature regarding 

teaching grammar, was student focussed and rooted in genre and real texts. The pedagogical 

practices described within disconnected eclecticism were described as having less coherent 

grammar instruction and were not grounded in genre and real texts.  

6.6 Resources Used to Teach Written Grammar   

When discussing the results for this question it is important to keep in mind the definition of 

resources as used in this research and explained in the Literature Review  

Resources are those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to 

the teacher as a source of information or expertise in order to teach written 

grammar effectively. These things include electronic resources (computers, 

internet), text based resources (books, notes, plans), cognitive resources (in head 

knowledge) and collegiate resources (other teachers, support staff). 

Research Question: What are the teachers’ reported sources of knowledge for the teaching 

of written grammar and what are the reasons given for selecting and using those resources?  

Teachers were asked to indicate their resources with the following questions: 

 What do you do if you come across a grammar term or concept that you don’t 

understand, or don’t know how to teach? 

 Do you have any preferred resources that you use consistently or rely on when 

teaching grammar? What do you find most useful about these resources? Why are 

they your favourites? 

 Has the school stipulated any resources that teachers must/should be using? What are 

these? What do you think of them? Are they useful?  



212 
 

 

 Do you have any resources that you use to inform your knowledge of grammar, 

separate to those used in the classroom, such as teacher reference books? Which of 

these are most useful and why?  

Several themes arose from the interview data in regard to this research question. As with the 

previous Research Questions, the themes discussed are of equal importance rather than being 

hierarchical. The first theme was that of teachers positioning themselves as problem solvers 

in their search for grammar teaching resources and teachers described actions in order to 

solve problems with the grammar resources that were available. The second theme was of 

satisificing where the teachers made decisions about the use of the resources that they had 

found. The third theme was of the curriculum alignment of resources with the AC:E.  

6.6.1 Problem Solvers  

Table 6.6.1 Table Showing Theme: Teachers as Problem Solvers.  

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

Dr Google  
 

Sense of Agency 
  

Colleagues  
 

Self awareness 

 
Creation/modification 

of Resources  
 

Sharing 
 

Reflective Practice  
 

Teachers as Problem Solvers  

The first theme that emerged from the interview questions regarding resources was the theme 

of the teachers as problem solvers. Within this theme, there are three non-hierarchical sub-

themes. The first is that of creation or modification of resources. The second sub-theme was 

of reflective practice, and the third sub-theme theme was of sharing.  

Reflective Practice 

The teachers who viewed themselves as problem solvers were reflective about their practice, 

and able to take action upon that reflection, as this comment from Teacher Seven indicated:  
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“I know what a lot of the metalanguage means and if I don’t I look it up umm a lot of people 

see something like um adverbial phrases and say “I don’t know what it means”! I look it 

up.”(T7)  

Teacher Seven clearly had confidence in their knowledge of grammar, and implied that where 

others in a similar situation may act differently, this teacher would takes steps to resolve the 

issue. Teacher Two’s conversation about the purchased workbook also demonstrated 

reflection and action upon that reflection:  

“We”ve got a workbook that targets specific things but I don’t think that actually helps at 

all… It was Dimple… Dimple the dog, so we have a little dog that comes along and says to 

them can you use connectives? 

Interviewer - So … was that your choice of the book or was that a school decision? 

No it was mine in an attempt to do something about grammar that I don’t think I’m teaching 

particularly well.”(T2)  

This teacher attempted to solve the issue of a self expressed shortfall in PCKAG by 

purchasing a grammar work book to guide grammar lessons. The outcome of this action, 

however, was not as successful as the teacher would have liked it to be.  

Sharing  

Demonstrations of resourcefulness and problem solving were not limited to selection and use 

of texts or grammar guides. Teachers demonstrated resourcefulness when they utilised their 

colleagues as a resource for PCKAG, such as when Teacher Four stated:  

“I’ll also engage in professional discussions with all the teachers in here, they are all 

amazing, and I’ll say to them “Have you done a lesson on this? How do you go about doing 

it? I’m clueless and I don’t know what to do,” and I’ll get advice on from them” (T4) 
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Other teachers demonstrated reciprocal problem solving by providing resources for other 

teachers, such as when Teacher Three commented on sharing planning documents:  

“Yes, I’ll write one for the term and I have distributed this to the other Year Three classes.” 

(T3) 

Teacher Seven provided another example of when they related informal sharing of ideas with 

other teachers within the school:  

“Sitting around as teachers do at recess and I’ll go, “Guess what I found on the internet last 

night? And when I did my first mentor sentence and the innovations that the kids did on it 

were so good and then I saw it in their writing next week, I was talking about it and people 

heard me talking and said, “Come and show me how to do it,” and it sort of spreads.” (T7) 

Creation/modification of resources 

A third element of the teachers as problem solvers theme was evident as teachers 

commented on how they constructed new or modified existing resources or materials when 

unable to locate suitable ones. The construction of resources included the use of technology 

as well as more traditional means. Teacher Four commented about constructing digital 

resources:  

“I make my own resources a lot of the time, I use i-movie to make resources quite a lot, or I 

will umm, I make my own quite a lot of the time. If I really need to scrape the barrel and I 

can’t find anything, I’ll find a worksheet for them.”(T4) 

The teachers interviewed demonstrated that they understood the need for resources, and were 

willing to locate and utilise resources of different types in order to teach grammar effectively.  

The theme of teachers as problem solvers indicated that the teachers perceived themselves as 

self-reflective practitioners who actively sought resources; they were aware that they need 

more knowledge about grammar or PCKAG and described ways of finding resources in order 

to build their knowledge. The theme of problem solving was not limited to the teacher as an 
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individual, in that the teachers not only solved problems of their own, but worked to assist 

other teachers in their schools by sharing knowledge and resources. 

6.6.2 Satisficing  

Table 6.6.2 Table Showing Theme: Satisficing 

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

Dr Google  
 

Workbooks and 
Worksheets 

 
Technology  

 
Personal texts 

Searching 
  

Dissatisfaction 
 

Critique 
 

Internet as First 
Preference  

Satisficing  

Satisficing is a verb that means to “act in such a way as to satisfy the minimum requirements 

for achieving a particular result” (www.collinsdictionary.com). Several other sub-themes 

weave into the theme of satisficing. The first sub-theme is that of searching for resources. 

The second was dissatisfaction with existing or available resources and the third sub-theme 

was of critique, The fourth sub-theme was that the internet was the resource of first choice for 

teachers, and was seen to be reliable.  

Searching  

Of the teachers interviewed, six stated that they spend considerable time searching for 

resources to teach written grammar. Teachers’ comments gave a sense of being on a mission, 

such as Teacher Four’s use of the phrase “Scouring the internet…” (T4) which implied that 

this teacher spent a great deal of time searching for what they considered to be appropriate 

resources.  

Internet as first choice  

Amongst the cohort of teachers, the internet appeared to be the resource of first choice in the 

quest to locate grammar resources. It appeared that teachers relied upon the internet, with one 

teacher anthropomorphizing it by referring to search engines as “…Dr Google…” and 

http://www.collinsdictionary.com/
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“Google is my friend…” (T 10) Internet search engines were used as the resource of first 

choice for planning, teaching and conceptual knowledge. Teacher Three described using the 

internet as a source of grammar classroom resources: 

“I’m using the internet a lot so because like I said, with the books there’s nothing up to date 

that provides interactive activities where I don’t have to be photocopying lots of things. So a 

lot of that is on the internet, videos, Grammopolis... so the internet is really my go to.” (T3)  

Other teachers reiterated the decision to use the internet as the first resource. Teacher One 

stated that she used the internet when preparing for lessons:  

“I’m very digitally based so … quite often I will go just google the term first.” (T10)  

The statements above by Teacher Three and Teacher One are indicative of teachers’ 

satisficing with resources. The criteria for selection of resources for Teacher Three is not 

whether the internet site has provided learning resources for the specific concept that she 

wanted the students to learn, but is about the resource being interactive, not worksheets. 

Teacher One’s preference for “googling” the term first is also indicative of satisficing: rather 

than thinking about the quality of the resources that they are using, this teacher appeared to 

settle for a near-enough = good enough resource.  

Teacher Two provides an example of the tendency to settle for near-enough = good enough 

resources and reliance on the internet when she commented:  

“I used to have a book called “Write Right” which was from uni days, but normally Google 

sort of solves most things…”(T2) 

Satisficing through using the internet as the first choice of resource was an element of 

resource selection for not only teachers, but students as well. Teacher Nine described using 

the internet as an in-class, readily accessible, student used resource as well as a personal 

resource:  
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“Well it kind of depends where I am … and to what level I need to know that term. I mean, if 

I’m in class and I’m on the hoof and we’re going “Aw hang on, what does that mean, should 

we check it?” It will be go to an iPad, look at some online dictionary/ thesaurus of some 

kind.” (T9)  

In this statement the teacher describes actions taken by the students in order to clarify a term 

or word by searching for its meaning in online dictionaries or thesauruses. The action of not 

referring to a particular website, or guiding students’ selection of a website is an indication of 

satisficing.  

Teachers described the internet as being a reliable source for classroom resources, such as 

when Teacher Three stated: “I’ve been able to find whatever I need on there.” (T3) with no 

acknowledgement of the validity or quality of the information available and Teacher Two 

with the comment “…but normally Google sort of solves most things.” (T2) 

Dissatisfaction  

One of the reasons that teachers seemed to be searching for resources was the apparent 

dissatisfaction with the resources available to teach grammar in their schools. Four teachers 

made reference to this issue, for example, Teacher 3:  

“With the books there’s nothing up to date that provides interactive activities.” (T3) 

When the teacher commented that there was “nothing up to date” they referred to the school 

library of teacher resources. This seemed to be an issue across school sites. Teacher Four 

made two very pertinent comments that concurred with Teacher Three’s view:  

 “I find that with every other subject this school has amazing resources and I can tap in to 

those resources and online I’m signed up to an amazing resources, but grammar and 

punctuation I struggle a little bit.” (T4) 

And also: 
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“You know what, not just the resources at this school, because I’ve worked now at three 

amazing schools and um, I’ve never really come across any amazing resource to teach 

grammar to be honest.” (T4)  

In these instances, the teachers expressed dissatisfaction with the resources for teaching 

written grammar as provided by the school in which they worked and made comparisons with 

resources for other learning areas. The resources for teaching written grammar were 

considered as outdated, not fitting with current pedagogical trends (interactive activities) or 

non-existent.  

Teacher Three’s comment also held the viewpoint that workbooks and worksheets were not 

only outdated and did not suit the pedagogical framework used within the school: 

“Because, like I said, with the books, there’s nothing up to date that provides interactive 

activities where I don’t have to be photocopying lots of things. And I don’t want worksheets. 

Our school doesn’t believe in worksheets.” (T3) 

This was supported by other teachers, with Teacher Two indicating a preference for not using 

workbooks or worksheets: 

“We’ve got a workbook that targets specific things but I don’t think that actually helps at 

all… Jack is going here, John is going there, what can you use in the middle so… and you 

know, those sort of things, very, very basic, very boring, very ineffective I think” (T2) 

and Teacher Four : 

“Just giving them a worksheet isn’t good enough, it’s not, it’s a boring lesson, it’s boring for 

me to teach, it’s boring for them to be a part of. It needs to be all or nothing”. (T4)  

For Teacher Two, the issue with the work book is that they thought it was boring and 

therefore ineffective, despite the text having a cartoon character to guide the learner through 

the text and exercises. Teacher Four appeared to have extremely high pedagogical self-

expectations, and was the one teacher who appeared to go against the trend of satisficing as 
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evidenced by the phrase “… a worksheet isn’t good enough…” and not wanting to present a 

boring lesson for themselves or their students.  

Critique 

An important element within this theme is the teachers’ critique of the resources that they 

used. Critique is different to the expression of dissatisfaction with resources in that the 

dissatisfaction merely identifies resources as being out of date or boring. Hypothetically, in 

order to critique a resource, the teacher should have knowledge of what the resources should 

be able to provide in terms of grammar concepts and pedagogical strategies and how these 

relate to the curriculum; the teacher should be able to match knowledge of the curriculum 

against the information within the text in order to determine the texts usefulness as a 

conceptual or teaching resource (Marsh, 2010). Teacher Seven moved beyond general 

statements of dissatisfaction to statements of critique when she stated:  

“Generally I find the internet is easy and I know enough, you know how you can’t always 

trust everything you read on the internet? I know enough that if I read something and think, 

no, that’s not right, so I’ve got a few sites, I can’t tell you the names of them, but I go to them 

and say, yes, well I’ve been to this one before, that’s reliable, I just recognise the sites, I 

know what’s on there is going to be fairly accurate. It’s got to be accurate.” (T7) 

This statement indicates that Teacher Seven was not only being resourceful and able to solve 

problems, but also seemed to go against the trend of satisficing in that they expressed the 

need for the websites to be reliable and accurate. This was undermined somewhat by Teacher 

Seven’s inability to actually name the websites. Satisificing in this way was also evident in 

Teacher Eight’s statement: 

“I’ve used a couple of websites… they’re on my desktop, so I just go and click into them or 

they’re on my literacy folder and I’ll go straight into it. I just know where it is, I know what it 

looks like so I don’t really think about it.” (T8)  
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The telling quote from Teacher Seven was: “I just recognize the sites’ and from Teacher 

Eight: “I don’t really think about it”. These comments are indicative of satisficing in that the 

teacher is relying on having used this site before, and is not thinking about whether it will 

meet the current students’ needs or help to teach the concept. The teachers appear to be 

settling for a good enough website, rather than searching for one that will more precisely fit 

their needs.  

The theme satisficing is represented by the teachers’ statements that they searched for 

resources and relied on the internet for resources to teach written grammar. Dissatisfaction 

with available school library resources, and the convenience and perceived reliability of 

internet search engines also contributed to the theme of satisficing. The need for engaging 

resources was also a part of this sub-theme. Although two teachers did appear to critique 

resources, the general theme was of satisficing when searching for or selecting resources.  

6.6.3 Curriculum Alignment  

Table 6.6.3 Table Showing Theme: Curriculum Alignment 

CODES 

} 

SUB-THEMES 

} 

THEME 

Australian 
Curriculum English 

 
Digital Resources 

 
Personal Texts 

 
Archaic Texts  

Resources Aligned to 
Curriculum 

 
Resources Not 

Aligned to curriculum 
 

Critique 

Curriculum Alignment  

 

The third theme arising from the discussions around resources was that of alignment of 

resources with the AC:E. The three sub-themes that weave together to form this theme are 

resources that are aligned to the curriculum, resources not aligned to the curriculum, and 

critique and selection of resources.  
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Resources not aligned to the curriculum.  

The AC:E is grounded in SFG theory but uses a mixture of traditional and SFG metalanguage 

(Macken-Horarik, 2011). It was a reasonable expectation that teachers familiar with the 

curriculum would describe the resources that they used as being based in both types of 

grammar. The teachers appear to be relying on resources that are more aligned with 

traditional, than with functional grammar. This was especially noticeable when three teachers 

referred to using grammar texts from their own schooling: Teacher One stated:  

“Last year I had a really old fashioned book and it was probably 50 years old and I would 

photocopy just a little section and … I’d give them a grammar sheet, it would be on a 

particular topic or sentence structure or something and they’d be like scrambling to get the 

grammar sheet… it’s just like living English or probably something from our childhood…” 

(T1) 

Another example is from Teacher Two, who stated:  

“I used to have a book called “Write Right” which was from uni days, but normally Google 

sort of solves most things…”(T2) 

These resources would not be congruent with the SFG base of the AC:E as they would have 

been published in the decades before the inception of the AC:E, and the dominant grammar 

theory of the time was that of Traditional Grammar.  

This sub-theme was also evident when the teachers discussed the internet websites that they 

used. Teachers reported using such websites as Grammarly.com and Grammaropolis.com. A 

review of these websites (see Chapter 2 - Context and Background) indicates that the focus is 

on Traditional Grammar with naming and remembering the parts of speech as the main 

learning goal, rather than focusing on the function of the particular word in an effort to make 

meaning as per SFG.  
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Resources aligned to the curriculum. 

Other teachers, however, demonstrated strong alignment between the resources that they used 

and the SFG base of the curriculum. Teacher Nine stated that she had:  

“A green book I quite like by Beverly Derewianka … it’s good and if there was a lot more 

hours in the day I’d probably learn an awful lot from that book…” (T9) 

Some teachers described separate resources that were aligned to both types of grammar, such 

as Teacher Five who said: 

“Some Beverly Derewianka books, I can never remember the titles of them…. I used to have 

First Aid to English.” (T5)  

These comments are highly pertinent to this theme as Derewianka is a leading Australian 

scholar of and writer on SFG grammar pedagogy and theory (Derewianka, 1990, 2011), and a 

contributor to the AC:E (Derewianka, 2012). Thus, the texts mentioned by Teacher Nine and 

Teacher Five are based around SFG. The texts that teachers were using from their own school 

days, such as “First Aid to English” would use the prescriptive Traditional Grammar of the 

time.  

 Critique 

Discussed previously in the theme of satisficing, the sub-theme of critique is also an 

important sub-theme of the current theme of curriculum alignment of resources. In this 

instance, it is important that the teachers are able to critique the resources in order to 

determine that they match the theoretical base of the curriculum. The ability to critique relies 

on knowledge of grammar theory, and as stated previously in the fragile foundations theme, 

the teachers of this study did not have adequate knowledge of SFG. The AC:E is grounded in 

SFG theory but uses a mixture of traditional and SFG metalanguage (Macken-Horarik, 2011). 

It was a reasonable expectation that teachers familiar with the curriculum would describe the 

resources that they used as being based in both types of grammar.  
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The analysis of the data for the fourth research question “What are the teachers reported 

resources for the teaching of written grammar” has developed three major themes. The first 

theme was teachers as problem solvers. The teachers used the internet to resolve gaps in 

pedagogical resources, or to fill gaps of conceptual knowledge, as well as seeking 

information from and providing information to colleagues were acts of resourcefulness. They 

were all attempting to solve their own problems when it came to the selection of resources for 

teaching written grammar.  

The second of these themes was satisficing, where teachers reported a lack of up to date, 

curriculum based resources and reported using the internet as a first resource. Although 

teachers considered the internet as a reliable source of resources for pedagogical or 

conceptual needs, the teachers appeared not to have criteria on which to base their selection 

of internet sites, apart from engagement of the students, or general justification.  

The third of the themes was curriculum alignment of resources. Some teachers described or 

named resources that were in alignment with the theoretical basis of the curriculum, whilst 

others described out of date resources or ones that were based in Traditional Grammar theory.  

This author suggests that the relationship between these three themes is interdependent, and 

also relates to the previous theme of fragile PCKAG. Although the teachers considered 

themselves as problem solvers, they usually “satisificed”, selecting adequate or “good 

enough” resources and not necessarily seeming to apply any theoretical basis or criteria to the 

selection of resources. Consequently, many of the resources mentioned by teachers were not 

aligned with the AC:E. It is possible that this situation is based on the teachers’ fragile 

PCKAG. If the teachers had more robust and substantial PCKAG they may have been more 

discerning in their choices of resource and be able to select those that were aligned with the 

AC:E. Until their PCKAG is improved it is unlikely that their choices with regards to the 

selection of resources will improve.  
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6.7 Chapter Conclusion:  

Chapter 6 has described the themes arising from the qualitative data. This data was in the 

form of interview transcripts that were coded, categorised into sub-themes, and through a 

reiterative and recursive process of analysis, themes were generated. This chapter has 

described the themes arising from the interview data using the Research Questions as the 

organisational framework. This has been a deliberate action taken to provide a clear and 

comparable relationship between the qualitative and the quantitative data sets.  

 Research Question 1 related to teacher definitions of written grammar and gave rise the 

theme of indefinite definitions, in that the teachers all provided slightly different definitions 

of written grammar and many were uncertain about these definitions. Research Question 2 

related to the beliefs teachers held about teaching written grammar. The themes relating to 

this question were that the teachers agreed upon the necessity of teaching grammar for a 

variety of reasons; there were real impediments to teaching written grammar in that 

grammar was a complex and difficult subject to teach; and the teachers stated beliefs about 

the grammar knowledge and the confidence to teach written grammar demonstrated that the 

teachers had fragile foundations of PCKAG. The third Research Question regarded the 

resources teachers used to plan or teach written grammar. The theme of teachers being on a 

resourceful in their search for grammar resources was very strong through the theme of 

teachers as problem solvers. Although the teachers were solving their own problems, the 

theme of satisficing arose, where the teachers described the basis of the selection for their 

resources as being near enough or good enough. The theme of alignment of the resources 

with the curriculum was expressed through curriculum alignment where teachers described 

resources that were or were not aligned with the current English Curriculum. Research 

Question 4 asked teachers to describe pedagogical approaches to teaching written grammar. 

The themes relevant to this research question were that of pedagogical eclecticism being 
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realized in either contextualized eclectic approaches to teaching written grammar that were 

strongly linked to texts, writing and student needs, or more disconnected eclecticism where 

the learning tasks were not connected to text, genre or need.  

Chapter 7 - Discussion compares the quantitative and the qualitative results of the study 

through the use of the Research Questions as counterpoints for each data set. The Chapter 

also discusses the import and significance of both sets of data and leads to the establishment 

of Conclusions and Recommendations from this research.  
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Chapter - 7 Discussion  
 

7.1 Introduction  

This chapter brings together and discusses the findings in order to answer the research 

questions. It consists of five sections that provide an interpretation of the results presented in 

Chapter 5 and Chapter 6 and is structured to answer the research questions introduced in 

Chapter 2. In keeping with Creswell’s Comparative Model for mixed methods research 

(Creswell, 2012, pp. 8,14), as set out in Chapter 3, this chapter compares and discusses the 

qualitative and quantitative data sets. The first section offers a discussion of key findings in 

relation to the aim of understanding Western Australian primary school teachers’ beliefs 

about written grammar with the intention of developing a substantial understanding of the 

interrelated aspects of curriculum, pedagogy and the resources used by teachers to inform the 

teaching of written grammar. In the following sections, a discussion of specific findings 

related to each of the research questions are reported against the three main components of 

the Conceptual Framework described in the Literature Review: teacher beliefs about teaching 

grammar; the resources that teachers use for teaching grammar; and teachers’ pedagogical 

content knowledge about teaching grammar, consisting of knowledge of curriculum, 

knowledge of grammar concepts and knowledge of grammar pedagogy. These three aspects 

are used to frame the discussion in order to discover what informs teachers’ choices about the 

resources that they use to inform the teaching of written grammar.  

The discussion reflects the state of teaching and learning grammar in a small number of 

classrooms, and therefore findings may not be able to be generalised to a wider population of 

Year Three, Four, Five and Six Primary School Teachers. There may be, however, 

commonalities in practices, situations and dilemmas faced by teachers in other contexts. This 

study therefore offers food for thought for policy makers, schools and teachers. 
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7.1.1 Overview of Findings 
The results chapter indicates several findings when considering the resources the 

participating WA Primary School teachers used to inform their teaching of written grammar. 

The study found that the teachers involved clearly valued the teaching of written grammar as 

a tool and a form of knowledge that is both important and useful to students when writing. A 

second finding was that not all teachers could provide a coherent definition of grammar when 

asked, and thirdly, they believed that teaching written grammar was a difficult and complex 

task. Other findings indicate that the teachers expressed a general lack of confidence in their 

ability to teach written grammar and reported feelings of frustration when doing so. The 

study found that attempts to rectify this situation led teachers to seek resources in order to 

assist with written grammar conceptual and pedagogical knowledge; however, these attempts 

were hampered by their limited Pedagogical Content Knowledge About Grammar (PCKAG). 

This, in turn, led the teachers to choosing resources based on convenience or availability and 

also using resources that often lacked alignment with the national AC:E or the WA SCSA 

English syllabus. The above findings lead to the key finding of the research: teachers in 

Western Australian primary schools do not always have the requisite PCKAG to inform their 

choices of resources for written grammar, and therefore are not always able to locate or 

choose resources that would best meet their own requirements, those of the students, and the 

curriculum requirements These findings are discussed in light of the existing literature in the 

following sections.  
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7.2 Definitions of Grammar 

The findings provided two different pictures regarding the participating teachers’ definitions 

of written grammar. The qualitative set indicated that the 10 teachers interviewed had 

difficulty defining written grammar. The quantitative set indicated that the majority of the 

141 teachers surveyed selected the mixed functional and traditional definition as used in the 

Australian Curriculum English. It is noted that the teachers who participated in the interview 

did not participate in the survey, so had not been ‘primed’ regarding possible definitions. 

 7.2.1 Indefinite Definitions 
The qualitative results indicate a strong theme of “Indefinite Definitions”. The teachers 

interviewed found defining written grammar challenging. Many interviewees were unable to 

provide a cohesive definition, and many responded that they were perplexed by the question, 

hence the sub-theme of “Inchoate attempts”. Those respondents who did give a definition of 

written grammar used a traditional definition; however none of the responses provided a clear 

definition of functional written grammar. These findings are in keeping with the research that 

reported that teachers, rather than provide definitions or conceptualisations, gave definitions 

of what grammar was not or conflated the definitions with other areas of literacy, such as 

spelling and vocab (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012; A. Watson, 2015a).  

The ability to define grammar or select a definition that best reflects an understanding of 

grammar is important in the light of teachers PCKAG. An inability to express a clear and 

comprehensive definition of written grammar could indicate that teachers do not possess deep 

or sophisticated enough conceptual knowledge about written grammar in order to form a 

definition. Existing research shows that effective English teachers require a depth of 

knowledge of the subject they are teaching (Louden, Rohl, Barratt-Pugh, et al., 2005; Myhill, 

Jones, & Watson, 2013) and part of that deep knowledge is an ability to conceptualise or 

define what it is that they are teaching(P. Jones & Cheng, 2012). This is not to say that 
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teachers are required to, or should be able to recite the definition, parrot fashion, as the use of 

jargon or slogans may mask deeper levels of cognition and potentially obscure or distort the 

nuances of deep thinking (Dixon, 2016; Doecke, 2014). Slogans and jargon are “… attractive 

but they are no replacement for sound theory on which to base decisions…” (Derewianka, 

2015, p. 57).  

7.2.2 Implicitly Functional Definitions  
The sub-theme of “Implicitly functional definitions’ indicated that the teachers demonstrated 

an understanding of functional grammar when they were discussing pedagogy and resources 

in other sections of the interviews, but were unable to express this understanding concisely or 

coherently when asked for a definition. Some of the teachers interviewed demonstrated an 

implicit understanding of the SFG theory that underpins the Language Strand of the AC:E, 

but were not able to express it explicitly. Such a notion as this finding is important in terms of 

the literature regarding teachers, grammar definitions and conceptualisations. Previous 

research has not interrogated the teachers’ statements in the manner of this thesis and has 

perhaps overlooked indications of teachers’ tacit knowledge about grammar.  

These findings lead to positing a different way of viewing teacher PCKAG as opposed to the 

deficit discourse of much current research. The view being posited here is  that there is 

perhaps an underestimation of the quality and quantity of teachers’ PCKAG by researchers 

and by teachers themselves. The deficit discourse about teachers’ PCKAG could be reshaped 

in the light of implicit and explicit knowledge. Crystal makes a clear distinction between 

“knowing grammar” and “knowing about grammar” (Crystal, 1992), which is echoed in 

Myhill’s discussion of tacit and explicit grammatical knowledge (Myhill, 2005). Knowing 

grammar enables a person to create coherent speech, to self-correct when speaking, and to 

read and write text. Conversely, knowing about grammar is a much more conscious process 

that requires the ability to discuss and analyse written text using metalanguage to identify the 
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parts, understand the functions of these parts and ultimately KAG is about being able to apply 

the complex set of rules to texts. The theme of “Implicitly Functional Definitions’ indicates 

that the teachers knew grammar, as they were able to read and write competently. The 

teachers discovered that they knew about grammar as they were engaged in explanations and 

activities to teach written grammar to the students.  

The implication of the findings around this issue is not that the teachers did not know written 

grammar. The participating teachers did have implicit knowledge that they used when they 

wrote. The issue is that the teachers were not fully aware of having that knowledge, or they 

were unable to articulate it. Positively reframing the previous deficit discourse around teacher 

PCKAG could have a positive impact on teacher beliefs about their grammar knowledge: if a 

teacher believed that they had knowledge about a subject, that teacher is more likely to hold a 

more positive mindset, be more proactive about building on that knowledge as well as being 

more able to select appropriate resources for teaching (Biesta et al., 2015). There would be 

less teachers who are, as Jones and Cheng described “… anxious, overwhelmed and 

confused…” about teaching written grammar (2012, p 157). 

7.2.3 The Australian Curriculum: English Definition 
The quantitative results indicated that 85% of the teachers who completed the survey did 

select an appropriate definition of grammar. When provided with options, most teachers 

selected the definition of grammar that appears in the AC:E and SCSA, this being:  

 “Grammar refers both to the language we use and the description of language as a system. In 

describing language, attention is paid to both the structure (syntax) and meaning (semantics) 

at the level of the word, the sentence and the text.” 

It could be said that the survey respondents were able to select the definition of grammar, as 

used in the AC:E, but this claim could be tenuous partly due to a shortcoming in the survey 

design: the most selected definition was the lengthiest of the options presented, and it is 
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possible that the respondents chose this definition because it was the longest and the most 

comprehensive. On face value, though, the majority of teacher respondents to the survey 

selected the definition of written grammar in the functional sense. This result could also be 

interpreted as the respondents selecting a definition based on their tacit knowledge, using 

their familiarity with the curriculum to make a choice of the “best fit” definition.  

Chapters 2 and 3 explain that the AC:E curriculum and the WA counterpart SCSA syllabus 

used an amalgamation of the grammars derived from SFL, and Traditional Grammar (Exley 

et al., 2016; Macken-Horarik et al., 2011). However, this explicit information about the types 

of grammar used is contained within early (prior to 2011) NCB conceptualisation documents 

and subsequent research articles. The document most easily accessible and likely to be read 

by teachers is, however, the English Curriculum rationale, and nowhere in this is an explicit 

statement of the type/s of grammar theory on which the content of the Language Strand of the 

curriculum is based. The lack of explicitness about the use of both Traditional and SFG 

within the AC:E rationale, as well as the assumption made that teachers would have an 

understanding of the concepts represented in the metalanguage of SFG, appears to have 

proven problematic for the WA teachers who participated in this study. With little or no 

access to knowledge about SFG in their own education and training many WA teachers have 

only a minimal frame of reference with which to teach the SFG of the AC:E. Had a definition 

or conceptualisation of SFG been made more explicit within the rationale of the current 

English Curriculum, teachers of written grammar in primary schools may be more secure and 

confident in their teaching and could use resources appropriate to the grammar within the 

curriculum.  
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7.3 Teachers Beliefs about Grammar 
The operational definition of beliefs that has been used in this research, as stated in the 

Introduction and the Literature Review is:  

“The stated opinions, perspectives, values, attitudes, judgements and views that 

teachers express when discussing written grammar”.  

The inquiring into and understanding of teacher beliefs is both important and complex as 

teacher beliefs can exert powerful influences over the pedagogy used by the teacher. The 

relationship between teacher practices and beliefs, however, is neither linear or unequivocal 

(Devine et al., 2013) and at times expressed beliefs can be contradictory to observed practices 

(Biesta et al., 2015; Buehl & Fives, 2009; Devine et al., 2013).  

The findings of this section of the study are that the teachers involved held a number of 

distinct, but interrelated, beliefs about teaching written grammar. Two particularly strong 

beliefs were that teaching written grammar was important, and the teaching of written 

grammar was a difficult and complex task. Teachers also believed that the acquisition of 

written grammar was a learned skill rather than one acquired naturally, and this needed to be 

explicitly taught in a contextual manner. Beliefs as to whether each teacher had sufficient 

amounts of PCKAG for teaching written grammar varied between the data sets. The 

qualitative data indicated that most of the teachers interviewed did not believe that they had 

sufficient amounts of PCKAG for teaching written grammar, whilst the quantitative data 

indicated the opposite. Finally, beliefs varied from teacher to teacher in regards to whether 

each one believed that they had the training and professional learning to teach written 

grammar successfully, 36% of the teachers surveyed indicating that they strongly agreed that 

they had the training, and 52% of the teachers indicating that they somewhat agreed.  
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7.3.1 Teacher Beliefs: Teaching Written Grammar is Important 

7.3.1 Teaching written grammar is necessary  

Teachers who completed the survey and those who were interviewed were in agreement with 

each other and in this aspect of teacher beliefs, the two data sets complemented each other. 

The teachers in this study firmly held the beliefs that the teaching of written grammar was 

necessary and important when teaching primary school students to write. Qualitative research 

by Bell indicated that the teachers in that study held the same beliefs about the importance of 

teaching written grammar (Bell, 2016) as those in this study. The belief that teaching 

grammar is important and necessary is also supported by research of Macken-Horarik who 

found that 88% of the teachers in that study demonstrated a strong commitment to teaching 

grammar (Macken-Horarik, 2006).  

7.3.2 Teaching written grammar is beneficial to writing 

 The complementary qualitative and quantitative data indicate the shared beliefs of the 

teachers in the value of the teaching written grammar as it is beneficial to the students’ 

writing. In some ways, these results are contrary to the “teaching grammar is not beneficial” 

stance research of Braddock and colleagues who declared that the teaching of grammar could 

have a detrimental effect on students writing (Braddock et al., 1963).  

7.3.3 The explicit teaching written grammar through text types  

The teachers in this study demonstrated that they believed that teaching grammar did have 

positive effects on students’ writing and these teachers were aligned to the more recent body 

of research, which highlights the differences between oral and written grammar and 

establishes the need to teach written grammar explicitly. Research by such as Myhill (2005, 

2010) in the UK, Schleppergrell (2007,2018) in the US and Derewianka (1990, 2012) in the 

Australian context all point to the advantages of teaching written grammar explicitly and in 

context as part of the social practice of writing; to develop student knowledge of text 
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structure and linguistic patterns; and bringing a student’s tacit knowledge about grammar and 

language generally to light through the use of metalanguage.  

This belief could be attributed to previous iterations of the Western Australian curriculum, 

being the Outcomes and Standards Framework, which were supported by the First Steps suite 

of resources. The prevailing pre-service and in-service teacher education in writing in the 

earlier part of the 21
st
 Century in Western Australian schools had a strong emphasis on genre 

(Thwaite, 2006), which focussed on the teaching of text types for various purposes, and 

emphasised the teaching of structure and linguistic features of each text type. Of the teachers 

who completed the survey, 57% had between 11 and 40 years of experience. This means that 

57% of teachers would have used the English Learning Area of the Outcomes and Standards 

Frameworks and very likely experienced First Steps training, or worked within a primary 

school that used these resources. The First Steps suite of resources is still available in digital 

form on the DET website and many WA schools have them in the teacher resources 

collection of the school library. The personal experience of this thesis author indicates that 

the resources are still used in teacher education institutions as part of the literacy education 

courses.   

7.3.2 Teacher Beliefs: Teaching Written Grammar is Difficult and Complex 
The findings for this section are that teachers believed that written grammar was difficult to 

teach and complex to learn because writing is a complex task in and of itself. Another finding 

was that teachers believed teaching written grammar to be frustrating, and this is attributable 

to, in part, their levels of PCKAG.  

7.3.2.1 The Complexity of the Writing Task  

The interviews with the teachers demonstrated that there was a very strong theme that 

teaching written grammar was a difficult and complex undertaking. Although there is little 

research that supports this actual topic in terms of teacher beliefs, the literature generally 
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supports this theme. Indeed, Kress (1982, ix) stated “Considering how painlessly children 

learn to talk, the difficulties they face in learning to write are quite pronounced”. The task of 

writing is seen as a cognitively demanding task as writers switch continuously between lower 

and higher order skills of word generation, letter formation, word spelling, and planning the 

text, to name but a few (R. Fisher et al., 2006). Writing makes heavy demands on working 

memory (R. Fisher et al., 2006; Keen, 2017) so the need for components such as handwriting 

and spelling to be automatic is essential to free up working memory to attend to the more 

creative aspects of writing. That the teachers in this study acknowledged that the teaching and 

learning of written grammar is complex is positive.  

7.3.2.2 PCKAG and Written Grammar 

The sense of frustration described above could be attributed to the teachers’ limited 

Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar (PCKAG), which comprises an 

amalgamation of conceptual, curricular and pedagogical knowledge about written grammar, 

as previously described in the Chapter 3 - Literature Review. The teachers may have gaps in 

their understanding of the grammar curriculum scope and sequence, and how children learn 

grammar, and therefore the progression and level of complexity of the grammar concepts. 

These gaps may lead teachers to having inappropriate expectations of student performance at 

that grade level. Unrealistic expectations could lead to teacher frustration.  

The participating teachers’ grammar pedagogy has been described earlier in this thesis as 

being a continuum between highly contextualised eclecticism and decontextualised 

eclecticism. Limited PCKAG may result in teachers to using the less appropriate, 

decontextualised eclecticism approach, where the teaching strategies and activities planned 

and provided by the teacher are not connected to written text. This type of pedagogy (such as 

cut and paste, workbooks, copying definitions) is regarded by the literature as ineffective in 
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leading to long term understanding and use of the target grammar or skill by the students 

(Exley et al., 2016; Fearn & Farnan, 2007; Parr & Limbrick, 2010). 

The literature regarding best practice grammar instruction is quite clear in what is regarded as 

effective grammar pedagogy. Parr and Limbricks’ “hallmarks” of the effective teaching of 

grammar (Parr & Limbrick, 2010), or Exley et al’s heuristic for “playing with Grammar” 

(Exley et al., 2016) advocate pedagogical approaches that have clear focus on explicit 

grammar instruction within the context of authentic, student produced texts, or published 

“mentor” texts. Other researchers such as Fisher et al, report that students are more able to 

include target grammar in their writing when they have had the opportunity to rehearse it 

orally (R. Fisher et al., 2006). The practice of the target grammar in “low stakes’ writing 

activities, such as using guided writing (Annandale et al., 2005b) or the “short burst writing” 

advocated in Talk for Writing pedagogy (Corbett & Strong, 2011) are also seen as effective 

pedagogy.  

7.3.2.3 Teacher Frustration  

The complexity of grammar and the issues of student prior knowledge about language, and 

pedagogy as discussed above lead to the theme of Teacher Frustration. The frustration theme 

was expressed in regards to having to reteach the “basics’ such as capital letters and full 

stops, and the lack of application of taught concepts into the students’ writing.  

These findings are congruent with the literature review research that and many teachers 

appeared to be “…anxious, overwhelmed and confused…” (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012, p. 157) 

or demonstrated a negative attitude towards teaching grammar (A. Watson, 2015b) and those 

negative attitudes found expression, in the cases of these teachers, as frustration. The 

underlying reason for the teachers’ negative feelings towards written grammar, as expressed 

within the existing research, is a lack of teacher confidence in their own knowledge about 

grammar and a level of discomfort with regard to grammar pedagogy (Bell, 2016; Hammond 
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& Macken-Horarik, 2001; Myhill, Jones, & Watson, 2013; Petruzzella, 1996; Poulson et al., 

2001; Sangster et al., 2013; A. Watson, 2015a, 2015b) and these reasons are replicated within 

the results of this study 

It would be difficult and unfair to state unequivocally that the teachers’ frustration was 

caused solely by limited PCKAG. Longer term observation of classroom pedagogy and more 

in-depth discussion is needed before such conclusions can be drawn. It is enough to state that, 

possibly, some teachers may be the architect of their own frustration in teaching grammar, 

and view the teaching of grammar as both difficult and complex due to limited PCKAG. 

Teacher frustration with student writing, especially aspects of grammar, will not be alleviated 

without some form of further development of PCKAG (P. Jones & Cheng, 2012; Love et al., 

2015). Teachers will need to take some responsibility for this development by initiating some 

form of professional learning, but that professional learning has to be aligned to the 

theoretical basis of the AC:E. 

7.3.3 Teacher Beliefs: Pedagogical Content Knowledge about Grammar 
The findings for this section are that the teachers have “Fragile Foundations’ of PCKAG, and 

that they have limited knowledge of the grammar concepts and accompanying metalanguage 

needed to teach the Language Strand of the AC:E. This may have implications for the AITSL 

Standards, as described previously in Chapter 3-Literature Review. These findings are 

discussed in relation to the pertinent literature.  

7.3.3.1 Fragile Foundations of PCKAG. 

The following section discusses the data to generate the conclusion that generally, the 

teachers surveyed and interviewed had only ‘fragile foundations’ of PCKAG. The two data 

sets indicated different results; the quantitative data indicated that teachers believed that they 

had strong understandings of PCKAG, and the qualitative data generally indicated that 

teachers believed they did not have strong PCKAG. This finding may be a reflection of the 
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two different sets of participants.  There is, however, a need to not take the quantitative data 

at face value as comparison between different survey items indicates strongly that despite 

their stated beliefs, the teachers did indeed have only fragile foundations of PCKAG.   

The qualitative data strongly indicated that many participating teachers lacked confidence in 

their conceptual knowledge needed to teach written grammar. One teacher related her 

experiences of  “…When I’ve been teaching these concepts to children, I’ve been thinking, 

“Oh so that’s what it’s called?” (T 4). These statements are indicative that the teachers 

interviewed were lacking confidence in their conceptual knowledge 

The survey results indicate that there appears to be a disconnect between the teachers’ stated 

beliefs and the reality of their PCAKG.  The quantitative results for survey questions 3.6 - 3.9 

(see figure 5.4.2) indicated that 36% strongly agreed and 52% somewhat agreed with the 

statement “I believe I have had adequate training to teach the grammar of the AC:E”. The 

survey data showed that 54% strongly agreed that they have the knowledge to teach the 

conventions test of NAPLAN and 52% indicated that they were confident of their knowledge 

to teach the written grammar component within the curriculum. The survey results also 

indicated that, in regards to the statement “I believe I have adequate knowledge of the 

grammatical terms (the metalanguage) used in the English Curriculum”, 41% of respondents 

strongly agreed and 54% indicating that they somewhat agreed they had adequate knowledge 

of these terms.  

In interpreting this data, it must be remembered that teacher beliefs are not always an 

accurate indication of a situation (Biesta et al., 2015; Buehl & Fives, 2009; Devine et al., 

2013; Fives & Buehl, 2014). When the survey data about the stated beliefs of the teachers 

regarding their PCKAG is considered in light of the data regarding professional learning (Q 



239 

 

 

7.1) and use the of  resources (Q7.3), questions about the sources and recency of the teachers’ 

PCKAG, are raised.    

Survey Question 7.1 requested the teachers to indicate the importance of varying options for 

professional learning needs regarding the teaching of grammar (see Figure 5.7.1). This data 

indicated that 71% of teachers thought it extremely or very important that they had 

professional learning that developed their understanding of the metalanguage of the 

curriculum; 71% considered that clarification of the curriculum content descriptors was either 

extremely or very important; and 63% considered that professional learning that developed 

their person grammar knowledge and skills was either extremely or very important. The 

strongly held beliefs about the sufficiency of teacher PCKAG is problematized by the also 

strongly held beliefs that the teachers required these specific types of professional learning in 

order to improve PCKAG. This mismatch of data gives rise to the question: If the teachers 

surveyed had sufficient PCKAG, why would they indicate that they needed professional 

learning in these particular areas?   

The strongly held beliefs about sufficiency of PCKAG are also not supported by the survey 

data for Question 4.1 “If you need help to understand a written grammar concepts please 

indicate which resources would you use to assist you? (see Fig 5.5.1). This data indicates that 

74% of teachers surveyed referred to the internet either every time or frequently if they 

required assistance understanding grammar concepts. Similarly, 66% of teachers used a 

published grammar guide either every time or frequently. This frequency of referral gives rise 

to the question: if the teachers were secure with PCKAG, would they need to use these 

resources as frequently? Further doubt can be cast on the sufficiency of teacher PCAKG 

when reviewing the data from Question 7.3: ‘Please indicate the extent to which you have 

undertaken professional reading regarding written grammar’ (see Fig 5.7.2). The data 

indicated that 61% of the teachers used internet based resources such as blogs and social 
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media either once per term, or once per semester. The data for other sources of professional 

reading indicated that most teachers accessed professional literacy journals, published 

grammar guides and published grammar texts less than once per year. Although the teachers 

believe that they have sufficient PCKAG, there is not strong evidence that they engaged in 

professional learning or reading to a degree where this might have a bearing on their 

PCKAG. Furthermore, although the data indicated that teachers were using the internet as 

their first choice of resource for grammar knowledge and as their main source of professional 

reading, this is of concern when combined with the qualitative data that shows that teachers 

were ‘satisficing’ when selecting resources, rather than searching for the best quality 

resources that align with the theory on which the curriculum is based.  

The conclusion that there may be a gap between what the teachers believe and what they 

actually know is supported by existing research (Love et al., 2015; Macken-Horarik, Love, & 

Horarik, 2018; Macken-Horarik et al., 2011). The claim that “…teacher confidence in their 

knowledge about language does not necessarily match competence (Love et al., 2015, p. 179) 

is illustrated by the above discussion.  It was beyond the scope of this study to investigate the 

reasons as to why there is a gap between beliefs and knowledge, but this is a factor worthy of 

consideration.   

The conclusion that the teachers in this study did not have sufficient PCKAG, despite the data 

showing that they held this belief indicated that the results from this study resonate with the 

existing research regarding teacher conceptual knowledge and metalanguage for teaching 

written grammar. Harper and Rennie reported in 2009 on the limited amounts of pedagogical, 

conceptual and metalanguage knowledge of pre-service teachers. This stance was further 

supported by Jones and Cheng’s 2012 study of in-service teachers and by Jeurissen’s (2012) 

similar study. An investigation by Bell (2016) into the confidence of UK teachers regarding 

PCKAG and CoKAG reported very similar results. In this case, very little has changed for 
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practicing teachers in regards to developing their knowledge of teaching written grammar and 

in the context of the WA teachers no concerted, system wide effort has been made to improve 

teacher knowledge about the written grammar as used in the AC:E.  

Whilst drawing the above conclusion, the differences between tacit and explicit PCKAG 

must be kept in mind. The knowledge that they do hold may be tacit knowledge, not yet made 

explicit, Myhill’s (2013) statement about the explicit and tacit knowledge of writers can be 

applied also to the explicit and tacit knowledge of teachers: teachers may have knowledge 

that they can explain, but not transfer into writing, or knowledge that they can use, but don’t 

have the language to explain, or have explicit knowledge that is temporarily forgotten. 

Researchers need to develop ways to tap into the tacit knowledge to make it explicit and 

useable when teachers teach writing.  

7.3.3.2 Written Grammar and the AITSL Standards 

As outlined in Chapter 2 Background and Context, the AITSL Standards exist for all 

Australian teachers as a way to ensure teacher quality across the nation. Standard 2 for all 

levels of teachers is “Know the content and how to teach it” and is further described as  

2.1 “Content and teaching strategies of the teaching area: Demonstrate knowledge and 

understanding of the concepts, substance and structure of the content and teaching 

strategies of the teaching area.” 

The teachers in this study indicated, at that time, that they believed that they had the 

knowledge to teach the written grammar content of the English Language Strand, and were 

therefore meeting the set standards of the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers as 

determined by the governing body AITSL. However the beliefs may be erroneous in the light 

of other data regarding professional learning needs and engagement. The beliefs held by these 
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teachers may have changed as they have become more familiar with the English curriculum 

and perhaps engaged with professional learning in written grammar.  

7.4 Teachers and Grammar Pedagogy  
Early research into the teaching of grammar identified that “…the teaching of formal 

grammar has a negligible or, because it usually displaces some instruction and practice in 

actual composition, even a harmful effect on the improvement of writing” (Braddock et al., 

1963, p. 38). The argument has shifted since that time from debate as to whether or not 

teaching written grammar is useful, to learned discussion and research regarding the most 

effective pedagogical approaches to teaching written grammar. Grammar pedagogy has now 

become a subject under debate in research and in schools at the present time (Derewianka, 

2010; P. Jones & Derewianka, 2016; Locke, 2010; Snyder, 2008), especially in the context of 

NAPLAN and the National Curriculum. The teaching of grammar has become a crowded, 

contested space in primary classrooms, with many pedagogical approaches, commercial 

programs and resources (Locke, 2010; Snyder, 2008) jostling for shelf space, teacher and 

school dollars and classroom time.  

The finding is that all teachers reported using a common approach to pedagogy, this being an 

eclectic approach which employed a variety of strategies. Although there was common 

eclecticism of pedagogy amongst the teachers, it was found that the teachers described 

teaching strategies that were either contextualised (Weaver, 2008) in that the strategies were 

closely related to authentic student written texts or published texts; or the teachers described 

teaching strategies that were decontextualised from written texts. The following section 

discusses the pedagogies used by the participating teachers to teach written grammar in 

relation to the existing literature about written grammar pedagogy.  
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7.4.1 Decontexualised Eclecticism  
The theme of Disconnected Eclecticism arose from the qualitative data and described a 

pedagogy for written grammar that was eclectic, but did not have examples of using texts to 

teach grammar. “Disconnected Eclecticism” can be considered as pedagogy that does not 

relate grammar back to the content, meaning and context of a text. Some teachers described 

“doing grammar”, playing games, moving cards around and writing definitions on the white 

board for students to copy. Other teachers described pedagogy that used technology for its 

engagement and entertainment value, rather than learning written grammar. These teachers 

did not include examples of grammar teaching that used authentic or published texts such as 

narratives or non-fiction in their interviews.  

The quantitative data shows some evidence of teachers using Disconnected Eclecticism 

pedagogy. Of the 15 items listed in Q6 of the survey, two items could be considered as being 

clearly disconnected from texts: published workbooks and black line masters/worksheets. 

The quantitative data reported that almost half (41%) of teachers used published workbooks 

frequently, and 37% used them occasionally. Of the teachers surveyed, almost one third 

(29%) indicated that they used black line masters/work books frequently to teach written 

grammar.  

7.4.2 Contextualised Eclecticism as Pedagogy  
The theme of “Contextualised Eclecticism” was prominent in the qualitative results, and 

included sub-themes of connection to texts, genre, curriculum, and writing. Some teachers 

described pedagogy of written grammar that was firmly connected with written texts, both 

narrative and non-fiction, and described pedagogy such as close reading, modelled writing 

and noticing target grammar in other literacy sessions.  

The quantitative data is reflective of the qualitative data in terms of teachers using a 

contextualised, eclectic approach to written grammar pedagogy. In the survey, these items 



244 

 

 

were listed as modelled and shared writing, teaching grammar within the context of a written 

genre, using published texts as a model, using the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model 

and using the First Steps Map of Development and Resource Book. Modelled writing was 

used frequently by 62% of the teachers, Shared writing was used frequently by 63% and 

teaching grammar within the context of a written genre or text form was used frequently by 

62% of teachers surveyed. 

As noted in Section 7.3.1, Teacher Beliefs about Grammar findings, a possible explanation of 

the finding that a large percentage of the teachers used contextualised pedagogical practices 

when teaching grammar is found in the previous Curriculum Framework’s functional stance 

with a focus on genre and text types and the First Steps resources and training that supported 

this curriculum. 57% of teachers who completed the survey have had between 11 and 40+ 

years experience as teachers and would have been exposed to or used this pedagogy as part of 

pre-service training or their teaching past and current teaching practices.  

The current literature regarding pedagogical techniques to teach written grammar advocate 

the use of the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model, Modelled Writing, Shared Writing, 

the Writing Block and Mentor Texts as separate pedagogical techniques, and collectively 

through the broader notion of scaffolding (Chamberlain, 2017; R. Fisher et al., 2006; S. 

Jones, Myhill, & Bailey, 2013; Myhill et al., 2011; Myhill, Jones, Watson, et al., 2013; 

Weaver, 2008)  

These findings are in keeping with the research in to the most effective pedagogy to use when 

teaching written grammar, such as Parr and Limbrick’s “Hallmarks’(Parr & Limbrick, 2010) 

and Exley’s heurisitic (Exley et al., 2016) for teaching written grammar as described within 

Chapter 3- Literature Review.  
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7.5 Teachers and Grammar Resources 
This section of the chapter combines and compares the qualitative and quantitative data 

regarding the resources that teachers used to teach written grammar, and then discusses the 

findings in relation to the literature. It is important to note that the operational definition of 

resources, as used in the Introduction and discussed in the Literature Review, that: 

Resources are those things, both material and immaterial, which are available to 

the teacher as a source of information or expertise in order to teach written 

grammar effectively. These things include electronic resources (computers, 

internet), text based resources (books, notes, plans), cognitive resources (in head 

knowledge) and collegiate resources (other teachers, support staff). 

The literature review established a comprehensive categorisation of educational resources 

that included basic resources, human resources, material resources and cultural resources, and 

also discussed the teachers’ relationships with resources. This discussion will first focus on 

the human and material resources used for teaching written grammar. It will then discuss the 

teachers’ relationships with resources in regards to the existing literature. The findings are 

that the teachers had an uneasy relationship with the resources that they used, or sought to use 

to inform their teaching of written grammar. The teachers sought resources, both human and 

material, because they believed that resources carry ‘capacity’. A second finding is that 

teachers selected inappropriate resources, or satisficed, choosing the most convenient 

resources, because they lack PCKAG about written grammar. This leads to a self 

perpetuating situation where the teachers’ choices do not lead them to build their PCKAG.  

7.5.1 Material and Human Resources  

Technological resources are included in the realm of material resources (Marsh, 2010; 

Patterson & Pipkin, 2001). The teachers were reliant on internet search engines, particularly 

Google.com to locate websites to use as resources to inform the teaching of written grammar. 
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The teachers surveyed used the internet as a main resource; 32% of teachers indicated that 

they used this resource every time and 42% indicated that they used it frequently. The 

teachers interviewed did not appear to be deliberately selective or critical in their choice of 

internet websites but tended to satisfice. That is, teachers selected those resources that were 

most easily available or that appeared to be satisfactory to the needs of the teacher/class at the 

time, rather than sustaining a search for the best or more appropriate resources.  

Conversely to the use of the internet, the teachers’ use of more traditional published resources 

such as professional journals or texts or attendance at professional learning events regarding 

the teaching of written grammar was minimal. Of the teachers surveyed, 36% read 

professional journals once per year, and 35% never engaged with professional journals. 

Similar figures were reported regarding reading or engaging with published texts about the 

teaching of grammar (32% once per year, 33% never). It is interesting to note, however, the 

effect of teachers’ engagement with professional readings. Of the teachers surveyed, 23% of 

teachers reported that the reading had a major impact on their pedagogy, and 40% indicated it 

had some impact. Of the teachers surveyed, 67% indicated that they never attended 

professional learning events organised by professional associations. Professional learning 

events provided by educational systems were also not frequently attended, with 33% of 

respondents attending one workshop per year and 58% never attending a system provided 

workshop. It is difficult to discuss this finding in the light of the available literature. Most of 

the literature available on the subject focuses on the effects of professional learning provided 

as an intervention (Fenwick, Endicott, et al., 2014; Humphrey & MacNaught, 2016; Rogers 

& Graham, 2008; Spruce & Bol, 2015). There is little available published literature on what 

professional learning teachers undertake to improve their PCK in any subject, let alone 

written grammar.  
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In contrast, the findings indicate that the teachers were adept at using available human 

resources. Human resources are the teachers, administration, and other staff that may be 

found within a school (Adler, 2000; Cohen et al., 2003; Linek et al., 2009). The findings are 

in keeping with the research literature that teachers use human resources (Adler, 2000; Cohen 

et al., 2003). The teachers interviewed, as well as those surveyed, strongly indicated that they 

referred to their colleagues within the school as a source of information regarding written 

grammar. They not only sought assistance from, but on occasion provided assistance to 

colleagues, sharing pedagogical and conceptual knowledge and resources.  

7.5.2 Teachers relationships with resources 

There exists an assumed, unmediated relationship between resources and learning and 

resources, particularly material resources, are seen to have capacity (Cohen et al., 2003). That 

is, the assumption is made that if a teacher has the appropriate resources then they will be 

able to teach effectively. This study has indicated that this is not the case for these 

participants. Although the teachers saw themselves as problem solvers, and spent time, as 

Teacher 4 stated “scouring the net”, they generally chose resources to inform the teaching of 

written grammar that did not align with the SFG theory of the AC:E. This lack of alignment 

and the tendency of teachers to satisfice when selecting resources is of concern and can be 

related to the teachers’ limited PCKAG.  

Adler’s research makes the vital point that a teacher must view themself as a key, critical 

resource, one who can not only mediate, facilitate and utilise material resources, but has tacit 

and explicit knowledge and one who can use instructional language, particularly the 

metalanguage of written grammar in this case, for successful instruction (Adler, 2000). The 

earlier sections in this chapter which discussed teacher beliefs and levels of confidence about 

PCKAG and use of metalanguage indicate that most of the teachers in this study did not 

picture themselves as this “key critical resource” with the knowledge and the skills to teach 
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written grammar effectively. There exists a strong connection between teacher beliefs and use 

of resources (Sosniak & Stodolsky, 1993) Therefore, if a teacher does not believe that they 

have sufficient PCKAG, then they may view themselves as a resource without “capacity”. 

The argument again returns to the teacher having sufficient explicit PCKAG in order to teach 

effectively.  

7.6 Chapter Summary  

This chapter has discussed the findings in order to answer the research questions and 

provided an interpretation of the results presented in Chapters 5 and 6, and related this 

interpretation to the relevant existing research in the field of written grammar teaching. The 

findings were firstly that, as in previous research, teachers found it difficult to provide a 

definition of grammar, and that this difficulty was indicative of the teachers’ limited PCKAG, 

despite the data indicating that the teachers believed they has adequate PCKAG. Second, the 

teachers believed that teaching written grammar was important, but complex and difficult, 

and needed to be taught explicitly. These findings were in keeping with the relevant existing 

research. The teachers also believed that there was a need for explicit teaching and used an 

eclectic mix of pedagogical strategies to teach written grammar. These strategies could be 

described as contextualised or decontextualised from texts. The contextualised strategies 

were those that reflected the research literature on “best practice” written grammar 

pedagogies. The final section discussed the teachers’ relationships with resources and found 

that teachers used both material and human resources, as described in the literature. The 

selection of appropriate resources was impeded by the teachers’ limited PCKAG and levels 

of confidence in their abilities to teach written grammar effectively.  

The following chapter will use these findings to generate some conclusions regarding 

teachers PCKAG, the pedagogy of written grammar and the resources used to teach written 
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grammar. It also provides an overview of the thesis, and discusses the implications of the 

findings, as well as discussing the limitations of the study.  
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Chapter 8 - Conclusion  

8.1 Introduction  
This study investigated the resources that teachers used to teach written grammar in the 

context of their beliefs about written grammar and their written grammar pedagogical 

approaches. The previous chapter presented a discussion of the findings of this research. This 

chapter shifts the focus from the immediate bounds of this thesis to look to future directions. 

This final chapter is in eight sections. The first section is the introduction, and then the 

second section presents a summary of the thesis. The third section summarises the key 

findings and this is followed by the fourth section that discusses the limitations of the study. 

The fifth section discusses the significance of the study and its findings and the sixth section 

considers some of the implications of the findings for teachers, schools, educational systems 

and teacher training institutions. Section seven makes recommendations for further research 

in this area. The chapter and the thesis end with concluding remarks from the author.  

 

This study took place in a limited context and over a limited time. As such, it is firmly rooted 

in the context of those schools, and the time of the research. It is important to emphasise that 

there is no intention of generalising the findings from this specific context to other contexts 

within Australia, or internationally.  

8.2 Overview of the Thesis  
The aim of the study presented in this thesis was to develop and understanding of the 

resources used by primary school teachers when teaching written grammar in the context of 

their beliefs and their pedagogical approaches to teaching written grammar. The study was 

conceptualised within the social constructivist paradigm and a mixed methodology of 

quantitative and qualitative methods was adopted to address the aim. The qualitative and 

quantitative data collection occurred the same time over a period of 18 months and was 

analysed concurrently with the assistance of specialised software.  
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The thesis opened with an introductory chapter which described the aims and significance of 

the thesis. This chapter also clarified the key concepts used and provided the reader with an 

overview of the structure of the thesis. Chapter Two provided a more detailed description of 

the context and background for the research. It consisted of six sections. The first section 

presented an overview of recent educational policy changes pertinent to this research. This 

was followed by a section discussing the effects of mandated testing regimes on teaching 

generally. The third section presented a discussion and timeline of the changes to pedagogical 

approaches to the teaching of written grammar in Australian schools. The fourth section was 

an exposition of the written grammar curriculum as used in Western Australian Primary 

schools. The chapter concluded with a descriptive, but limited overview of the grammar 

resources currently available to Western Australian Primary school teachers.  

Chapter Three presented a review of the literature pertinent to the study. The first sections 

provided a conceptual framework and discussed three key concepts of teacher beliefs, the 

types of resources teachers might use and pedagogical content knowledge about the teaching 

of written grammar. The following sections two, three and four presented reviews of the 

empirical research regarding teacher beliefs, resources and pedagogical content knowledge in 

regard to the teaching of written grammar. The chapter concluded with a discussion regarding 

the gaps and silences within the literature and narrowed the focus of the study.  

Chapter Four described the methodology of the study, including the research aims. It outlined 

the theoretical framework and rationale for the methodology and described the study design, 

participant selection, data collection and analysis and ethical considerations. The data 

findings were presented in two chapters. Chapter Five presented the quantitative results from 

the survey and Chapter Six presented the qualitative results from the interviews. Chapter 

Seven brought the two data sets together and presented the findings from the study which are 

summarised in the following section.  



252 

 

 

 8.3 Summary of Findings  
This section begins by briefly reiterating the findings of the four clarifying questions used in 

the study. The research question for this study was:  

 How and why do teachers use and select resources for teaching written grammar in 

the context of their beliefs about, and their pedagogical approaches to, teaching 

written grammar? 

The main research question had four clarifying questions that were used to guide the 

research, and to organise the collection, analysis and discussion of the data. A table relating 

the main findings as themes to the Research Question is shown in Table 8.3.1. This is 

followed by a summary of the findings for each research question.  

Table 8.3.1 Research Questions – Findings as Themes 

Research Question Findings as Themes 

 RQ1.  How do teachers define written 

grammar? 
 Indefinite Definitions 

RQ2.  What beliefs do teachers hold in 

regards to teaching written grammar and 

what are their explanations for these 

beliefs? 

 Necessity of Teaching Written 
Grammar 

 Impediments to the Teaching and 
Learning of Written Grammar 

 Fragile Foundations of PCKAG 

RQ 3.  What are the teachers’ reported 

pedagogical practices when teaching 

written grammar and what are the 

justifications for those practices? 

 Disconnected Eclecticism 

 Contextualised Eclecticism 

RQ4.  What are the teachers’ reported 

pedagogical practices when teaching 

written grammar and what are the 

justifications for those practices? 

 Teachers as Problem Solvers 

 Satisficing 

 Curriculum Alignment 
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1. How do teachers define written grammar?  

The results from this question had a strong theme of indefinite definitions. From the results, 

it can be said that teachers within the study had difficulty verbally defining written grammar, 

but were able to select the definition of grammar used within the AC:E when presented with 

options. This suggests that the teachers had an implicit understanding of the SFG used within 

the AC:E, but were generally unable to articulate this explicitly. This finding is important as 

it indicates that when researching teacher knowledge about written grammar, researchers may 

need to look beyond the easily testable concepts and the obvious question and answer 

assessments, and seek to understand the teachers’ implicit knowledge about written grammar 

and so design ways of allowing this knowledge to be made explicit so that it can be easily 

used by the teachers.  

2. What beliefs do teachers hold in regards to teaching written grammar and what are 

their explanations for these beliefs?  

Teachers believed that teaching the concepts of written grammar was essential, and this was 

a strong theme in the data. They also believed that the teaching of written grammar was 

beneficial to the child, especially in its positive effect on the students’ writing. These beliefs 

appear to be a shift in thinking about the place of grammar within the primary school writing 

curriculum, away from the “post grammar” thinking of the late 1960s to the 1980s and the 

process model of writing in which explicit grammar knowledge was considered to be 

unnecessary and only taught at point of need, into a more explicit model of pedagogy. 

Primary teachers also believed that there were impediments to teaching written grammar and 

that is a complex and difficult task, and for many there was a strong theme of frustration 

expressed when students reportedly were not able to apply “the basics’ of grammar and 

punctuation. Teachers expressed confidence in their grammar knowledge despite the findings 

of fragile foundations of PCKAG as they believed that they required professional learning 
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and support in order to develop their PCKAG.  The teachers also had difficulty locating 

resources that would build these foundations and guide them to using more effective, 

contextualised pedagogical practices described in the literature.  

3. What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching written 

grammar and what are the justifications for those practices?  

It is interesting to note that both sets of teachers, those who reported highly contextualised 

pedagogical practices and those who reported using decontextualised pedagogical 

practices that were disconnected from texts, expressed frustration at students’ lack of 

progress or retention of basic grammar concepts.  All teachers reported an eclectic range of 

pedagogical practices. This range of practices could be considered as a continuum between 

two types of pedagogical practices. At one end of the continuum was the pedagogy of 

contextualised teaching of written grammar. Teachers at this end of the continuum described 

pedagogy which included using mentor texts, and the teaching grammar as an integral aspect 

of a particular text type. The teachers justified these practices as pedagogy that enabled 

students to learn to use the target grammar within the context of writing and reading texts. 

Some teachers, however, reported types of practices that were more decontextualised. These 

pedagogical practices were not related to authentic texts and included copying definitions of 

parts of speech, playing games and watching grammar videos from the internet without 

linking these activities to authentic or real texts. The teachers justified these practices as 

pedagogy that maximised student engagement in the task. It may, however, be possible that 

these decontextualised practices contributed in some ways to the feelings of teacher 

frustration. These decontextualised practices for teaching written grammar are not described 

as being effective practices according to the literature on written grammar pedagogy, and 

ineffective pedagogy is not conducive to sound student learning.  

4. What are the teachers’ reported resources for teaching written grammar?  
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The teachers were problem solvers, who searched for solutions to a lack of resources or 

unknown grammatical concepts. The teachers reported that their primary resource for the 

teaching of written grammar was the internet, with teachers using search engines to locate 

resources to supplement their CoKAG and PCKAG, including content such as videos, or 

activities for the students to complete. Teachers tended to satisfice, selecting the ‘near 

enough’ option due to time or PCKAG constraints. Some teachers used internet resources that 

were not aligned with the AC:E, and this misalignment of resources could be attributable to 

the aforementioned limited teacher knowledge about the dual grammars contained within the 

AC:E.  

8.4 Limitations of the Study  
Several limitations of the study reported in this thesis have been identified. These are the 

limitations associated with the timing of the survey, the small sample size and localised 

sample population. The first limitation is the timing of the research. The AC:E was first 

released in 2011 and this research took place over 2016- 2018. It could be considered that 

investigating teachers, grammar and resources several years after the implementation of the 

curriculum would be problematic as the teachers would have become more familiar with the 

curriculum over time. Yet, the advantage of investigating teacher beliefs about grammar and 

the resources used to teach grammar was that the teachers were familiar with the AC:E, and 

the “dust had settled” on the implementation phase. Delaying the research until six years after 

the initial implementation meant that the teachers were not being interviewed or surveyed 

about something with which they were totally unfamiliar, and most (early career teachers 

were the exception) would have had time to search for and gather resources that they 

preferred to use.  

The second limitation is the small, localised sample size used within the study. Purposive 

sampling was intended, but convenience sampling was the result, due to several factors. 
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Factors that possibly limited the size of the sample included the distribution protocols 

required by the different educational systems. Efforts to maximise the participation of schools 

and teachers are described within the methodology chapter. The small sample size resulted in 

other issues. First, with two exceptions, the survey data was restricted to public sector 

primary schools, and the interview data was obtained solely from the public sector primary 

schools. Obtaining the views about written grammar from independent and faith based 

teachers would have added further richness to the data and possibly provided alternative 

perspectives. Secondly, the small sample size meant that the results did not reflect the views 

of the regional, rural or remote West Australian Year 3-6 primary school teachers. The 

teachers in these areas would be more isolated from possible professional learning, or sources 

of information about written grammar. The perspectives of these teachers would have added 

to the richness of the data as well as the variety of viewpoints. 

The research conducted in this thesis is limited by its context. Although the study contributes 

to local knowledge about the resources that teachers use to teach written grammar these 

findings are unique to Western Australian primary schools. As stated earlier, the study is of a 

particularly Western Australian problem, but in the tradition of qualitative research, the 

findings require verification. This could be achieved through replication of the study in 

regional, remote or rural schools, or through a follow up study.  

8.5 Significance of the Study  
This section has two purposes. The first is to discuss the significance of the study within the 

context of the Western Australian primary school education system. The second purpose is to 

suggest a reframing of the argument about PCKAG from a deficit discourse of some previous 

research (for example Harper & Rennie, 2009; Jeurissen, 2012; Love et al., 2015) to a more 

positive discourse that positions teachers as resourceful and knowledgeable about written 

grammars in ways that have not been previously considered.  
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8.5.1 Teaching the Grammar of the Australian Curriculum English in Western Australia 

Historically, in a period from approximately the late 1960s to 2000, the explicit teaching of 

written grammar was thought by many to be unnecessary and possibly even injurious to 

students’ writing (Braddock et al., 1963; Walshe, 1981b). This situation was the result of the 

social zeitgeist prevalent at the time and led to educational systems adopting the process 

approach to teaching writing where grammar was taught only at point of need, if at all. The 

process approach prevailed in Western Australian Primary Schools until the early 21
st
 

century. There now exists, in Western Australia, a body (several generations) of primary 

school teachers who were never explicitly or systematically taught grammar; either SFG or 

Traditional Grammar.  

In more recent times, the teaching of written grammar has come sharply back into the 

educational consciousness, for two main reasons. The first is the increased attention on 

international and national testing results, with the accompanying political and media 

discussion regarding ranking and results, which result in pressure on educational systems to 

improve those rankings and results (Berliner, 2011; Snyder, 2008). The second reason for 

increased focus on teaching written grammar was curriculum change with the implementation 

of a national Australian Curriculum. The AC:E was released in 2011 and comprised three 

strands: Language, Literature and Literacy. It is the Language Strand that contains substantial 

grammar content, unlike previous iterations of Western Australian Curriculum. Within the 

AC:E, written grammar is positioned as the tool by which students can craft written text to 

achieve the social purposes of the writing. Written grammar is also seen as a tool that aids 

comprehension of written text, through understanding how the text has been crafted to carry 

meaning, and therefore achieving the development of readers skilled in critical literacy.  

Prior to the AC:E, Western Australian Curriculum used “The Outcomes and Standards 

Framework” as curriculum, in which the English learning areas included the “Conventions’ 
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strand to describe the written grammar content descriptors. Within the English learning area 

Definition and Rationale, a brief reference was made of “form, genre and register” indicating 

the SFG theoretical base of this curriculum. The prominent Sydney School of educational 

thinking, situated on the eastern sea board of Australia, was responsible for the inception of 

the genre approach and the use of SFG in school systems, which has been adopted both in 

Australia and in other Anglophone countries. Despite the inclusion of genre theory and SFG 

within recent iterations of WA curriculums, Western Australian teachers, with many having a 

background of never having been taught grammar explicitly are often still struggling to 

understand, and therefore teach, written grammar effectively.  

8.5.2 Reframing the Problem  

This is the problem that has come to light from this research. The Western Australian 

teachers participating in this study had limited explicit knowledge about the grammar 

necessary to teach written grammar effectively. There exists a significant body of research 

into the PCKAG of teachers within Australia and other Anglophone countries. Primary 

school teachers are reported as having limited conceptual and pedagogical knowledge of the 

written grammar which forms a fundamental aspect of reading and writing as required by the 

curriculum and mandated testing regimes. Much of this research into teachers’ PCKAG has 

been conducted by testing the teachers’ knowledge using such measures as examples for 

NAPLAN tests, or examples of grammar from the content descriptors within the curriculum 

(Harper & Rennie, 2009; P. Jones & Cheng, 2012; Love et al., 2015) The use of these testing 

measures appears to have only measured the teachers’ explicit knowledge about grammar.  

Rather than focussing only on explicit knowledge, or what the teachers did or did not know, 

as many prior studies have done, a focus of this study was on the resources teachers used. 

The study attempted to understand the actions that teachers took and the resources they 

selected to inform their CoKAG and to inform their PCKAG, especially within the context of 
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writing. Rather than take a deficit view of the situation, this research shows that teachers 

having agency and an ability to solve problems and seek solutions. Nevertheless, their 

pedagogical problem solving is not always successful as it is not always based on solid 

PCKAG. This situation may be contributing to the sense of frustration felt by many teachers 

when they attempt to teach written grammar.  

This study has taken note of the teachers’ tacit knowledge about grammar, an aspect that has 

not always been included in prior research in this area. In the interviews, many teachers 

expressed ideas and used vocabulary that indicated that they had some knowledge of 

functional grammar, but did not have the metalanguage to state so explicitly or in a way that 

fully demonstrated their understandings. The teachers’ attempts to fill the gaps in their 

knowledge bases were not fully successful, possibly because they did not know exactly what 

they were searching for. An additional complication may be that many of the teachers were 

not explicitly taught grammar in their primary school years. The AC:E: and its Western 

Australian version (the SCSA English Syllabus) use the grammars of Traditional Grammar 

and SFG in the content descriptors of the Language Strand. A lack of specificity and clarity 

within the curriculum and support materials regarding the types of grammar within it may 

have contributed to the participating teachers’ statements of confusion, uncertainty and 

frustration when they talked about teaching written grammar. The phrase “This curriculum 

takes a functional approach to writing” (ACARA, 2018) is not enough to signal to teachers 

that the grammar in use may be vastly different to what they have been accustomed to 

thinking as grammar, if they were taught Traditional Grammar in their own schooling (which 

many were not).  

8.6 Implications from the Study 
As educators, it is necessary to learn from the experiences of the past, to move forward with 

educational theory and pedagogy. In this case, the “post grammar” era of 1960-1970s resulted 
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in teachers who possessed limited PCKAG around an important aspect of writing: written 

grammar. It is up to the present and future educational systems, teacher training institutions 

and teachers themselves to build the requisite PCKAG. The following sections describe the 

implications of this research and some recommendations for educational systems, teacher 

training institutions and teachers themselves. 

 8.6.1 Educational Systems  

8.6.1.3 Curriculum Documents 

The curriculum in Australia is scheduled to undergo a review in 2020 (Department of 

Education Skills and Employment, 2019). The next edition of the English Curriculum will 

need to have a clearly stated description and elaboration of the tandem traditional/functional 

grammars in use so that future teachers are fully aware of the theoretical base of the tandem 

grammar used in the curriculum. One can only speculate on the reasons why the writers took 

the decision to not clearly specify the grammar/s in use in current curriculum documents. It is 

possible that the creators of the curriculum did not feel the need for an explanation, on the 

assumption that those who used the curriculum would already be familiar with the types of 

grammar and the theory behind these grammars, used within it. Whatever the reasons, 

curriculum writers and developers should clearly state the theoretical base that they are using 

when introducing changes to curriculum content, so that the selection of the appropriate 

resources for teaching that curriculum is a relatively simple task.  

8.6.1.2Professional Learning  

It would be of significant help if educational systems were to provide systematic and ongoing 

professional learning for teachers in the area of SFG and Traditional Grammar as outlined 

within the curriculum. This should not take the guise of linguistics courses as: “Primary 

school teachers teaching grammar are not remote academic linguists but teachers of grammar, 

close to their pupils, whose role is assessing, understanding and supplying what their pupils 

need to improve their grammar learning”  (Dean, 2016, p. 257). The professional learning 
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should be provided by those who are expert in the use of the grammar of the curriculum, who 

are able to translate the conceptual matter into pedagogical knowledge, and build 

comprehensive PCKAG as per Schulman’s (1986,1987) early depictions of pedagogy and 

content knowledge. Classroom teachers need to build a triad of knowledge:  CoKAG –

Conceptual knowledge about grammar, CuKAG – curricular knowledge about grammar, and 

PCKAG – pedagogical content knowledge about grammar in order to teach the grammar 

most successfully to students so that these concepts and skills are retained and transferred 

into the students’ knowledge base for writing and reading.  

8.6.2 Initial Teacher Education 

Initial teacher education (ITE) courses prepare students to teach the Australian curriculum, 

and these courses are bound by accreditation methods to ensure quality. However, a strong 

theme of “Fragile Foundations’ is present in this study. The teachers felt that they had limited 

confidence and knowledge to teach written grammar. Perhaps aspects of the ITE courses 

relating to the Language strand of the curriculum would benefit from review and research to 

maximise graduate teachers’ ability to teach written grammar. Graduate teachers require 

knowledge of written grammar that enables them to confidently teach it within the context of 

good quality literature and non-fiction texts. They also require the curricular, conceptual and 

pedagogical knowledge that enables them to able to locate and use resources that both meet 

the needs of the students and reflects the functional theory of grammar used within the 

curriculum. Then, of course, there is the matter of personal responsibility on behalf of the all 

teachers of English as outlined in the Australian Professional Standards for Teachers. 

Graduate teachers must actively apply the knowledge and skills from their training once they 

are in the classroom. Existing teachers may need to reflect more deeply on the professional 

standards, particularly “Professional Standard 2: Know the content and how to teach it”, in 

regards to their written grammar skills and knowledge. 
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8.6.3 Schools and Teachers  

School administration and teachers must take responsibility for learning about the grammar 

of the AC:E through undertaking professional learning, engaging in professional reading and 

then applying that new knowledge in the classroom. The participating teachers’ tendency to 

satisfice when looking for resources, and reliance on the internet search engine to provide 

information about grammar concepts (for example; “What is an adverb?”) and grammar 

pedagogical resources (such as activities, content videos) is of concern. Despite 

improvements in the quality of information on the internet, much is still unreliable and not 

informed by research. Many teachers are reliant on blog posts or corporate websites for 

information and this information may or may not be accurate, or aligned with the curriculum, 

or relevant to the students’ needs. Teachers, who have developed a habit of professional 

reading in the areas of writing and grammar, would possibly be more able to source relevant 

information from reputable sites such as professional associations and the websites of 

education systems or tertiary institutions. In this way they may be able to build PCKAG that 

will allow them to teach grammar more effectively, in more contextualised ways and in ways 

that ensure the students can apply the grammar to their writing. It may be that if individuals 

and schools were to engage more with professional associations, despite the financial outlay 

this would entail, teachers would have more ready access to these associations and quality 

resources to build their PCKAG.   

8.7 Recommendations for Further Research 
Recommendations will now be made based on the previous sections within this chapter. 

Although the English Curriculum was introduced in 2011, uptake and implementation of 

curriculum by teachers is not straightforward, linear or simple. Many factors may intervene in 

the successful uptake and enactment of prescribed curriculum (Fullan, 2000, 2011). The first 

recommendation for further research would be to investigate the uptake and interpretation of 
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the SCSA English syllabus in primary schools in order to understand how it is being 

implemented, and whether the implementation has been successful or otherwise.  

A recommendation arising from the limitations of this study would be that further research be 

conducted to widen the scope of the study in two areas. Firstly, the study could be extended 

to include the primary schools of all areas of Western Australia in order to gain a broader 

perspective and to consider those issues and perspectives that may be common or unique to 

metro, regional and remote primary school teachers. The study could also be extended to 

include secondary school English teachers as these teachers may have similar experiences 

regarding written grammar resources, pedagogy, teacher training and professional learning  

as those primary school teachers who participated within this study.  

Another recommendation would be to conduct further research that looks beneath the surface 

of teacher knowledge about written grammar. Previous studies have largely relied on tests 

and quasi-test situations that have focussed on explicit grammar knowledge. A study that 

closely analyses teacher discourse regarding written grammar in order to unpack tacit 

knowledge and understandings may present different, more positive, interpretations and 

descriptions of PCKAG, and may present insights into ways of allowing teachers to make this 

tacit knowledge more explicit.  

Finally, a surprising result from this study was the lack of resources for written grammar that 

the teachers put forward during the interviews, and the reliance of some teachers on 

published teaching programs such as “Big Write” (Andrell Education, 2020) and “Talk for 

Writing”(Corbett & Strong, 2011). It is recommended that, as these published programs 

already exist, and schools are devoting time and financial resources to teachers adopting these 

programs, it may be pertinent to conduct independent evaluative research on these 

commercial programs in order to provide schools with unbiased research on which to base 
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their selection of a program. Such research could also make recommendations for 

adjustments to the program in order to better fit the Western Australian SCSA syllabus for 

English, and to suit the needs of the students in our primary schools.  

8.8 Concluding Remarks 
The teaching of grammar has always been a vexed and contentious issue. In the past, 

grammar has been considered as a marker of education and status, spoken grammar 

particularly delineating differences between social classes. Australian society has become 

more diverse, and the need for people to use written grammar flexibly, dependent upon 

context and purpose, in a truly functional manner, has become more important (D Rose & 

Martin, 2012). The AC:E has been established with these noble goals in mind. However, 

despite the best intentions of the curriculum writers and theoreticians, many teachers are still 

struggling to understand the concepts contained within the Language Strand of the 

curriculum, and so also struggle to teach these concepts effectively to students. Therein, the 

goals of the curriculum are not met. Without an explicit statement about the theoretical basis 

of the grammar used within the curriculum, teachers will continue to struggle to find 

information and will continue to use resources not aligned with the curriculum to assist them. 

As Macken-Horarik advocates, teachers need a grammar “good enough” (Macken-Horarik et 

al., 2011) for them to teach the curriculum, but this needs to be a grammar that reflects the 

functional base of the curriculum. At the moment, many Western Australian teachers do not 

appear to have sufficient knowledge to make informed choices about the resources that they 

use to improve their own written grammar knowledge and the resources that they use to teach 

it in the classroom. 

As a Western Australian primary school teacher who is one of the many who were not 

explicitly taught written grammar in any form during schooling or teacher education, it is the 

hope of this author that the findings of this study will be used to help resolve that situation, 
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by sparking interest into and appreciation of the types and amounts of PCKAG required by 

teachers to teach this essential aspect of writing effectively. Primary school teachers are not 

academic linguists, but teachers of grammar as a part of writing. The teachers’ role is 

focussed on the needs of the students, assessing, understanding and supplying what their 

pupils need to improve their grammar learning to become competent writers. Teachers as 

professionals are required to develop their professional knowledge, and the educational and 

academic systems in which teachers work are obligated to support to do so.
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SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW RESEARCH AND CLARIFYING QUESTIONS: 

Informed choices: Investigating the resources used by WA primary school 

teachers to inform the teaching of written grammar 

1.   How do teachers define written grammar?  (NOTE: this question asked as 

number 4)  

a. If you had to give a definition of written grammar to a parent, what would you 

say? 

b. What is your thinking behind that definition, Why have you decided to say 

that? 

 

2.  What beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and what 

are the explanations for those beliefs? 

a. Why do you teach written grammar? 

b. In your opinion, what is good grammar teaching? 

c. Do you think grammar is beneficial to students writing? Why do you think 

that? 

d. How do you feel about the way that you teach grammar?  Do you think you do 

it well? 

e. What is stopping you from or helping you to teach grammar well? 

 

3.  What are the teachers’ reported pedagogical practices when teaching written 

grammar and what are their justifications for those practices? 

a. Can you briefly outline a typical lesson where you would teach grammar? 

b. Do you ever teach it in different ways? 

c. Why do you teach it that way? 

d. Are there any school plans that direct how you teach grammar? 

 

4. What are the teachers’ reported sources of knowledge for the teaching of 

written grammar and what are the reasons given for selecting and using those 

resources?   

a. What do you do if you come across a grammar term or concept that you don’t 

understand, or don’t know how to teach?   

b. Do you have any preferred resources that you use consistently or rely on 

when teaching grammar?  What do you find most useful about these 

resources?  Why are they favourites? 

c. Has the school stipulated any resources that teachers must/should be using?  

What are these?  What do you think of them?  Are they useful? 

d. Do you have any resources that you use to inform your knowledge of 

grammar, separate to those used in the classroom, such as teacher reference 

books?  Which of these are most useful and why?   

 

5. Is there anything else that you would like to tell me about how you teach 

grammar and what you use to teach it?    
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Informed Choices Grammar Interview Transcript 
Teacher 1 090916  Recording 31 19 minutes, 40 seconds.   

TURN TEXT CODE 

1 So basically the research is about well it started from a 

conversation that I had with teachers and um started from reading 

that I was doing about teachers and grammar 

 

2 uhum  

3 my  um, one of my good friends, we were bemoaning NAPLAN  of 

all things and um she said to me at least I teach grammar once a 

week now. 

 

4 AH right  

5 and from there it snowballed into this project to find out what are 

teachers using when the’re teaching grammar. So that’s really it.  I 

don’t think its invasive , it might make you think about definitions 

of grammar and things like that so um, it should be ok.   

 

6 Inconsequential chat, whilst finding notes  

7 So we’re going to be talking about written grammar so we start 

with the second question first because that always seems easier.  In 

choosing your resources and things you do so usually because you 

have beliefs behind backing those up, so um this question is about 

that.  Why do you teach written grammar? 

 

8 Er, umm, throat clears,  because I guess it’s the key to 

understanding the why and the rules and what’s correct and 

what’s normal and how it all fits together really.  Or should I say it’s 

because they test it in NAPLAN (laugh) No it’s more than that.  I 

teach grammar because it’s part of the curriculum. 

 

9 MMM Is is um NAPLAN a factor in teaching grammar?  

10 Umm, not really but I think it has focussed us over the last few 

years on umm doing it, like language conventions and 

understanding a little bit more formally  

 

11 So in your opinion what is good grammar teaching?  
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TURN TEXT CODE 

12 Umm, that’s a good question, ahhh, I suppose that you need to 

have help work out some way of making it meaningful for kids in 

their own context, in their own lives but also make sure its 

thorough and correct that what your teaching them.. umm.. as in 

you’re not teaching them incorrect grammar… you’ve gotta know 

your stuff.  You’ve got to know the subject. 

 

13 And do you consider that you know your subject?  

14 AWW, pretty much ninety percent of it, it think, but there are 

some areas where even I find it a little bit tricky when they are 

talking about clauses, I mean I understand adverbial clauses and all 

those things are, but sometimes that’s something that I sometimes 

go back to a reference book to check on before I do it with the kids, 

and then I can see why some of those concepts don’t really stick 

with the kids 

 

15 some of it is very esoteric  

16 yes and I think that probably its far more important for teaching 

tertiary level students who are ESL or others how those parts of 

grammar work.  I think for kids of this age, primary school, I think 

it’s not really essential unless you’ve got a really interested 

brighter child who might find it interesting.   

 

17 So how do you feel that the kids learn the grammar then?  

18 UMM A lot of the grammar they, they just know because of their 

language learning, I think a lot of the grammar rules are already 

there. I think what we’re doing is more or less is refining those 

rules or correcting some incorrect rules or things incorrect things 

that they say and write.  Umm.  Sorry, I’ve lost the track of the 

conversation, what the question was.   

 

19 Well to clarify, when you say that they know their grammar 

through use are you talking oral language?   

 

20 Yeah, mostly oral language, but also written language, you can see  
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TURN TEXT CODE 

in their writing and.. sooo.  Say if you look at their writing and they 

don’t have a consistent tense, or they’re using tense wrongly then 

you can start looking at verbs and tense and deal with different 

variations of tense, different types of future tense and different 

types of past tense and that sort of thing.   

21 How do you feel about the way that you teach grammar?    

22 Well, it’s changed over the years because we’ve had all these 

bright ideas come , ooh let’s do this and let’s do that and ummm 

also I tried to I mean in the years ago it, it used to be 

recommended that it come up incidentally so you’d sort of just 

treat incidental things or treat it as  as you came across it in their 

writing or the reading you were doing, and then we got again into 

more formal types of teaching of grammar and Umm I think also 

ahhh that there was a perception that may have  come from our 

own childhood and education where grammar was a little bit more 

regular, more regularly done, that it was boring so I think that a lot 

of teachers, especially my age, think that grammar’s somehow a 

boring subject, so um for a long time I avoided doing worksheets 

and things like that because I thought that that sounds boring Its 

actually not the case.  The kids never say it’s boring they never 

complain about doing it and  

 

23 That’s a good thing  

24 Tis a good thing and I do a more formal grammar lesson once a 

week and then I  follow up on that with the same, like if  we’re 

doing verbs for example, we might do a formal lesson on it and 

some activities on it and just keep on doing that as part of my 

literacy block over the rest of the week.   

 

25 So, what’s stopping you or helping you from teach grammar well?  

26 Ummm, ….. probably just time really when you think of what else 

we have to put into the curriculum  
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TURN TEXT CODE 

27 uhuh, the good old overcrowded curriculum.  OK you mentioned a 

formal grammar lesson, can you walk me through what would be a 

formal grammar lesson for you? 

 

28 Well I’ve currently been using this resource here, and this one at 

the beginning of each um section, like part of speech basically, 

they’ve got a few good little activities here, and I often do these 

activities at the beginning and then I would, there’s actually 

worksheets and things so we might actually talk our way through 

this worksheet and make sure we understand it and make sure 

that everybody can read it and uh complete it so that’s basically it, 

usually  start from an intro activity which is a bit of fun and a bit of 

getting into the idea of it 

 

29 So things like the thinking mats, is that like a jigsaw or?...  

30 NO its more of a thing where they get together and give their um 

contribution umm, finding, finding adverbs for example in reading 

in the material, or something that’s come out of the newspapers, 

anything really, a book, anything really, a bit of the current novel 

that they are reading, so they can just hunt for that.  So that’s just 

a group activity sometimes you make up cards or do them on cut 

up card basically and give them out and they can sort them, that 

sort of thing.  Sometimes we’ve made up um just a group 

worksheet where they can, no not just a worksheet but a group 

activity where they just get together and write down different ah 

nouns or just anything really.  We’ve done the noun poems.  We’ve 

done parts of speech poems, like those crow poems there where 

they’ve had to use nouns verbs and adjectives to make a sort of 

diamond shaped poem. 

 

31 Nice.  

32 So I just try to incorporate that sort of thing in.  

33 So you you link the grammar lesson to a writing lesson?  
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TURN TEXT CODE 

34 Hopefully yeah, as much as we can.  Doesn’t always work out, cos 

sometimes your writing task if for another purpose, like it might be 

a persuasive um text and then sometimes  you miss the grammar 

points you could be using for that because you are more focussed 

on the other intention. 

 

35 So when you are planning do you plan from students’ needs, 

curriculum or… 

 

36 Ah, probably more from curriculum, but looking at students needs 

which come up incidentally or based on little assessments.  I’ve 

been using the little assessments in this book, there, and it gives 

you an idea of what they are strong at or not.  If find this quite 

handy, and another thing it’s got extra cards at the back which I’ve 

got laminated in the drawers at the back, and other activities they 

can do independently.  They quite enjoy these fact finding which is 

looking for words and usage Etc and some of these are just 

matching up looking at words in groups and trying to figure out 

what they are. This has got a few little extras in it that the kids can 

do.   

 

37 So there’s some extension, vocabulary work in there as well.  

38 And there’s a little bit of group activity, they quite like that, doing 

the same thing so I’ve actually photocopied all this onto coloured 

card and laminated it so that they can use these in small groups.   

 

39 Excellent.  So are there any school plans that direct how you teach 

grammar? 

 

40 NO, nothing about how we teach.  Last year, or was it the year 

before, we all, apparently the school had quite a bit of money for 

Shoebox Grammar and umm Greg Byrne, who had that idea came 

out and gave a few PDs with us at staff meetings and so forth, and 

then left us with a few resources and then we never progressed 

any further.  We just, I went through all the introductory lessons 
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TURN TEXT CODE 

that he left for us and after that was finished I thought well I don’t 

really know how to proceed from here in terms of his method of 

teaching grammar and Um I wasn’t sure, I wasn’t highly convinced 

that it was the best way to teach grammar, so that all fell in a bit of 

a hole unfortunately.   

41 So was that more of the content that you were to teach or the 

process? 

 

42 Oh that was definitely the process and I’m not sure where the 

content was even coming from.  I felt that it had potential and I 

was prepared to give it a go but umm because it never really went 

any further it sort of all, that all fell in a bit of a hole.  I’m not really 

sure what happened there or why we didn’t, 

 

43 So just to rephrase, cos you were talking into the cupboard, so 

umm , Ah you didn’t know where that content was coming from?   

 

44 Umm no, ah,…. I’m assuming it came from the curriculum but ahm 

it was one of those odd programs which probably needed to start 

off  in junior end of the school and work your way up doing the 

methods that he had.  Like he had a lot of laminated sheets and 

he’d put the structure of sentences into it, so give you a sentences 

and the kids had to write with their white board markers or the 

parts of the sentence and where it went in terms of this little 

laminated sheet  

 

45 Like colour coding the sentences.  

46 Yeah Colour coding the parts of the sentences, then the school, the 

EAs were put to making up all this extra little laminated 

conjunctions and other words that were meant to be part of the 

whole program I never got to use them because I never really 

understand how to implement it? 

 

47 So it was a lot of PD but  

48 There was a fair bit of PD, a couple of real small snippets where  
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TURN TEXT CODE 

you got to watch him teach in a classroom so we all got about ten 

minutes of observing him do the lessons in that room over there 

and that was it and then he left us with a sort of introductory 

packet of stuff which I sort of whizzed through in a couple of weeks 

and umm, then it all came to a grinding halt cos I don’t think we 

had enough information to be able to continue it without any 

further input from him and I’m not sure why we didn’t get any 

further input. I think the school, I don’t know how much, but I’m 

pretty sure the school spent a fair bit of money on that. 

49 So those type of things are quite expensive to run.  So umm how 

would you, if you had to define written grammar, if you had to 

explain what it was to a parent, what would you say it was? 

 

50 Hmm.  Umm……………  

51 So a bit of a lead in question… do you, are you familiar with the 

ACARA definition of  

 

52 NO  

53 Grammar, the one that is used in the curriculum?    

54 No I wouldn’t know that off the top off my head, but I’ve seen, I 

mean I’ve got a list of all the things  that is expected at each 

different year level in grammar 

 

55 Ok now you’ve mentioned once source of knowledge for choosing, 

for teaching grammar which is your ‘Targeting grammar’ UMM 

what was your thinking behind choosing this resource? 

 

56 It just seemed very comprehensive and seemed to have everything 

there at this level for year 5 6es so it had the information we 

needed for understanding each part of that,  it also had the 

worksheets and games, it just seemed to have a lot of things.  MM.  

It seemed pretty comprehensive.   

 

57 And it’s also got the added advantage of umm assessment too 

hasn’t it? 
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TURN TEXT CODE 

58 yes… and I’ve only got one kid in my class who can’t academically 

access this level, everyone else can do it from a to a reasonable to 

excellent level, so I’ve only got one who, who, he can often work 

with this if I discuss it with him, he can’t do the written part but if I 

re-explain what this is, I ask him, he can give me answers orally, so 

I would do that with a lot of these activities.   

 

59 So umm, so has the school stipulated any resources that you should 

be using?   

 

 NO, only when we were doing the shoe box grammar, we all 

needed to use that, that was an expectation that we use that.  

Other than that we haven’t been told to use anything in particular.   

 

60 So Is there anything else that you’d like to comment on in teaching 

grammar? 

 

61 Umm, not really, except the kids don’t find it half as boring as I 

thought they would, 

 

62 Why do you think that is?  

63 I don’t know, maybe they haven’t had it shoved down their necks 

for the … like maybe it hasn’t bee, 

 

64 Could it be the way you teach it?  

65 I doubt it!  I just don’t think that they have a concept in their mind 

that grammar is not a good thing, they just never even say 

anything, like I’ll put out the sheets and… last year I had a really old 

fashioned book and it was probably 50 years old and I would 

photocopy just a little section and part of the literacy block, I’d give 

them a grammar sheet, it would be on a particular topic or 

sentence structure or something and they’d be like scrambling to 

get the grammar sheet, they’d be like “you haven’t given me the 

grammar sheet yet”.  What’s wrong with you kids? 

 

66 What book was that?  

67 Oohh umm its probably in my cupboard. Err it’s just like living  
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English or probably something from our childhood.  Because my 

husband I have taught for years, he’s older than I am and just saves 

everything and sometimes you just find something and its OOer, 

this could be suitable and … the kids didn’t mind them at all and 

they’re just good little ten minute activities and they just write the 

answers in their books, and yeah, perfectly happy to do it.  So I 

think that they haven’t really been drilled with the grammar like 

we did so they don’t have an attitude towards it, they don’t seem 

to mind it at all.  Some of them find it quite fascinating when they 

understand you know, how words work and why you add this 

ending and that ending and then with the spellings, we use the 

Sound Waves and there’s a lot of like root words and like looking at 

past present future and comparatives and um just those sorts of 

things that come up incidentally in those book, and so when you 

then see the same sort of thing in the grammar books it’s so “Ah 

that was the same as we did the other day in this’ and it’s just like 

Boing!  Bright ideas making connections.  Yeah.   

68 Do you find that they are able to put it into their writing? Do they 

transfer it? 

 

69 I’d say for the most part they do, gradually, yeah.  I wouldn’t say 

no, not perfectly, but I think they are making a pretty good go of it.   

 

70 Ok, I’ve asked all my questions  

71 OK  

72 That was easy thank you very much.    

73   
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1 so I am talking to Teacher 2 it’s the 241016.  Now T2, I’m going to 

ask you some questions about teaching written grammar that’s 

the focus of the study.  I’ve got a number of big picture questions 

and then Ill unpick them a little for you.  This should only take 

about 20-30 minutes.  So one of the research questions is around 

the beliefs that you hold about teaching written grammar and 

explaining those beliefs so why do you teach written grammar? 

 

2 (pause) I teach oral grammar first and it’s a natural progression 

from that (pause) it’s a natural progression to develop their 

writing and that’s the main purpose of that, it’s also through 

reading, I want them to understand the written word clearly and I 

think that unless they are using good grammar orally they can’t 

use it in their writing and they can’t understand reading and so 

that’s the purpose of it as far as I’m concerned.   

 

3 So in your opinion what is good grammar teaching?   

4 Good grammar is starting with the words, it’s the way that they 

speak to each other the oral the oral work, if they can’t say it they 

can’t write it and they can’t understand the reading of it.  That’s 

where I think it should start in the early years. 

 

5 In your classroom, what is, when you are teaching it, how do you 

know when you are doing it well? 

 

6 I know that I’m doing it well, when we do we use Big Write sort of 

ideas we teach, we target specific goals every week, there’s a 

class goal and there’s an individual goals so I’m looking for 

progression in their writing, I’m looking for specific goal, 

individual and group ones and a class goal might be to use a 

correct tense, and if I see that in their writing, I think well we’ve 

actually scored well there.  We also use em, it’s cross curricular 

because we use grammar in our history extensively and at the 
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moment we are doing presentations so in the presentations I 

looking for a good use of grammar in the way that they present 

their their power point and whatever.  So it’s across the board 

really.   

7 So when you say you use grammar in the history, what do you 

mean by that?   

 

8 Well they’re talking about the past so I want to see past tense, I 

want to see correct sentence structure, I want to see them… 

yeah, that’s what I want.   

 

9 Okay, umm, there use to be a school of thought that teaching 

grammar could be detrimental to children’s writing, so you 

obviously believe it’s beneficial? 

 

10 Yeah  

11 And why is that?   

12 If you don’t teach children things then how can they learn them?  

Um I think that the use of the English language is changing, I 

could say that it’s not as clear as it used to be, clear cut, but I 

think, if you look at the curriculum there’s one bit about children 

using different language in different circumstances 

 

13 The language variation and change  

14 The language variation and change (pause) yes so children have 

to know how to use… what we used to call the Queens English, 

they have to know how to use the words in the correct order.  It 

doesn’t matter if the children go home and go ‘You right bro?’ 

that’s fine in that situation, but they have to know that when 

they write it down if they are writing a letter for an interview or 

whatever they need to know how to do it, and if we don’t show 

them that if we accept the ‘You right bro?’  then these children 

are a lost cause. 

 

15 So it’s about the context purpose and audience?  
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16 That is very important I think yeah.    

17 Do you think that you teach grammar well?  

18 NO!  Laughs  I think I can do better it’s one of my weak areas it’s 

something that I target and get on top of all the time but I don’t 

think I’m the greatest no 

 

19 So what’s actually stopping you from …  

20 Well, when the kids come in I think their spoken words is poor, I 

think it’s on the decline … and I find it really difficult to find a 

starting point… I teach it constantly, it’s a bit like punctuation, do 

you ever get off capital letters and full stops in primary school? 

 

21 You don’t even at university level  

22 Yeah but that’s what I mean, it’s where to start, I mean I can 

teach them a noun is a noun and I can tell them about that, I can 

teach them a proper noun has a capital letter at the beginning 

but I’m always, always going back over it (phone rings) Sorry  

 

23 So you said finding a starting point is always difficult  

24 it is it is, because I’ve got kids here who can’t construct sentences 

they can’t speak properly, they can’t pronounce their words 

properly and I’ve got other kids who are completely articulate 

that I could start teaching.  At the moment for example, I’m 

trying to teach them compound sentences, how to use 

connectives.  You know in our big write, every week we highlight 

our connectives that we have done, in two weeks I’ve only had 

two students who have used anything but ‘and’ and that is really 

frustrating, I don’t know what I’m doing wrong, but maybe it’s 

because they don’t speak that way.  Maybe. So  I’m trying to do 

games constantly to get them to use those joining words to make 

more interesting sentences, to make their writing better and we 

go over it every week we target them it’s a class target to use 

something like four connectives in their writing, but yeah, I’m not 
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getting it, and I’m going at it over and over again, it’s the one 

thing that stands out every week and their writing has come on 

so far, it’s absolutely fantastic, for year three I think it’s really 

really good, except for this one thing. 

25 That’s really interesting  

26 It is, I’ll show you some of the books afterwards and you can see 

what you think.   

 

27 You mentioned that you use BigWrite.   What, what do you do in a 

typical lesson 

 

28 In a  big write lesson, well first of all  

29 (interrupting) or in a typical grammar lesson  

30 in a grammar lesson well we don’t do big long grammar lessons, 

we do snippets so we play games, like I’ll introduce em a 

connective that I want them to use and we’ll use different parts, 

so two different  sentences, how are you going to join it?  Which 

one are you going to use, which one would suit, and they come 

up with things, sometimes they cut and paste sentences and put 

things down nothing very exciting because I’ve got a class with a 

lot of boys and they don’t do exciting well.  They don’t 

 

31 Exciting turns into hysteria?    

32 Yeah, Yeah, so erh, those kind of activities, a lot of talking, a lot of 

talking sort of activities, and yeah not … we’ve got a workbook 

that targets specific things but I don’t think that actually helps at 

all. 

 

33 What work book is it?  

34 It was Dimple.  Dimple.  Dimple the dog, so we have a little dog 

that comes along and says to them can you use connectives?  

Jack is going here, John is going there, what can you use in the 

middle so… and you know, those sort of things, very, very basic, 

very boring, very ineffective I think, 
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35 So um was that your choice of the book or was that a school 

decision? 

 

36 No it was mine in an attempt to do something about grammar 

that I don’t think I’m teaching particularly well.   

 

37 Do you have any school wide resources that you can use?  

38 There must be loads of them in the school there’d be something 

somewhere but I’m not sure how to specifically target it, I’m not 

sure that workbooks are actually the way to go, I’ve come back 

over and over again, work books and bits of paper aren’t 

particularly effective, they can’t say it, they can’t write it, and I 

don’t think they say it so I think that perhaps doing more 

structured oral activities from kindy upwards would perhaps help. 

 

39 We can also have a chat about that too, because we use 

something at Leda called words grammar and fun it’s from Peel 

Language Development Centre, it’s proved really good with the 

kindies.  Anyway… 

So we are kind of getting onto the main part of the um … the 

main focus of my work which is about the resources that you use 

and why you chose these resources, so if you come across a 

grammar term that you don’t know or you think, hmmmm, you 

know, wtf? Where do you go to solve that? 

 

40 Errm, Google I used to have a book called ‘Write Right’ which was 

from uni days em but normally Google sort of solves most things. 

 

41 So just straight to Dr Google.  So you don’t have a preferred 

resource that you use consistently? 

 

42 No   

43 Okay, ummm, and there’s nothing school stipulated? Have you 

got a grammar scope and sequence? 

 

44 

11.09.23 

We have, yep, we’ve got a whole school writing policy which I 

actually, well there was a small group of us, four of us, that 
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actually came up with it so we do have a scope and sequence and 

we do, I think most people follow it because it’s part of the whole 

big thing of writing, you know, its massive, writing, once you start 

looking at it , its huge.   

45 On what was that based?  Was that based on SCASA?  

46 Yeah, yeah… some of it actually was developmental as well, there 

was a few things we thought 

 

47 Did you look at the curriculum and go (pause) that’s suitable, 

that’s not? 

 

48 Some of them we looked at and said mmm, maybe because 

things like writing, this was a writing policy, so writing genre we 

thought may be put that a little bit earlier or a little bit later 

because it fits in with science and history you know cross 

curricular, it seemed to be better, you know how can you write a 

report in year three when you are not learning to write reports 

until year four it didn’t quite tally so that’s why we swapped it 

round. 

 

49 So you’ve, have you cross matched it with HASS and …  

50 Yeah, yeah yeah, I need to have a look at HASS again just to make 

sure… it was last year’s HASS that we used so we need to just 

make sure that it has not changed too much. I don’t think it will 

have done.   

 

51 Okay, umm, If you have one, could you send me a copy of your 

scope and sequence? 

 

52 I can I’ve just got it on the computer over there.    

53 That’d be great, thank you.  OK Finally, final one, how do, how do 

you define written grammar?  If you had to, if a parent came up 

to you and said “what is written grammar?” what would say to 

them 

 

54 I would say that grammar is … is many things.  It, it includes your  
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tenses, it includes the way that you use your verbs, your nouns, 

your adjectives, and it’s what makes writing clear… It’s so many 

things, its -----it’s the essence of the way that you speak and the 

way that you write, it’s getting words in the write order and 

getting words to be effective getting it to be interesting… 

Grammar is the key to it all.   

55 Do you use think it is a set of rules  

56 There are rules but I’m not the type of person who sees rules as 

something that can’t be broken because I think grammar changes 

over the years, it’s like language you see the various a variation 

and it constantly sometimes things are all right and there are 

some rules and you know, grammar, punctuation whatever and 

there are some things that irritate me when people do them 

wrong so in the one sense I am quite easy going about use  and 

change but in the other one I can’t do your written  

 

57 you’re?  

58 Or your, what most people forget the apostrophe and write your 

and its like OOOOO no, I can’t do that but those sort of things 

irritate me and I don’t know if I should be irritated or if I should 

just live with the change, its like poor spelling… 

 

59 NO, I’m with you on the irritated  

 No, because it changes the meaning of something, that is why 

you’ve got to do things a certain way… 

 

60 So it sounds like you teach grammar because it assists with 

meaning? 

 

61 Absolutely, absolutely, and that’s a part of it when they are 

talking, if they speak properly then we can understand each other 

and everybody can communicate properly and communicate on 

different levels? That’s yeah, the essence of it.   

 

62 What do you know of the grammar that’s used in the National  
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Curriculum? In the SCASA and the National  

63 I’d need to look exactly at it again because our scope and 

sequence that’s pulled directly from the erm there was, I dunno, 

in the early years I had the feeling that there’s not enough done 

orally at an early age that I don’t know if it’s the practice or if its 

written down, I don’t know if it’s in the curriculum or not at Pre 

Primary Level, but it just needs, there needs to be something 

done about the speech early on because we, we’re fighting a lost 

cause otherwise with grammar I think 

 

64 Are you aware of the ACARA definition of grammar?  

65 Off the top of my head no, I’ve probably read it at some point, 

well I will have read it at some point but I can’t tell you off the 

top of my head, no. 

 

66 Umm, one of the things I’ve been finding is that teachers don’t 

know or haven’t been told that the grammar in the national 

curriculum is actually a ,a an amalgamation of traditional 

grammar.  Did you do grammar at school? 

 

67 Yeah, yeah, yeah  

68 parsing the sentences  

69 I didn’t do, I didn’t do any grammar in primary school, my primary 

school was a pilot scheme, it was one of these really modern 60s 

primary schools that didn’t do that sort of thing, we just but the 

advantage we had was that we spoke properly and yeah, that was 

the advantage we had, but no we didn’t learn grammar.  The first 

time I learnt grammar was in high school when I started French 

and the lady said this is how you conjugate a verb 

 

70 conjugate a verb?(Laughs)  

71 This is how you do it, and I dunno, what’s a verb?  Hadn’t a clue  

72 So you were part of that generation that came up with no formal 

instruction in grammar? 
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73 Until high school and then it was very structured.  

74 Have you heard of something called systemic functional 

grammar? 

 

75 No, so what would that be?  

76 That is actually a part of our curriculum in, in the language strand 

and it also forms the basis of the rationale and the idea behind 

the language strand in that language changes 

 

77 Which I know yeah  

78 according to context purpose and audience and there for the use 

of grammar change.  Whereas traditional grammar is very 

prescriptive you must have this, this, this, this don’t split your 

infinitives …the SFG is (I’m gonna call it the BFG one of these days) 

it is more descriptive, it’s about looking at what the grammar is 

doing and that fits in with what you were saying earlier 

 

79 Which is what I would be doing yes  

80 and it uses slightly different terminology and there is a section in 

there on umm processes, participants and circumstances, I think 

its year one where it come in and it talks about noun groups or 

noun phrases and verb groups and verb phrases and that’s the 

systemic functional grammar 

 

81 The essence…Yeah yeah yeah  

82 So in terms of resources there’s just that Dimple Dog book? And 

Google? 

 

83 That I use and there’s Google but I’m teaching year threes there’s 

nothing that clever about it, you know it’s fairly straight forward, 

but you know there are incidentals that we deal with as they 

come along so but most of it, most of my teaching of writing is 

through the Big Write 

 

84 And that’s just you it’s not the whole school?  

85 No the school … all of year two do it now and part of year three  
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and next year it will be a whole school program 

86 That’s the Pie Corbert (program)  

87 It’s like that but it’s not Pie Corbert its Andrell Education and 

what’s her name, Ros Wilson from the UK. I Did 

 

88 Is that the one where they do the Kung Fu punctuation  

89 I did some of it in the UK many many years ago and just recently 

started on the web site they have a lot of resources for games 

and things like that I teach Which I feel it’s just the way to go with 

it 

 

90 Is there anything else you want to say about grammar?   

91 No, apart from the fact that I don’t teach it very well!  

92 I think you underestimate yourself there.  Thank you VERY much   

93 That’s ok, no problem.    
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1 Starting off, with tell us a bit about your class and your school  

2 So I’ve got a year three class and ah we are they are very mixed, 

mixed culturally as um the whole school is and we have four year 

three classes altogether and our school’s quite different because 

we do an immersion program so instead of them learning Chinese 

as a LOTE um subject they’re learning it through the teaching of 

other subjects. So they learn Chinese eight and a half hours a week 

and Maths Science Art are taught in Chinese so they have a 

Chinese teacher that comes in and teaches that for eight and a half 

hours a week.  So in a way that eight and a half hours becomes 

DOTT which I get sourced out to do other things, but I’m also losing 

a lot of time so a common thing that we’re finding is that grammar 

seems to be the first one out the door.  Because of that lack of 

time. So we’ve had to try and kind of knuckle our literacy block 

down a bit more so we can include grammar and spelling um 

although yeah, like I said, they are usually those first ones that get 

that kick because you know there’s reading and maths and those 

sorts of things. So the maths that gets taught in Chinese is the 

measurement and geometry strand, the rest is taught in English. 

 

3 Ok.  So how does that work with the kids?  Do they get it?    

4 Umm they pick it up, this is the first batch that’ve been doing 

Chinese immersion since kindy so they, their understanding of 

Chinese is very good.  They do understand the teacher when she’s 

speaking Chinese but at the same time they might not understand 

everything word for word, but they understand the concepts and 

that’s the whole point of it I guess in the end, they come away with 

the concepts and they’re not just memorizing whatever the 

teacher is teaching them.  A lot of visuals have to be used as well 

with the immersion.   
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5 How are they going with their maths concepts?  

6 So with their Maths, quite well actually cos a lot of it is just 

numbers in a way um we did at the beginning of the year they 

really went over it quite a bit in ah preparation for NAPLAN and our 

results for the NAPLAN in the measurement and the geometry 

strand were very good.  So they were very high.   

 

7 So they did the NAPLAN in English despite being taught in Chinese?  

8 That’s correct, yeah. But it’s not just, yeah, even though they’re 

taught in Chinese the,  that strand, we’re still going over it and 

trying to cover it in other things through our cross curricular 

learning so that if there are any holes, hopefully we are covering 

them up.  Same thing with science, so we’re integrate that into 

other learning so that kids that don’t understand the language 

don’t feel like they’re missing out. 

 

9 What happens when you get a new child to the the class?  

10 So I did, I did this year, who didn’t speak any English  

11 No English at all?    

12 Nope, very minimal, ummm,   

13 I was thinking about the kids who don’t speak any Chinese!  

14 Well a lot of kids don’t speak any Chinese coming here, they’re 

learning it through our program, a lot of the western students as 

well, I can say that a lot of the western students understand more 

than what I do and I’m an Asian background.  Umm I had a student 

who didn’t understand English coming here so he’s had to learn 

both languages, um  he’s picked up his English very well and 

through the visuals taught in Chinese…  he was able to, writing 

Chinese Characters is very visual so he was able to learn that along 

the way. 

 

15 What was his first language?  

16 SIngalese, so he was from Sri Lanka I believe.  
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17 Sri Lankan.  So he’s now got three languages?  

18 He’s moved actually now, he’s gone to an intensive language 

school, so, there  parents wanted him to stay but I think just for 

him to progress he would really need to have some basic English. 

 

19 So that’s um a very interesting and slightly different approach to it 

rather than having a specialist, so they are not only a specialist in 

the Chinese Language but they are also a specialist in that 

particular maths subject or Science subject. 

 

20 They’re more so they’re more so specialist in their language but 

they’re working together with classroom teachers to help plan 

programs for the other areas.  Yeah, so.  Because it’s very hard to 

find a Chinese specialist who’s also a specialist in Science, for 

example.  So yeah, a lot of hurdles but they’ve done really well.   

 

21 So these guys go on to study Chinese in high school?  

22 That’d be great if they did, we can’t, we don’t know if they would.  

23 It would be interesting to track them through.  

24 That’s right and because this is the first year, so now immersion 

goes to year four next year and we’ve got an extra year that the 

teachers have to plan for so they’ve never done a year 4 immersion 

plan before so it’s more learning for them 

 

25 So as that group goes up…  

26 Yeah, they are moving along with that cohort, that’s correct.  Yeah.  

So soon, in a couple of years, the whole school will be in the 

immersion program.  And we also do a trip to China every two 

years and we bring the kids, so I went this year, which was really 

fortunate and I went with the five sixes and I can really say that 

these kids in Year 3 understand it so much better than the five 

sixes do. So it will be interesting to see them go on the trip in the 

next two years.  And they do a home stay as well so 

 

27 Oh wow  
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28 Yeah it’s full on for two weeks during the holidays but they love it.  

29 Leaves our poor little camp at Busselton for dead!  

30 I know!  Different experiences isn’t it?  

31 Very different.  Ok, so my work in particular is about umm teachers 

and literacy, I’m a specialist literacy teacher at my school and um 

I’m investigating how teachers are teaching grammar and more 

importantly, what choices teachers make when they’re teaching it 

and the resources that you use and the thinking behind those 

resources , why do you choose what you do.  So I’ve got a whole lot 

of, a list of questions to guide us through all that.  So um, you hold 

beliefs in regard to teaching grammar? 

 

32 Yes  

33 And you’ve already mentioned that grammar is first out the door 

and you have to re-jig it when you haven’t got enough time,  

 

34 That’s right  

35 So why do you teach written grammar?  

36 Well a lot of the kids in this school are an EALD background, so 

their sentence structure is a big thing that comes up when its 

writing and from what I’ve studied before as well, when I did,  I 

was back with Grace Oakley, I looked into Bilingual education, how 

we can help teach EALD students better through the using their 

language and their sentence structure.  So um, given we don’t have 

a very big EALD program here, because the specialist only works 

with year 2 and below so the rest of it I’m doing myself, um, yes  so 

it’s just that the sentence structure is huge and I don’t think they 

really understand it because there are so many rules in English that 

are unwritten so even for native speakers um and yeah it’s a huge 

component in writing and I did the NAPLAN marking this year and I 

saw how much of an issue it was that it’s just students across the 

whole board. 
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37 So you’re a NAPLAN marker.  

38 Yep, I did NAPLAN marking yes for the first time this year and that 

was a great eye opener.  

 

39 It is, isn’t it?  

40 It is.  And you know what, I almost collapsed and died after those 

four weeks but it was worth it because that information you come 

away with is so valuable.  Yeah.   

 

41 OK.  So in your opinion, what constitutes good grammar teaching? 

You said that you teach it mainly because of the EALD kids… 

 

42 Oh, yes,  yeah, I think mainly so I think being able to integrate that.  

At this school we are quite big on James Fergusson so he is … just 

the fact that you’re able to make a common link through your 

literacy block and not just oh now we are doing grammar, then we 

do spelling, then we’ll go on to reading and writing and they are all 

detached, you want it to be a block that makes sense so if I’m 

starting out with, let’s say we’re looking at complex sentences 

we’re not just explicitly going ok, we’ve done complex sentences, 

now let’s go on to our reading and do something else for guided 

reading or something, you’re bringing that through your reading, 

so when we are doing our shared reading on Roald Dahl, we’re 

looking for complex sentences.  Then when we go onto our writing, 

we are using those complex sentences to write our narratives or 

write a description about something.  So I think that having that 

common thread is very important so that the transfer of learning 

can be made.  

 

43 Who’s this James Fergusson that you mentioned?    

44 Yes so I’m new to the school so this is my first year here, but he is 

apparently one of those literacy gurus that um we’re following.  

We’re following his kind of program, he comes and gives us 

professional development um pretty much every year and tells us, 
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his main thing is looking at Guided Reading and(starts looking 

through file) I’ve got his stuff somewhere and I just don’t know 

where I’ve put it, think it could be this one or no.  I can show you, 

I’ve got a book that he’s given us… But.  You’ve never heard of him 

have you?  

45 NO, that’s the first time his name has come up.    

46 He’s really into this PM, he’s helping us with our PM Benchmarks 

and those types of things. 

 

47 She’s gone into the cupboard now so she’s talking into the 

cupboard.. 

 

48 Oh sorry  

49 That’s alright ... (more rustling and flipping of files)  

50 Sorry, I can’t seem to find it.    

51 That’s alright I can look him up.  Is it a Nelson?  You’ve got Nelson 

Cengage there.  

 

52 Yeah,I know, we’ve got Nelson, he gave this to us,  but he’s the one 

that comes in and pretty much sets what our literacy goals are as a 

whole school. 

 

53 Oh so HE sets the literacy goals, not the school?  

54 He comes in and he looks at where we are at and then we set them 

together, so him and the leadership team do that together.  

 

55 So he does the data analysis?  

56 We do a lot of data analysis and he’ll come in and have a look at 

them and go over it and say, well you know, you should be aiming 

for this by the end of the year for your year threes.  So he’s a bit of 

a, a guide.  Just like I guess how we use Paul Swan for maths. 

 

57 So good grammar teaching you were saying goes right through 

your literacy block?   

 

58 It does, the fact that you are able to integrate that across all your 

learning, yeah across all the things the kids are learning, because I 
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know that we can go from saying oh, you need to ah, have an ‘an’ 

before a vowel and you just leave it there and move on so they’re 

not given the opportunity to use it and then to practice it so being 

able to draw that through. (talking to child at door)  

59 So tell me more about good grammar teaching.  

 Ah, I’m using Grammopolis which is on you-tube and I find that 

those videos, just ha, the kids love them.  They’ve got songs that 

come along with them and they’re very catchy, you hear kids 

singing them at recess and lunch time.  The animations are great, 

and they are children friendly.  At the same time, I’ve been able to 

find whatever I need on there as well with videos so if I’m teaching 

them the difference between, um in their homophones, the 

difference between their, they’re and there, they’ll have 

something like that up there, or um adverbs is a big one as well.  I 

know that some of the content is for upper primary which I used 

last year when I had year 5/6es and they loved it as well, but the 

fact that they’re colour coding, the adverbs are all blue, so the 

video is in blue and then if they are looking at adjectives they are 

all in red so if a red monster comes into the blue video you know 

its and adjective so that’s really helped me a lot with umm my 

resources.  Ahhh, sorry I forgot your question, I tend to go… 

 

60 Umm, good grammar teaching  

61 Ah yes, so being able to relate it to other things as well as have the 

children entertained and want to learn more about it.  It doesn’t 

come as a, its’s not, I don’t want them to think of it as just rules all 

the time. 

 

62 But usage as well.  So um, do you think its beneficial to the students 

writing, can you see progress with their work? 

 

63 Yes, I can, I definitely can.  Um.  Students are… When we’re 

focussing for that day on the writing of complex sentences, they 
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know then where to put the comma and that they have to start it 

with a conjunction,  things like that, so they become more aware of 

what they need to remember as we’re transferring it through and 

then the next day when we go and revisit it,  we might say, lets 

mark someone’s work and say, highlight all the adjectives you can 

see or highlight all the verbs um, etc 

64 So you are actually relating it back all the time.  So, umm, do you 

think you teach grammar well? 

 

65 I um, I think given the time constraints, I haven’t been able to do it 

to the best of my ability.  Last year, when I was teaching at Carlisle 

Primary School, they also umm have a big EALD background and 

also Aboriginal Students at the school and I noticed that that made 

a big difference as well in their writing. 

 

66 What is, you mentioned Grammopolis, and the James Fergusson 

approach, what else is helping you to do it well, or what is getting 

in the way? 

 

67 Um, I mean I use the grammar scope and sequence as well.  I think 

what is the struggle is the fact that there are things out there, but I 

don’t think you know if you look at the curriculum, it’s not as, 

there’s not much focus on it, I tend to find, as in, we’re really all up 

into reading and writing and maths and all those different strands, 

but grammar it seems like a lot of people tend not to look at it as 

being that important.   

 

68 Why do you think that is?  

69 I think because there’s not enough out there for us,  

70 In terms of support?  Or…  

71 Ahhh, yep, because a lot of PDs don’t have anything to do with 

grammar, they are all guided reading sessions or how to 

incorporate ICT into your classroom, but there’s nothing really ever 

on grammar.  And I think that comes down to the fact that either 
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we’re assuming kids come in and already know that, or if they 

don’t, the EALD specialists will take care of it.  Which isn’t the case, 

because the kids that are native speakers, might have trouble as 

well.   

72 Did you get much grammar teaching in your uni days?  

73 Umm, see I’m struggling to remember now.  My memory can’t be 

that bad!  I feel that there wasn’t much of a focus.  We did spelling, 

with the words their way, we looked at that, we but because I did 

the Masters it was only two years so I think that was the first thing 

out the door for them, but I can’t recall there being any emphasis 

on it, or too much emphasis on it. 

 

74 So can you just briefly outline a typical lesson where you would 

teach a grammar concept? 

18.06 

75 Yeah, so umm, let’s say, here, so I had my learning objective for the 

week was identifying the different verbs to describe characters and 

settings.  I did this leading up to an author visit we were going to 

have with Briony Stuart and her book was “Here in the Garden” 

and that had a lot of verbs in it so I wanted them to learn the verbs 

of actions, saying, thinking, feeling and relating so on Monday, we 

did a brainstorm of all the verbs on the board and we categorised 

them into action, saying, thinking and feeling verbs and after that 

we copied them onto butcher paper and then we did our reading, 

our shared reading of Roald Dahl and we were looking at picking 

out  verbs.  And we were saying Well that verb, well what kind of 

verb is that? And then adding that to the list.  So that was our 

reading session.  And then we were looking at  Ooh, which verbs 

are used the most? Or which ones are the easiest to use and we 

came up with the fact that relating is always the hardest one umm 

and then through that, they were then able to, with that brains 

storm chart with their writing they were able to enhance their 
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writing when they were describing their characters with those 

verbs.  Um, yeah.   

76 Ok and, you mentioned some school plans for teaching grammar?  

77 So we, no we don’t, I’ve only done plans myself that I’ve shared 

with the year threes.  Ah, school wise, it’s also not really 

emphasised (whispering) we really focussed on reading and guided 

reading. 

 

78 So you don’t have a school scope and sequence that you follow?  

79 (rustling papers) umm, yeah, it’s only been my first year here, I’m 

sure they’ve got one somewhere but I think because they prefer us 

to work collaboratively so it’s up to us to share that amongst 

ourselves 

 

80 So rather than having it dictated from above, you’ve actually got to 

do that harder thinking yourself? So tell me about this grammar 

schedule. 

 

81 Yes, I’ll write one for the term and I have distributed this to the 

other year three classes so that we’re all you know if we’ve got an 

event coming up like Briony Stuart “Here in the Garden” we try and 

tie it in at the same time.  Umm and it’s for Monday to Thursday 

and what will happen is every day it will be different.  So on 

Mondays you do your build up work and on Tuesdays you continue 

to do your build up work so it starts off without written work yet 

and then gradually it goes to the worksheet by the end of the 

week, or some sort of assessment, a formative assessment , and 

you know, they’re able to create board games using whatever they 

learn, umm, yeah and things usually  with grammar its things we 

like to put up around the classroom, so they are making pop sticks 

for their adverbs and verbs and we’ve made suffix spiders before 

where we’re having paper plates, so a lot of Craft activity I like to 

incorporate because I can’t do craft with them now given they 
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have immersion so the hands on and the visual helps them a lot.  

Which is like Grammar Magic which has got the colours that 

coordinate with parts of speech.   

82 So what is Grammar Magic?  

 So Grammar Magic is, I’m not too familiar with Grammar Magic, I 

know there is a teacher in year 5 who uses that and she’s got, like 

I’ve got, you know, the pronouns all in blue and my adjectives all in 

red.  According to Grammar Magic there’s specific colours that you 

use and if we did a whole school approach you’d know straight 

away with what colours are what part of speech and I think that 

would be a great thing to look at for the future, but it’s just getting 

everybody on board, you know we’ve got a huge school, we’ve got 

680 kids here.   

 

83 Oh wow, that’s huge!  And how many teachers?    

84 I don’t know … laughs   

85 Hundreds by the sound of things. Yeah, we’ve got just under 500 

and about 25 teachers, so you’d be up around the thirty, thirty five 

mark.  So there’s no school plans to direct how you teach, you just 

collaborate with your year,  

 

86 Now,  if you spoke to another teacher who’s been here for a while, 

she could probably say that there were plans, but given I’ve just 

com in this year, I haven’t been aware of anything.   

 

87 Normally if you were new in the school, they would say “Here’s the 

plans’ 

 

88 you would think so yeah but I didn’t really receive anything  

89 Making it up as you’re going along!  

90 Yeah I’ve been on the back foot and I’ve taken what I’ve done last 

year and worked well for me, but once again the time constraints 

are really hard for me now, yep.   

 

91 Oh the time of having the kids in the classrooms.   
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92 Yeah because I lose an additional four hours that I would usually 

have with them so that four hours is you know, almost a day.  But 

so, that’s ok. 

 

93 Ok, so you’ve mentioned some resources like umm the grammar 

magic and Grammopolis, what do you do if you come across a 

grammar concept or a term that you don’t know? 

 

94 Oh. I’m always onto Google, so I’m onto Google, I’ve got a 

grammar dictionary that I got from, something like that yeah, I got 

from the library.  I’ve got Grammar Magic as well because 

Grammar Magic has a lot of those activities which can help kids.  I 

haven’t really used a lot of it because I find it’s quite old fashioned 

and I prefer something a bit more interactive, like the videos that 

the kids enjoy.  I try and make it as hands on as possible.    

 

95 Umm, how would you rate your own grammar knowledge?  

96 May be, umm, I don’t’ know three and a half?  I’d like to think that 

I spot the mistakes.   

 

97 So you’re aware of where you make mistakes?    

98 Yes, and I’m aware of when other teachers make mistakes 

(giggling). 

 

99 Have you had formal grammar training at all?  Teaching?    

100 NO.  No.    

101 What was your life before you became a teacher?  

102 Architecture.  So I did my undergrad in Architecture, no grammar 

there… 

 

103 The grammar of buildings! They have their own language.    

104 Yeah, I dunno, I think it was just… I came out of primary school and 

just, it just clicked with me.  Whereas I think with a lot of other 

kids, it just could have been the fact that if they were native they 

had the colloquial language, or if they were EALD they didn’t really 

get it and they needed to be retaught, umm, but in saying that, I 
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wasn’t the best English speaker but I picked it up quite well.. 

105 So English is your second language?  

106 English would be my first now.  It was (my second language) when I 

was in Year 1 , year 2,  

 

107 It was your second language when you were in year two.  So you 

speak Chinese at home?   

 

108 Cantonese, I speak Cantonese at home.  Now that’s my second 

language, but it’s not the greatest.   

 

109 It’s the use it or lose it principal.    

110 Exactly.   

111 So you use your grammar dictionary, which I will take a photo of 

later, umm what do you consistently rely on when you teach 

grammar?  What resources do you consistently rely on? 

 

112 Um, I’m using the internet a lot so because like I said, with the 

books there’s nothing up to date that provides interactive activities 

where I don’t have to be photocopying lots of things.  And I don’t 

want worksheets.  Our school doesn’t believe in worksheets.  So 

I’m really looking for a lot of more oral activities and hands on as I 

said.  So a lot of that is on the internet, videos, Grammopolis and 

I’m just using my own ideas to come up with things with the craft, 

you know the suffix spiders and what not.  And I know on 

Pinterest, they’ve got quite a few things there as well.  Yeah I’m 

not great at using it but I do find there’s a few things there.  Yeah 

so the internet is really my go to.   

 

113 So there’s the internet…  

114 As well as my scope and sequence to look at what I need to cover.   

115 The scope and sequence from the curriculum?    

116 Yeah   

117 And you’re using the SCASA version?  

118 Yes  
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119 Ok, so you are following those, you’ve said that your school hasn’t 

stipulated any resources, do you know what your library collection 

is like?  With grammar?  

 

120 Umm, when I went and had a look, there were a few books.  Like I 

said there’s a lot of the Grammar Magic in there, there’s grammar I 

can’t remember what it’s called, yeah they do have books there a 

lot of them are worksheets though, they have worksheets in them. 

 

121 And work sheets are not good..  

122 Umm well not in the direction that I want to go in.  And I find them 

more time consuming as well,  and I don’t have the paper for it. 

 

123 So you’ve got a limited paper budget.    

124 Yeha  

125   So when you teach you basically let them get it orally and then 

work towards… 

 

126 RECORDING ENDS.    
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Informed Choices Grammar Interview Transcript 
Teacher 4 12/9/16  

TURN TEXT CODE 
1.  Okay, so let’s focus on talking about grammar, did you get a 

chance to read the information sheet, I’m asking you 
questions that are very similar to the survey, you can stop at 
any time,  
If you can sign that for me, name .  So what year is this? 

 

2.  It is ... a very funny little classroom, it’s a four five split, I’ve 
got 35 kids in here only three of them are year fours.  So I 
call it a year 5 class with three very clever year fours who 
can do year five work.   

 

3.  So you’ve got mostly fives  

4.  Yup and they’re, um, mostly a beautiful class but I’ve got 
those two boys that monopolise an awful lot of my time.   

 

5.  I just find that so unfair for the other kids.  

6.  Yeah I did that pie chart up on the board, I was so fed up 
one day that I put a pie chart up on the board, and I said “ 
Conan, you are the blue section of the pie, you take up this 
much of my time every day, and Jack, you are the red 
section of the pie, and now we have to fit 33 children into 
the green section of the pie and they get a sliver of that pie 
every day, so that every time that one of them is 
monopolizing my time I’ll just “you are eating too much of 
this classroom pie right now boys” 

 

7.  Good, good visual for them. Also, it reminds them of the 
impact of their behaviour because its all about me and they 
have to get along with the rest of the world. 

 

8.  Yes, that’s exactly right.   

9.  Okay so on with the questions.  So the research is around the 
resources that you use when you are teaching written 
grammar and part of that is also about your beliefs, 
definitions and what you do when you teach written 
grammar.  So I’m going to start with the second question 
first and we’ll come back to number one later on, which is 
about the beliefs that you hold in regards to written 
grammar.  So the first question is do you teach it? 

 

10.  I do teach it, I don’t teach it as frequently as I should 
though. I find that sometimes I’ll intersperse it throughout 
my writing lessons or sometimes I’ll even catch myself 
correcting a student’s grammar in their writing in their 
written work and I’ll think, Lauren, you can’t  you haven’t 
taught them that yet, how are they to know and then I’ll get 
the kid up and I’ll say, well actually this is what you should 
be doing um but I’ll be honest, I don’t teach it as much as I 
should.  I feel like often grammar and punctuation get put 
on the back burner with me a little bit.  And I do teach 
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writing a lot, frequently as I love to teach writing, but 
grammar and punctuation are at the point of need, which is 
very naughty of me. 

11.  Why do you say it’s very naughty of you?    
12.  Umm because I know I should be teaching it more regularly 

because it is a crucial part of their writing as a process it’s a 
crucial component of their writing that they should be 
aware of  and we have these discussions a  lot at phase 
meetings where we say we need to crack it down to the 
very fundamentals of writing which is their grammar and 
their punctuation and their sentence structure before we 
can get them to write long winded expositions but because 
I’m such a lover of writing I think that that gets passed onto 
my kids quite a lot and they become lovers of writing and 
we get straight into the big scary stuff straight away um so I 
think that’s why I say its naughty because I skip over that a 
little bit, and I think that the trap I fall into as a year five 
teacher is that sometimes I think that they already know 
that, they already know about umm, sentence structure, 
they already know about figurative language, they’ve 
already learned all that in the early years so I don’t have to 
worry about that, so I’ll fall into the trap of saying to them, 
‘Right, let’s put a really, really strong verb or a really strong 
metaphor into this sentence and the kids are going, “what 
on earth is she talking about”” and I think that’s why I say its 
naughty. 

 

13.  Yeah  

14.  Yeah   

15.  Umm do you think that it needs to be explicitly taught?  

16.  I think everything needs to be explicitly taught because I’m a 
big believer in the explicit teaching model, I believe that 
every skill needs to be explicitly taught and furthermore, I 
think every skill needs to be explicitly taught in isolation but 
I’m also a realist and I know that that can’t be done all the 
times so I know that some things need to be blended 
together.  Um , but yes, I do think it needs to be explicitly 
taught.  Absolutely.   

 

17.  So what in, in your words, what is good grammar teaching?  

18.  Um I think good grammar teaching is step by step, so for 
example I would, I did a unit on figurative language earlier 
on this term and it was on, it was on, recognising the 
meaning behind metaphors and similes in pop culture.  And 
I would never have expected them to just dwelve straight 
into that lesson, where I’ve seen a lot of teachers, albeit 
brilliant teachers, who have gone right, we’re gonna do a 
lesson on what is a metaphor, what is a simile, where can 
we find them in pop culture, what do they mean, all in one 
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hour.  And I think that that’s unrealistic.  Where I would split 
that into about four different lessons um  so to me good 
teaching in grammar is knocking it right down to the very, 
very basic skills so I would do Umm, you know, what is a 
metaphor and what is a simile and spend a whole lesson 
with just focussing on that.  So okay let’s find metaphors 
and similes in songs and commercials and spend a whole 
hour on that.  Now let’s decided whether they are 
metaphors or similes OK and now let’s decipher the 
meaning and spend a whole lesson on how to decipher the 
meaning and understanding writing it down in their own 
words.  Does that make sense?   

19.  Yes, yes, so are you thinking that grammar is beneficial to 
students writing? 

 

20.  Yes I do, but I think that they forget it very easily, I think that 
they that’s the trap that you fall into when teaching it in 
isolation, you think that they think okay well great I know 
what this is, I know what figurative language is etc I know 
how to structure a sentence but then you can test them on 
that, and then you can you know give them critical feedback 
and then you think yep this kid has got it and then you read 
their narratives and its completely lacking in everything 
you’ve taught them and that’s where I suppose it would be 
beneficial to teach them at the point of need.   

 

21.  Okay, so um you touched a little bit on the way that you feel 
about how you teach grammar and you said that you don’t 
do it enough but when you do do it, do you think you do it 
well?   

 

22.  Yeah I do.  

23.  Why?  

24.  Because I love to read and I love to write and I think that is 
something that I am genuinely passionate about and 
something that I am genuinely knowledgeable about.  I 
know my content, so I do think that I teach it well, also, with 
things like writing and with things like grammar and with 
things like punctuation whatever, painful eye roll when they 
hear the word, so I like to keep it contextual s I’ll often 
umm, especially with grammar and punctuation I’ll often 
use a lot of pop culture, I’ll often use a lot of books that they 
like so I think that I do teach it well because I keep it 
relevant and I do know my content.  And that’s one area, 
writing, really any area of English, I’m very confident in my 
ability to teach it. In fact, Um, Jan had actually shown one of 
my lessons at a good practice PD that  earlier this term that 
same video was shown to teachers at Falcon Primary School 
and tht was that grammar lesson.   

 

25.  So when you are saying “books that they like and pop  
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culture’ which books and what do you do with the books?  
26.  So with the books that they like, they love the Dr Seuss 

books, so I’ll use a lot of the Dr Seuss Books and if we are 
reading, like they are right into their Roald Dahl, the Andy 
Griffiths  so if they are reading something like that, that is 
more of the point of need where I’ll stop it, and they can 
reflect on what they have just read and how that is relevant 
to what they have been learning or what I’ve been three 
weeks ago, what I’ve talked about in their last grammar 
lesson so that s where I use the books and videos and 
commercials often um I like to make mash ups and I’ll play 
those up on the screen and they can, so I’ll make a mash up 
on my i-pad and just, that’s more for figurative language 
than anything else, so not really for anything other than 
figurative language but it’s the best tool to use because they 
actually learn because it is relevant and interesting 

 

27.  Okay, so, you’ve also been talking about the what you do 
whilst you teaching, could you just talk me through a typical 
grammar lesson if you have such a thing? 

 

28.  Yeah so um like I said before, I follow the EI model so what 
we will do is we’ll start with the introduction, what are we 
learning today? How is this relevant, how is it going to help 
me in the real world?  Then we’ll go on to our warm up and 
with my warm up in any subject, I’ll just screen grab the last 
thing that we learned and the kids just need to recite it and 
they need to remember it.  And then we will go on to the I 
Do part of the lesson where I’ll model it for them, so let’s 
say  they for example, were learning about metaphors and 
similes because we were just talking about that lesson, so 
we are learning about how to unravel the meaning behind a 
simile or a metaphor, I will pull up the sentence or the lyric 
or whatever it was and I will decipher it for the children and 
I will unravel it for the children and I will explain my thinking 
behind that then I’ll get then to do the next one with me, or 
I’ll get them to do it as partners and relay that back to me 
and give them that critical feedback and then they will do it 
on their own and I will go around and check that they have 
all grasped the concept of it .Then at the end we will share 
our thinking, we will share our learning and we will go back 
to the warm up and go back to the outcome and see if they 
are all confident that they have grasped that outcome.   

 

29.  So that and that’s using the John Fleming style of explicit 
instruction model isn’t it? 

 

30.  Ahah, yeah Which I’m a really big fan off,   

31.  And when you say that you explain your thinking, are you 
using like the Think aloud talk? 

 

32.  Yeah and I use a lot of non-examples, and I never try to trick  
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them with non-examples, Ill specifically say to them, ‘this is 
wrong, what I am about to say is incorrect, so if I was 
incorrect I might say this but ‘ so I’ll use a lot of non-
examples too which I have found, especially with this class, 
help, it makes a substantial difference using non-examples, 
because they think “ah, I know what the wrong answer is 
now.  I know the right answer and I know the wrong answer 
and I don’t just know the right answer.’   

33.  So there is a lot of explicitness not only in what you are 
teaching but also in what expected, what is being expected 
of them as well? 

 

34.  Yeah, exactly.    

35.  IS there anything stopping you or helping you to teach 
grammar well 

 

36.  I must admit I only use one resource for teaching grammar.  
We have some good little books in the library and I know, 
they only have like black line masters in them which I am 
not a crazy fan of, I don’t think that the black line masters 
um really help the kids so  think that a lack of resources 
sometimes contributes and I must admit that sometimes, 
we have a really, really thorough scope and sequence for 
grammar and punctuation at our school and I’ll look at what 
is next and I’ll think, that sounds difficult, how am I going to 
teach them that, and I’ll have to scour the internet for an 
hour trying to because for me, just giving them a worksheet 
isn’t good enough, it’s not, it’s a boring lesson, it’s boring for 
me to teach, it’s boring for them to be a part of it needs to 
be all or nothing and I find that with every other subject this 
school has amazing resources and I can top in to those 
resources and online I’m signed up to an amazing resources, 
but grammar and punctuation I struggle a little bit, because 
I have to – this sounds lazy- I have to, the only way to give 
that lesson the wow factor is to put in hours of my own time 
to make a mash up video, or to pull something up off the 
internet or to find an awesome funny piece of poetry to 
read to them or something like that.  That’s my road block I 
think 

 

37.  So the road block is the resources?    

38.  Yeah and you know what, not just the resources at this 
school, because I’ve worked now at three amazing schools 
and um, I’ve never really come across and amazing resource 
to teach grammar to be honest.  I use brain pop which I 
have also nicknamed brain dead because it does the 
teaching for you but the kids love it, they absolutely love it 
and there is so much on there for grammar and punctuation 
honestly its incredible and um the kids engage when you 
show them a video as a warm up, they learn and they listen 
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so that’s my go to resources and other than that I am 
stumped for resources I have to create them myself, woe is 
me. 

39.  Ok So well come back to this bit about resources, this school 
plan that you’ve got there, you  use it to direct the way that 
you teach grammar is that correct? 

 

40.  I use it the way that its set out, it’s got all the year levels and 
what I do is I use it as an indicator, what I should be 
teaching with them, so for example, um, .....conjunction are 
used to join clauses in a sentence, there are three distinct 
types of sentences... um... adjectives enhance the meaning 
of sentences and can be used to express ideas and 
information, positively and negatively.  I use that as, and I 
convert it into a lesson outcome.  That will go for a whole 
week for me because I know a lot of teachers will go ‘I can 
teach that in a day’, but I don’t think that it’s a quality 
lesson, I think that you’d need to teach that in a week so I 
basically you know even “to support students to identify 
redundant phrases in their writing to improve clarity and 
meaning”.  That is something that I would spend a whole 
week on and then I would get them to explicitly understand 
what redundant working is and all the kids would do it and 
use that language in my own writing lessons, like when we 
were reviewing someone’s writing, I would say you have 
used redundant writing in here, there is redundant working 
in here, you need to use a modifier on this particular word.  
So I use it more than anything, I use it as kind of a map I 
suppose but again I’ve got a its good because it’s got 
everything there, every dot point everything that we need 
to look at teaching them that particular term so it’s useful I 
suppose to go back and go tick tick tick, oh dear I haven’t 
mentioned that or touched on that this term.  I should go 
back and look at more next term.   

 

41.  So getting back to the resources, if you come across a 
grammar term or a concept that you don’t know, or don’t 
know how to teach it, what do you do. 

 

42.  I am, and this has happened to me a few times I have gone 
online and figured my stuff out and read up on it and then 
gone on to you tube.  I think you tube is a life saver when it 
comes to teaching grammar um and I will look at how 
others have taught it.  Ill also engage in professional 
discussions with all the teachers in here, they are all 
amazing, and I’ll say to them have you done a lesson on this, 
how do you go about doing it, I’m clueless and I don’t know 
what to do, and I’ll get advice on from them, but most of 
the time I’ll just use, Google is my best friend and I’ll go and 
look it up , but for the most part though I am pretty 
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confident with, I know my content with all of this stuff so for 
the most part I just need to look at what I have to teach and 
I know that and I know how to teach it, I’ve just got to find a 
way to make it interesting and that’s my main road block, 
making it interesting for them.   

43.  So, preferred resources.  You’ve got this, which is the school 
resource, you’ve mentioned Google and Brain-pop, do you 
have any other resources that you use? 

 

44.  No, I make my own resources a lot of the time, I use I movie 
to make resources quite a lot, or I will umm, I make my own 
quite a lot of the time.  If I really need to scrape the barrel 
and I can’t find anything, I’ll find a worksheet for them and 
we’ll go through and do the worksheet together, but these 
kids hate worksheets and I hated worksheets when I was at 
school as well so if I really need to scrape the barrel I’ll 
google pronoun worksheets. 

 

45.  So, um the school doesn’t have any stipulated resources 
apart from this? 

 

46.  It does it has some useful resources but they’re all black line 
masters, and I could get a black line master off of the 
internet so there is no point in me going borrowing out a 
book when I can get one off the computer and the kids will 
probably like the one off the computer more.  

 

47.  And also, when you are going “what is a complex, 
compound sentence” so you use the internet rather than a 
grammar guide?  

 

48.  I use the internet yeah.  I wouldn’t even know where to get 
a grammar guide to be honest, isn’t that awful? 

 

49.  No, it’s not awful, it’s normal.  When you are teaching, do 
the words ‘mentor text’ mean anything to you?  Do you 
teach from mentor texts?  I’ll just describe it, Its where you 
have you take a piece of text, like from Tim Winton’s Blue 
Back and you and your looking at metaphor, teeth as big as 
pegs, eyes as big as a golf ball, do you use those types of 
things? 

 

50.  Aw yeah, absolutely, all of the time.  So Specific types of 
texts you mean?  U 

 

51.  Or literature and poetry... you mentioned that you’d find a 
funny poem to engage them but do you use literature that 
you are reading to them in the class? 

 

52.  NO I don’t I will use literature that I am familiar with that I 
can think ‘oh yes, there is plenty of that in that book, or 
there is plenty of that in that book,’ but no not literature 
that we are using in the class.  We have a class book that we 
are reading for 15 minutes 5 x per week and that’s an 
opportunity for the kids who are confident readers to show 
off their skills and read out loud in front of the class, but I 
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kind of at that point, I think, Ooh I need to stop them 
because at that point that is a really good example of this, 
or that was a really good example of that, ummm, then I’ll 
stop myself and go no they’re getting into the groove of 
what the story is trying to tell them so I won’t interrupt their 
reading right now but I should more often I think.   

53.  I think it would make use of another source of information 
instead of having to go and find it, you might find it actually 
easier and less time consuming  

 

54.  Yeah, yeah, you’re probably right  
55.  So leaping back to the first question now, it’s about 

definitions of grammar if you had to give a definition of 
written grammar to a parent, what would you say? 

 

56.  Ohhh, that’s a hard one!   Let me just think for a moment... 
If I was put on the spot I wouldn’t know what to say, but I’d 
probably say, umm, the I don’t know, it’s almost like,  the 
correct recipe to the  good, a good text I suppose, I don’t 
know, I just don’t know.   

 

57.  It’s hard isn’t it?   

58.  Yeah it is!    

59.  Okay, while we’re thinking about definitions of grammar, 
this (SHHPS Scope and Sequence) is based on the Schools 
Curriculum and Standards Authority, SCASA and that is 
based on ACARA.  Do you, are you familiar with the ACARA 
definitions of what grammar is 

 

60.  NO, I’m not.  I wouldn’t know to be honest.  I’m familiar 
with the Year 5 outcomes and strands and sub-strands for 
grammar and for English, um know, I’m not familiar with the 
actual definition of grammar according to ACARA. 

 

61.  OK are you familiar with the types of grammar that are 
within, and it’s ok to say you are not. 

 

62.  No.  Do you mean, when you say the types of grammar do 
you mean No, no, the answers no.   

 

63.  Well within the new curriculum that we’ve been using these 
last couple of years, these 6 years now, um it’s an 
amalgamation.  The traditional grammar and something 
called systemic functional grammar which is more about 
language in use and language use changing in terms of 
context, purpose and audience and that’s where the 
functionality of it comes in and part of my research is 
looking at how that is made apparent in the syllabus 
because we actually have to know it.  A lot of people look at 
that and go Ergh look at the curriculum and go ‘Noun 
phrases!  What on Earth are those?’ especially if they have 
only had the traditional grammar that we have always had.  
So don’t feel, you are no orphan there, I often get that 
response, and in terms of your own grammar knowledge, 
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you’ve said that youre confident with writing and things,  
64.  I am yeah, as a writer I am very confident, but it’s funny as a 

teacher, when I’ve been teaching these concepts to the 
children, I’ve been thinking ‘oh that’s what it’s called’ 
because you forget about it don’t you.  So as a writer I am 
very confident in my written ability and I know that I do use 
the conventions correctly, but to put a name to them, I’ve 
used correct verb tense there – I don’t think I could do that, 
I could now that I’ve taught it  but as I teach it I think, ‘oh I 
do that, of course I do that’ you know putting an actual 
name to it is a little bit more difficult. 

 

65.  So you are more consciously – sorry unconsciously 
competent as a writer you can do it, but as   

 

66.  That’s right, exactly.    

67.  So is there anything else you want to talk to me, you want 
to tell me about how you teach grammar? And what you 
use when you teach it?   

 

68.  Umm, no, not at all, not off the top of my head.  I feel I’ve 
talked your back ear off  

 

69.  This has been very enlightening and um different to other 
wise I’ve done, but I think it’s a generational difference.  But 
it’s also really nice to know that somebody I know, 
somebody I taught is actually doing it well.  So I’ll say thank 
you and we’ll stop there.   
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Informed Choices Grammar Interview Transcript 
Teacher 5  LMN School  05/11/16  Recording 37 11 minutes 51 seconds 
TURN TEXT CODE 

1 Well Hello, Teacher 5, and welcome,  this research  is about um 

how teachers teach grammar and the resources that they use when 

they’re teaching grammar so that’s what the questions are going to 

be around.  You do know at any time you can stop the interview, 

you can withdraw from the interview, and there’s no penalty, no 

shame etc etc etc, and we have signed the form. Ok, so part of 

research is around the beliefs that teachers hold in regards to 

teaching written grammar and the explanations for those beliefs so 

… why, to get to that, why do you… uh why do you teach written 

grammar? 

 

2 (There are) some things that children seem to gain automatically 

through listening to correct model for(m)s themselves but there 

are other aspects of grammar that do need formal teaching, 

modelling, demonstration to improve their means of 

communication, their ability to communicate in the written form. 

 

3 So , you’ve mentioned some things about explicit teaching there, 

what would you consider to be good grammar teaching?  

 

4 Good grammar teaching would be um particularly with younger or 

primary school aged children enabling them to perhaps use cards 

with aspects of grammar, and they, just playing little games where 

they would move around, holding the cards, reading sentences 

out, restructuring them umm good grammar teaching, yeah it has 

to be hands on, it can’t be boring and repetitive and just say ten 

sentences there are some good grammar programs around 

grammar magic is one of them .  Good grammar teaching must be 

in context of what they are doing, so whatever they are doing in 

their guided reading or even their HASS, so whatever you 

emphasize can be integrated throughout the day, refocussed on 

umm  
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5 So umm, do you think that teaching grammar explicitly is beneficial 

to student writing? 

 

6 Without doubt.  To me it’s essential.  

7 Why is that?  

8 Because there are rules of grammar that may not be, it may not be 

automatic to some children if it hasn’t been taught explicitly.  

Definitely I believe in it and I know that the current young teachers 

came through when it wasn’t taught and they are having a lot of 

trouble. 

 

9 When you teach grammar do you think you do it well?.  

10 I think I have improved over the years there was a time where it 

was deemphasized and I went along with the administrative 

philosophy that was that it was to be done as whole language and 

not so formal, like because I was fortunate enough to have a 

specific grammar teacher in primary school used to be invited in to 

teach us grammar luckily I’ve always I’ve always had that at the 

back of my mind that its necessary, Umm I think I do it, it’s much 

more interesting now because we’ve got the smart boards and the 

apps and the tablets and we can do so many wonderful stimulating 

exciting hands-on ways of getting it across to children and also 

with the big influx of EALD students and having an EALD teacher, 

it’s made us all, as teachers, so much more tuned in to how 

important it is, because when we get these students and we realise 

that they mix their words up and how that conveys a different 

meaning and when we speak to them in English we have to really 

think carefully of how we order our words and you know all the 

different nuances of meaning that you can have, I think it’s much 

more significant now, and of course now we’ve got the Australian 

Curriculum emphasising it with the um, functional grammar know 

which was new to a lot of people, including myself.   
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11 So I don’t need to ask you the questions of do you know what the 

grammar of the National Curriculum?  Because you’ve already said 

it, its functional grammar.  What is, what is, what’s preventing you, 

if you don’t think you teach grammar well, what is preventing you 

from teaching it well, or what do you think helps you teach 

grammar well?  Double banger question there 

 

12 Ok, well I think in a lot of cases it can be the knowledge, definitely, 

and umm, there’s been a few good reference books recommended 

by people with expertise in this area that if teachers come across 

something they don’t know about, if they have the resource ready 

at hand, that they can quickly pick up or they can say to the 

children let’s find this out together. Um yes, a lot of times teachers 

avoid teaching certain things that they don’t feel confident about 

and that can definitely be the case with grammar.  But at the 

moment I’ve got the philosophy of there is so much to know in 

grammar, I feel that I have a reasonable knowledge umm but I still 

need to learn more, so I don’t mind being with the children and 

discovering things because it actually adds to the enjoyment of it 

where they get interested in words, I find that they do actually end 

up enjoying it. 

 

13 So umm, can you briefly outline a lesson where you would teach 

grammar, if you’ve done it recently or is that just too hard.  It is 

Saturday.  No, alright, moving on, are there any school plans that 

direct how grammar is taught in your school? 

 

14 We have adapted the Dyslexia Speld Foundation umm scope and 

sequence for grammar which is based on the Australian Curriculum 

and we refer to that.  We did have our own which wasn’t in line 

with the Australian Curriculum years ago, guide there are some 

aspects area of the school that have bought texts that are written 

in line with the new curriculum and they refer to those. 
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15 So are they student texts or   

16 Oh, they’ve actually bought yeah multiple copies for the children to 

work in. 

 

17 So work books  

18 Yeah, that’s what I meant.  Yeah, I don’t tend to use those at all I 

don’t really  I don’t really like that idea but yeah as a reference 

book they can be handy. 

 

19 So that’s one of those things that goes on the booklists and   

20 For some yeah they’ve been allowed to.  We’ve got a new um 

we’ve had a new Principal for a year and he may not agree with 

that so we’ll see what happens there. 

 

21 I didn’t think they were allowed to put text books on anymore.  So If 

you come across a umm concept in written grammar that you don’t 

understand, what do you do? 

 

22 Um I think it’s ‘grammatically’, the website I think it’s called 

grammatically? 

 

23 Or “Grammarly”?  

24 that’s the one , Grammarly, that’s the one I tend to look up, I 

always look it up because I’ve had to read teacher’s reports and 

I’ve found the need to check on grammar at various times  

 

25 So are there any umm you rely on ‘Grammarly’, what do you find 

useful about that site? 

 

26 Well the fact that it has sometimes alternatives and what is the 

more acceptable alternative, and what’s acceptable in formal 

presentation, like a report versus what’s acceptable in speech.  It’s 

clearly set out and it’s easy to follow and it’s usually very helpful.  

And I know we’ve got grammar check on the computers, but 

they’re not always accurate so you do need to have a knowledge or 

look it up in a text. 

 

27 Especially if you’ve got your language set to American English  
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rather than Australian English.  OK, umm has has your school 

stipulated any resources that the teachers must use?   

28 No, not compulsory, they’ve given them a variety of ones that they 

can select from.  

 

29 Can you off your head tell me what they are?  No?  No she’s brain 

dead that’s okay.  Umm do you have, you’ve mentioned 

‘Grammarly’, so do you have any resources that you use to inform 

your knowledge of grammar separate to ‘Grammarly’ any text 

books,  

 

30 Umm there are some BeverlyDere-wianka books, I can never 

remember the titles of them.  

 

31 Derevianka, “A New Grammar Guide”, (Recording Jumps)that’s 

Petaa, that’s kind of on your shelf and  

 

32 I used to have First Aid to English, oh a lot of them apply, but 

they’ve been new additions, that’s what I meant to say  

 

33 So the hardest question of all is “If a parent came to you and asked 

you what is grammar, what would you say to them, how would you 

define grammar?” 

 

34 Its rules, in standard Australian English , best helps to convey the 

message to the reader in parts of speech, essential for all reading 

and writing activities, the meaning of the whole sentence can be 

totally misconstrued and that becomes more and more apparent 

when we talk to the EA students particularly … (recording jumps) if 

we don’t follow standard Australian English Grammar and we fall 

into the patterns that are Australian culture 

 

35 Idioms  

36 Idioms yeah  

37 Australian is a very idiomatic language.  Ok, that’s it, a very short 

one and that’s ok.   
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Informed Choices Grammar Interview Transcript 
Teacher 6  070916  Recording 26.   
TURN TEXT CODE 

1 So I’m going to ask questions that rely to the online survey in very 

general ways, and what I am going to do with this information 

afterwards is collate it all and then look at what teachers are 

actually using when they are teaching grammar to inform their 

teaching.  There is a lot of information out there at the moment 

about teachers not knowing grammar so it’s like well what are you 

actually doing?  So starting with the second question first, what 

beliefs do teachers hold in regard to teaching written grammar and 

what are the explanations for those beliefs, so why do you teach 

written grammar? 

 

2 Well we you teach written grammar because it is part of the 

English Curriculum and you teach it as an overall thought because 

we speak English and you need to know how to speak English 

correctly like sot hats the idea about teaching.  Yes it’s a part of the 

curriculum but because we are teaching for the future if you speak 

nicely then you’ll write nicely and you’ll be presented nicely if you 

put things in the wrong text then you won’t be  

 

3 So that’s part of that umm, the social graces of speaking   

4 Certainly  

5 And the social affordances that good grammar can give you  

6 That is correct.  

7 So in your opinion what is good grammar teaching?  

8 Good grammar teaching is the specific teaching of various 

grammar things that are needs based.  So you know in the year two 

three area that I am teaching at the moment, we are talking about 

the ed, the past tense um sorts of things, we are also talking about 

making our sentences more interesting so we can use and buts and 

things like that and then when you’ve said a noun what have you 

described that noun for example, we went for a play – was it an 
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interesting play, was it an exciting play where did you go? What 

sort of a park, that sort of thing. Specific. 

9 So that’s extending ideas?  

10 Yes one part of it is extending ideas, yes  

11 Do you think that teaching grammar is beneficial to teaching 

students writing? 

 

12 Yes of course, totally  

13 Why is that?  

14 Well, One if you don’t speak it correctly then you’re not, as I said, 

jobs all that sort of business.  Its written correctly so therefore to 

read it correctly you need to speak it correctly, to be a writer you 

to you need to say it correctly, you don’t read bad grammar, 

maybe Ahn Doh or something 

 

15 So what is? How do you feel about the way that you teach 

grammar?  Do you think you do it well? 

 

16 Yes I do  

17 Why is that?  

18 Well, because I can see the children progressing with the way their 

sentence structure grows with their knowledge of things they can 

give the basal of - they can say what a noun a verb or an adjective 

is, they can join sentences correctly, they don’t always start with I 

and their news is not and then, and then, and then, so um 

 

19 So your finding spill over into more cohesive oral language as well?  

20 Yes  

21 What is helping you to teach it well what are you using that is 

helping you  

 

22 Well um, two years ago we had some knuckle head come here i 

forget his name, to teaching shoe box grammar I don’t know 

whether you’ve heard of that at all? 

 

23 No  
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24 Umm but he come in with a sweeping statement that um based on 

rubbish that had been written in the paper to say that teachers 

weren’t teaching grammar correctly, um, some of it was based on 

poor NAPLANresults but the school then got on their high horse 

what are we going to do? Lets teach it, lets do it properly so this so 

somebody found this guy who taught what is called shoebox 

grammar and it was we were going to incorporate that into our 

school but un, not unfortunately he came with a sweeping 

statement saying that teachers don’t teach grammar properly well, 

we were not told what we were doing incorrectly, we didn’t know 

the specifics of it so and it was a very intense program to do the 

teaching of grammar as a specific subject, I suppose that was the 

main crux of it all whereas we at Coogee we decided that yes, 

grammar is important to teach, that yes its in the ACARA website 

and all the pro-formas of what to do at different levels but we 

didn’t need to go into the specifics of the shoebox grammar 

program.   

 

25 Can you remember the guys name?  

26 No  

27 I’ll have to look him up  

28 Shuffling around in cupboard, chat about not finding it.  Ian 

produces it.   

 

29 Take it, I don’t want to see it again.  My gift to you.  

30 Okay so that was actually not a help to you in teaching grammar?  

31 Only in the fact that it focussed the staff looking at grammar as far 

as the specifics of it and how we do it.  We didn’t take his approach 

to do it. 

 

32 So that leads us nicely into the next set of questions, in that it didn’t 

help you teach it so how do you teach it here? 

 

33 Well its based on the needs, on the children’s writing in the  
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youngest children its getting them away from the ‘I’ all the time, its 

teaching them about the eds and the correct sentence structure, 

it’s about how to do story writing with different sentences 

structures to make it more interesting, to adding adjectives to it, if 

you don’t teach them adjectives they don’t know what you’re 

raving on about when you’re correcting the work and underlining it 

the capital letters, you got to teach nouns you’ve got to teach the 

verbs what’s happening in the action words how to make it more 

interesting and elder, as the children get older they do the phrases 

and things like that so we have a literacy committee which has 

looked at um grammar through the year levels but as an 

incorporation into the whole literacy program not , you know so 

it’s a part of spelling, it’s a part of reading it’s not just grammar per 

se as a subject that you do on Monday and Wednesday, half past 

nine  

34 Okay so it’s more of an integrated approach?  

35 It is  integrated approach  

36 So when you’ve got your kids in the classroom here, what sort of 

things do you do with them? 

 

37 Ok so I would look at first of all, say I’m doing the spelling I would 

look at nouns, what are the nouns in there, like today we’ve got 

August, why has it got a capital letter, that sort of a business, um, if 

we’re doing the structure in the writing a story, you ask  what’s the 

problem and they write about the bushfire, what sort of a bush 

fire, how can you make it so the... they’ve written, there was a 

bush fire round our house.  What sort of a bush fire was it?  Was it 

a blazing bushfire, a little bushfire, how big’s your?  You know that 

sort of thing to make the story more interesting.   

 

38 So, do you ever relate it back to literature that you’re reading to the 

children?  
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39 Um not so much.  No I don’t the for instance we’ve read Ahn Doh 

and we’ve done the fifty sixty third story tree house and that sort 

of business and it doesn’t, the those sorts of stories don’t lead 

themselves to grammar.  We have a big poetry push this term and 

have an eisteddfod in poetry with rhyming sounds and things but 

that’s not grammar 

 

40 Do you use cooperative structures or is it chalk and talk or is it 

worksheets or.. 

 

41 Not worksheets per se, more related to story work, more related to 

spelling work or more related to a production of speaking correctly 

or doing it in an oral lesson with a play or things. 

 

42 You mentioned the Literacy Committee earlier, have they got a set 

plan, like a scope and sequence or a set way of doing things for  

 

43 Well they’re just, they’ve given it to us now the year 2/3 teachers 

sat down and looked at it all and then we said ‘no this is too much 

to teach’ I think they wanted us to do expositions or something or 

other we said no but we’ll do... but yes, they tell us when to do it 

and that sort of business, but thats just based on ACARA.   

 

44 How do you actually define written grammar?  If you had to explain 

it to a parent what written grammar was what would you say?   

 

45 I would say that it is the writing and speaking of English correctly   

46 The writing and speaking of English correctly?  

47 Yes  

48 Okay, what’s your thinking behind that  

49 Well if you don’t done do things correctly like then that’s not 

correct English.  We’ve got correct English in the books and we’ve 

got correct English in the way we speak so therefore you have to 

teach it you don’t ... the little kids year one are and then and then 

so you’ve got to teach them to stop, think about what they are 

going to say and don’t say and then and the same with their writing 
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so rub that out, capital letters and so on 

50 So, it’s a different rule set  

51 Yes   

52 If you come across something that you don’t understand in 

grammar what do you do? 

 

53 We had that with that curriculum committee they said umm noun 

phrases and the year 2 and 3 teachers sat down and said what the? 

What is a noun phrase? and the committee just took it out from 

the ACARA and they didn’t know what it was so we, so I was the 

representative and I said ‘is it a noun clause’ are you talking about 

making the boys went to the beach when it was you know, 

something after the noun, is that what you think?  And they didn’t 

know so they deleted it.  Laughs.   

 

54 Okay.  Do you have any reference books that you refer to for your 

own grammar knowledge?   

 

55 No, no  

56 Were you taught grammar at school?  

57 Yes  

58 So fifties primary years?  

59 Yeah I was born in 1952.  

60 When you are teaching grammar do you have any preferred 

resources that you consistently use? 

 

61 At the school, what happens with the school, for instance we have 

sound waves for spelling and to a lesser extent for reading and 

grammar... 

 

62 So that’s the resource that you use  

63 Yes  

64 So they are the school stipulated resources but you don’t have any 

of your own resources?  Do you use Dr Google very much for things 

like Noun phrases? 
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65 No no  

66 And your own personal knowledge of grammar, do you think that’s 

quite strong? 

 

67 Yes  

68 And what would be the basis of that  

69 I just think that I suppose, having written my own you know, little 

books and things like that and being out, I’ve done a fair bit in the 

wider community so I would like to think that I speak well and that 

when people that I have spoken to at various gatherings, be they 

little or big, have understood me and um so yes, just experience I 

think.   

 

70 So is there anything else that you’d want to say about the teaching 

of grammar and how it is taught in your school or classroom? 

 

71 No, I’m happy with how as I said we had that shoebox thing and 

this guy we got quite up in arms about ...there it is Geoff Byrne..up 

in arms about it because you know we didn’t have, we were, we 

thought we were doing the right thing and this shoe box grammar 

idea was a very strong approach to grammar so it refocussed us 

back on grammar but not the way he wanted it.   

 

72 Just harking back to the curriculum, there the curriculum is actually 

made up of two types of grammar, the traditional grammar and 

there’s the systemic functional grammar, do you know the 

difference between those two? 

 

73 No, not really, now that you mention it so one is spoken and one is 

the formal written side? 
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74 They’re both for written grammar.  The sfg is able to be used across 

oral grammar as well as written grammar whereas the traditional 

grammar just focuses on written grammar, written down parsing of 

sentences type stuff.   

Thank you for your time and help with the interview, I really 

appreciate your participation.   

 

Informed Choices Grammar Interview Transcript 
Teacher 7  10/11/16  Recording 38 15 minutes, 11 seconds.   
TURN TEXT CODE 

1 I’m talking to Teacher 7  at ABC  Primary School, let’s just make 

sure it’s turned up as far as it goes and yes it’s the 10th of the 

eleventh 16…Okay so you’ve got a year four class 

 

2 Yes  

3 Um what’s the make -up of your class like, is it mainly boys mainly 

girls 

 

4 Slightly more boys but generally you know you look at it it doesn’t 

stand out as half half um about 1/3 of them have English as a 

second language there are 9 languages spoken by the students um 

I only have a couple who who I would say still needed to be 

assessed on the EALD Maps I’ve got one English speaking student 

who’s got an intellectual disability and another one who is very 

close and I’ve got a couple who are right up the other end  

 

5 So you’ve got the normal full range, and how long have you been 

working here at Caversham? 

 

6 This is my second year at Caversham  

7 Ok, so where were you before that?  

8 I was at Two Rocks for 2 years and I was at, ah, Carramar for seven 

years before that.   

 

9 That’s over the eastern, no northern suburbs  

10 Carramar is just north of Wanneroo  
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11 Yes, and so you find yourself in the wine valley.  

12 I do, and it’s a lovely school  

13 Ok, um with the show here.  Um, why do you teach written 

grammar, or do you teach written grammar? 

 

14 I do teach written grammar yes.  

15 OK, what’s your thinking behind teaching it?  

16 Partly to give the kids a metalanguage so that when I’m talking to 

them about their writing and where they’ve gone wrong or how 

they can improve  it if I can say, can say look this sentence is in past 

tense or this sentence needs some adjectives or um you know , I 

can’t really visualise that if you can add some adjectives or adverbs 

into that sentences – you know it lets me have that conversation 

with the kids and they know what I’m talking about and since I’ve 

taught written grammar I get much better quality writing from the 

students and also ah they’ll comment on things when they are 

reading, they’ll comment on things authors have done t,  to make it 

more appealing, or more easy to understand or more easy to 

visualise  

 

17 Hm mm.  So you’ve just said ‘since I’ve taught written grammar” 

didn’t you always teach written grammar? 

 

18 Well, for a long time it wasn’t kind of explicitly spelt out in the 

curriculum and I did walk around with my grammar book hidden 

under my arm but I did a lot less formal grammar teaching than I 

do now 

 

19 Can you give me a time span about when that might be?  

20 I’ve certainly been teaching it, 1,2,3,4 at least for the last 6 years, 

I’ve sort of been explicitly teaching formal grammar, um, in the 5 

years before that it might have been a bit hit and miss umm and 

before that I was on maternity leave for quite a long time and I was 

doing things like admin relief and you know, um, so, I didn’t have 
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the opportunity.  And before that we’re going right back to the ‘90s 

and yes I did teach formal grammar back then.   

21 Ok.  So what was the impetus for the change in-towards, over the 

last six years? 

 

22 Ah, the Australian Curriculum was a big impetus, bringing in the 

Australian Curriculum and the feeling that the pendulum was 

swinging and umm it’s very difficult to keep doing something that 

you know is valuable (SEE YA), that you know is valuable when your 

colleagues will tend to ridicule it or say that’s a waste of time or … 

it’s difficult to maintain the impetus  

 

23 So were you finding yourself a lone voice in the dark playground of 

grammar teaching? 

 

24 Hmm,mm  Cos I’m, I’m a word lover and a language lover and I’m 

quite fascinated by language and how it works and so that’s 

something I wanted to share to with the kids and yeah, I was a bit 

odd, people thought I was a bit odd. 

 

25 You and be both!  Umm, so you teach it, you said over the last six 

years you’ve definitely taught it more explicitly, what is good 

grammar teaching?  

 

26 Its, it needs to be useful to the kids, um and it needs to be at a 

level that they can understand and it needs to extend them just a 

little bit so I start to see things in their writing that they are capable 

of, umm, but aren’t doing yet so if I’m wanting adjectives I’ll make 

sure that some of my lessons focus on adjectives, umm, … don’t 

know what else to say. 

 

27 So umm, did, you teach it explicitly, you obviously feel that its 

beneficial to children’s writing, do you find that they transfer it 

easily or there’s a lag in between teaching and transfer or.. 

 

28 Depends on the child.  Some kids you’ll teach, like I remember 

2000 and 7 I was teaching a boy who had ADHD and I was sure he 
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was on the spectrum and you know, really difficult, and I taught a 

lesson on commas in a complex list so um for my picnic I’m taking a 

bottle of lemonade comma a large bag of apples comma and that 

very afternoon he did a piece of writing and there were the 

commas and they hadn’t been there before, so for him, yeah 

straight away.  For others I might have to say, that’s a complex list, 

you need commas, but at least they’ve got the, the, the 

metalanguage and they’ve got the understanding that they can 

then go back I don’t have to be doing individual teaching with 

everyone in the classroom because it’s quick to point out the 

mistake and they can fix it. 

29 And so, you obviously you feel that you teach it well?  

30 I think I get better.  Same as everything, there are lessons that I 

think mmm that wasn’t too good and others where I think that was 

a winner and other lessons where I think I could improve on that 

but overall, yeah, I think I teach it well.   

 

31 So when, on those lessons where you go, oooh I could have done a 

bit better on that one, what’s impeding, what’s the impediment? 

 

32 I get really frustrated when the kids they don’t, they don’t manage 

the most basic bits of it you can’t move on and start teaching the 

other stuff until they know what a noun, what a verb, what an 

adjective, what a comma what a full stop what a proper noun, 

what those basic things are those basic things you’re still banging 

away in November and saying there’s an adjective in this sentence, 

what’s the adjective and somebody says ‘going’ laughs … 

 

33 Mmmm, but it is a very abstract concept those parts of speech in 

terms of lassoing them, writing them down and then now let’s give 

them new names and talk about them. 

 

34 I’ve just discovered this new wonderful tool, I’m in love with 

mentor sentences 
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35 Oh, mentor sentences-tell me more about mentor sentences.  

36 Oh I love mentor sentences I discovered it on the internet about 

June or July ah and its,  if you google it it’s a lady by the name of 

Jivy J-I-V-E-Y.  And you take a single sentence from a text that 

you’re already reading in class and I usually just take it from our 

class novel and you I take a sentence that I haven’t read yet so 

we’re almost there – it’s a little bit of a window into what’s coming 

next and the kids start to predict when they get the sentence, and 

you put the sentence on the board, you can see my mentor 

sentence up there this week and on day one the kids copy it into 

their book, our, I use that as a bit of a handwriting lesson and they 

do it on every second line and then you make dot points 

underneath  and the kids tell you the things they notice in the 

sentence so for um for example, um we’d been doing um similes 

where you say as busy as a bee and some of the kids say well that 

looks like a simile cos its got as tight as but I don’t know if it’s a 

simile or not so we put a dot point underneath it that says simile 

with a question mark and someone says oh there’s proper nouns 

there great so we’ll put in proper nouns and there’s commas so we 

put in commas.  So we look for between five and ten dot points.  

Then on the second day we actually go through sentence and we 

label the words.  And we label them as proper nouns as verbs, as 

plural nouns as um prepositions, pronouns all that sort of stuff and 

their, their starting to say things like, that’s a pronoun, and I 

say,yeah it is, what sort of pronoun is it? It’s a possessive pronoun 

so their,their really starting to get it.  Day three I’m starting to 

write the sentence on a piece of, a slip of paper with errors and 

they get it without seeing the sentence again, they try to edit it.  

Day four the fun starts and they have to try and improve the 

sentence so um, one of the children today “Ben squeezed his 
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granny as tightly as a polar bear.  Um etc etc, they’re not changing 

the meaning, they are trying to improve the sentence and we 

discuss some successful ones and why they are successful and 

sometimes you see there are sentence grammar errors creep in 

and because they are trying something new.  And on the last day 

they have to innovate the sentence so the the same sentence 

structure, so someone did something to someone else so as 

something as whatever and finish the sentence. Depending how 

difficult it is, sometimes I blank out words and they just fill the 

blanks and other times they just look at the sentence structure and 

they go for it and so then they come back with a sentence that’s 

modelled very tightly on that but it can be about any topic at all, 

and I’ve, I’ve used it, we did some with some direct speech in it and 

it had the name of the speaker in the middle so you know the 

inverted commas had to end, fancy commas, inverted commas 

start again and they were doing it because they had the model and 

the next time they wrote a narrative, I saw much more interesting 

speech being written down because of the transfer and because 

there’s kind of forced transfer  the day that they do the 

improvement and the day that they do the innovation they are 

using it in their own writing  its becoming part of their own lexicon. 

37 Mmm, ok.  So is that a typical class lesson for you?    

38 I do umm, I do mentor sentences every day, um and I’ve now got 

about six other teachers in the school doing them as well, but I do 

other grammar like today we did an adverbial phrase um because 

‘as tight as he could’ in that sentence we looked at other adverbial 

phrases and revised what an adverb was and how it can move 

around the sentence.  And then I used an exercise from study 

ladder where they had to identify an adverbial phrase in a 

sentence and then they had a sheet which came from the internet 
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(paper flapping as she searches for it) and I liked this one  because 

it was also suitable for different levels so most of the kids got this 

one where they had the main clause and they had to add in at least 

one adverbial phrase, but most of them went for two, and my 

competent writers they had a choice of three for the main clause 

and my child with a disability she had just one with a main clause 

and she could do it I was really surprised, I didn’t think she would  

39 Excellent.  So umm  

40 And we also talked about why authors used adverbial phrases and 

how they help readers and how they help comprehension as well.   

 

41 So um you’d be having pretty good readers as well as pretty good 

writers emerging from your year four class. 

 

42 Yeah um   

43 ok so you teach it in a couple of different ways, you use things off 

the internet, you use study ladder and those mentor sentences 

which I love, I’m going to steal that idea, umm, why do you teach it 

in those ways, what’s the thinking behind doing the mentor 

sentences or using these  

 

44 The mentor sentences are really high interest for the kids because 

when they first see them they are working out what’s coming next 

in our novel and they are interested, and they care about it, and 

they love, they love the two lessons, I don’t think they are too fond 

of the labelling lessons, but they love the lesson where they can 

tell what they can see in the sentence and they’re really 

enthusiastic and they love the lesson where they improve and the 

lesson where they innovate and I think because it’s a very 

manageable task for them, it’s very controlled, umm, you’re not 

giving them a whole page and you’re not giving them a whole page 

of boring stuff to fill in, you are just giving them one sentence so 

they really put a lot into it umm so because it’s a manageable task 
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and because I pick my sentence depending on what I want to teach 

and they can see a real author has used that sentence so it has got 

meaning for them, I do things like this to prove to them that they 

can do it themselves and how that’s the basic sentence and that’s 

what I get in your narrative and how you can improve this for your 

reader umm, a bit on the smart board always holds their interest 

and they like the instant feedback that it gives 

45 So do you use any other technology when um, when you teach 

grammar? 

 

46 Well I had the smart board on today and we did the thing off Study 

Ladder where they had to identify the clause and you get instant 

feedback when you get it right and then we discussed  

 

47 So is that using plickers, or…  

48 No we haven’t got plickers in the school, um,   

49 So how do they put the um..  

50 they had their white boards and they all put (recording stops)   

51 Ok so this is recording 39 the second part of the interview with 

Jancy, seeing as technology has failed us, umm, no Lauren Milne at 

Endeavour and I am looking at putting together a teachmeet style, 

cos I’m in ALEA …invites Jancy to do mentor sentences at ALEA… 

 

52 You know when you find something and you think this is the best 

thing I’ve found in years… That’s what mentor sentences are for 

me.  Yeah. 

 

53 So are there any school plans that direct the teaching of grammar?  

54 Yes, umm, I’m on the English committee and three of us rewrote 

the school plan last year, which was pretty thin on the ground and 

we’ve got um, there are definite references to explicit teaching in 

the plan and then we have a very complete scope and sequence 

about what should be taught and its based closely on the old First 

Steps, the first set of First steps that came in, the little coloured 

 



369 

 

 

TURN TEXT CODE 

books, that had a scope and sequence in there and we took that 

one and we took the Australian Curriculum and we married them 

together and we borrowed stuff also that had come from Two 

Rocks, that I’d brought with me, so that it’s still developmental, but 

it fits the Australian curriculum 

55 I’d like to have a look at that because we’re struggling with that as 

well 

 

56 I can give you a copy of it, do you want it now so I don’t forget?   

57 Yes please,   

58 I’ll go and grab it Punctuation and Grammar and it goes through 

what should be consolidated and taught at each year level, so you 

can take my copy 

 

59 Or just email it to me that would be easier  

 yeah  

60 So you seemed pretty confident about the teaching of grammar?  

61 Yeah probably because…  I know what a lot of the metalanguage 

means and if I don’t I look it up umm a lot of people see something 

like um adverbial phrases and say I don’t know what it means! I 

look it up.   

 

62 And where do you look it up?  

63 Internet   

64 OK, is that all, do you have a grammar guide or   

65 Yeah, at home I do, and I some things,  I’ve got an old book at 

home that I used to use when I learnt French in high school but 

generally I find the internet is easy and I know enough, you know 

how you can’t always trust everything you read on the internet?  I 

know enough that if I read something and think, no, that’s not 

right, so I’ve got a few sites, I can’t tell you the names of them, but 

I go to them and say, yes, well I’ve been to this one before, that’s 

reliable, I just recognise the sites, I know what’s on there is going 
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to be fairly accurate.  It’s got to be accurate.   

66 So your preferred source are those sites on the internet, you 

haven’t purchased yourself a grammar guide.  Has the school 

stipulated resources that teachers have to use? 

 

67 No  

68 NO? ok, um do the kids use any resources, do they have a grammar 

book that they work from  

 

69 no  

70 and that’s not through the school  

71 no   

72 Ok, um, are you familiar with the types of grammar in the um, 

National Curriculum, in the Australian Curriculum? 

 

73 As in, like there’s the, I forget the words to describe them, there’s 

the traditional type of grammar and then there’s the one that’s 

more phrase based, and that 

 

74 Systemic Functional Grammar  

75 I didn’t know the names for that  

76 not many people do   

77 I went to an ALEA thing down at, ah down near Rockingham 

somewhere, it was a long way one Saturday morning, and the lady 

that did it 

 

78 That was me  

79 Was it? Okay LAUGHS  

80 That was at South Halls Head Primary School and I remember you 

saying oh pick me, I’ll be in your research!  Yeah.  So when you’re 

looking through the curriculum does it often jar you that there’s 

stuff in there that’s phrased in a different way to what you are 

(used to) 

 

81 NO I just look it up   

82 You just look it up.  Is there any… Oh, If you had to give a definition  
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of grammar, what would you say... Like if a parent came in and 

said what on earth is this grammar thing? what would you say?   

83 I’d, I’d say it’s all about the way, the way words work together so 

that they sound right and and carry the meaning that you want 

them to carry 

 

84 Hmm Hmm, that’s pretty good.  Have you got any more little tricks 

up your sleeve when you are teaching written grammar?   

 

85 I usually teach punctuation fairly closely along with grammar when 

I teach written gramma .  Like today when we talked about 

adverbs, we talked about well if you put the adverb at the start of 

the sentence, its going to need a comma after it, modelled it with 

reading, um, and I refer to it a lot, so after we’ve done our lesson 

on adverbial phrases today we were looking at a text about 

Christopher Columbus and I’m teaching the kids to annotate for 

comprehension and I said, just stop the annotation right there, you 

know I want to look at the, look at the first sentence in that 

paragraph and the sentence was something about, um, In 

December 1492 umm the umm the Santa Maria, one of the ships 

was sunk when it hit a reef.  And I said ‘What’s the main clause in 

that sentence?’ and one of the kids said ‘The Santa Maria was 

sunk.’  ‘Great, look at the adverbial phrases there that the author 

has put on to give that extra information’, so I do, you have to keep 

referring back to it and showing how it really is used, it’s not just 

something that we expect you to know that you are never going to 

use  

 

86 hmmmm ok,   

87 And I think that’s one way that the mentor sentences, they see 

how it’s used.  Before they learn more about it, they see it in use. 

 

88 Hmm.  So you said you lead teachers here, how does that come 

about, do they come to you, or do you just say ‘look at this bright 
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idea I’ve got’ or… 

89  a bit of both. Um, there’s, there’s a teacher here who’s um, new to 

teaching in Perth, hes been working in Bidgangaga teaching high 

school so his teaching experience is very different to the kids at 

Cavvy and he’ll come and say ‘this is what they are doing, how do I 

fix it?’ you know, what do I do about this?  And others of them, you 

know we’ll just, sitting around as teachers do at recess and I’ll go 

guess what I found on the internet last night, and when I did my 

first mentor sentence and the innovations that the kids did on it 

were so good and then I saw it in their writing next week, I was 

talking about it and people heard me talking and said come and 

show me how to do it and it sort of spreads.  And we’ve also got a 

graduate teacher who has just been employed and she’s been here 

about three weeks and um she asked today if she could come and 

watch an English lessons, and I said yeah, what do you want to 

come and watch, and she said, doesn’t matter, whatever you are 

teaching, so she came in and watched the grammar lesson that I 

ran today and she said, Oh I need to come and watch a reading 

lesson and a writing lesson I want some more.. 

 

90 Ok, so you’re a bit of a mentor teacher which is really really good.  

Anything else to say about the teaching of grammar?   

 

91 The kids start to figure out its your passion so they start to bring 

you things, so they’ll go ah yeah, look at this, we did puns the other 

day and they I’ve found this pun, so it’s what you’re passionate 

about tends to be you know what the kids will pick up and run 

with.  So if you find grammar boring, the kids will find it boring.   

 

92 OK, I’ve run out of questions, thank you so much   

93 I hope I was able to answer them.    

94 Oh no, that’s great.  Its nice to know the grammar teaching is in 

safe hands at Caversham.  Thank you so much! 
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Teacher 8 EFG Primary  17/10/17  Recording 43  
TURN TEXT CODE 

1 Ok, this is recording with Teacher 8  17th October 2017. OK, T8, my 

research is about how teachers teach grammar and the resources 

that they use when you teach grammar.  Its not a test on your 

grammar and there is no right or wrong answers, but I structured 

the interview around four main questions and we’ll just talk about 

those things as we go through. Are you happy to participate? 

 

2 I am  

3 Now you can withdraw at any time either during the interview, 

after the interview, after I’ve transcribed but not when I’ve 

submitted my thesis. 

 

4 OK, no problem.    

5 Ok, so we’re all good to go? 

OK 

So the first question, the whole thing started from a discussion 

around NAPLAN where we were bemoaning NAPLAN and a friend 

of mine said “At least I teach it once a week now” and I said “what 

do you use to teach?” and she named some stuff and I thought 

“well what do teachers use to teach this um, to teach grammar in 

their classrooms?” So um the first question is … around the beliefs 

or the views that you have around written grammar and the 

explanations for that.  So why do ,, DO you teach written grammar? 

 

6 I do teach written grammar in um different ways, not, Um, often at 

the point of need, in terms of all the time that I am conferencing 

with them when they do their writing I do actually teach them the 

strategies through actually copying down some of the terminology 

that we use in grammar, whether its apostrophes or whether its 

full stops.  So I use the grammar book to show them that and then 

we do examples using, a um, on the board I’d write sentences and 

they would use it and their full stops or their capital letters or 
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apostrophes, their commas their lists I’ve actually taught  and I’ve 

actually got a lot of resources, for example, contractions, I would 

have umm  laminated cards and they would play games where 

they would walk around and find their partner or parts of 

contractions using apostrophes for grammar umm and editing, so 

there’s lots of different strategies.  I use chimps in the class room. 

7 Chimps being?    

8 Um, they actually have their.. their  own sheet to go and check 

through their work that they actually tick off, it tells them to check 

their handwriting, it tells them to check their identification is on it, 

so their name is on it, it tells them to check that it makes sense, 

their punctuation is ‘P”  

 

9 So it’s an editing checklist…  

10 Its and editing checklist as well.  That’s a little bit, not necessarily 

the start of the year, depends on the class, this class is a little bit 

week, but we’ve used them to day.    

 

11 So why do you teach written grammar?    

12 Why do I teach written grammar?  Because it helps with the 

understanding.  I’ll often read them things that don’t have a umm 

any grammar in it, just reading on… I also teach grammar in guided 

reading, the reading strategy, so synthesising, so they know when 

to stop at the end of a sentence, so we talk about it through the 

guided reading , I’ll get them to count their full stops, their capital 

letters, I get them to talk about different punctuation so there is a 

ccouple of different things, but coming from my class they came in 

with no grammar.  They would write, but they weren’t using any 

full stops, a lot of them, or capital letters, so I would just read to 

them like they had written it to me and they say ‘that’s not what I 

said’ and I say ‘ I don’t know where to stop’ so its peer 

conferencing, those strategies I read a lot of their work with 
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them… 

13 So you teach grammar because…its necessary for…  

14 understanding  and the meaning of their writing  

15 creating meaning?  

16 creating meaning in their writing and for other, for the audience to 

be able to read their writing, so for the two reasons so we talk 

about it even, all the time, when someone is reading something in 

the class, or when guided reading, a lot, some of the kids still stop 

at the end of the, umm, at the end of the line .  ‘why did you stop 

there?’  By the end of this year they are certainly noticing what 

they’re all for, and that’s come out from the PM Benchmarking , 

but yeah, guided reading’s great for that, teaching grammar in 

guided reading.  I mean, obviously it’s not written down, I like the 

old school approach of writing things down examples, but also 

playing the games.  I use the grammar book… 

 

17 Which grammar book?  

18 The umm, there’s a umm, I made up the base boards all about 

words and a lot about grammar and I use the sheets, I could get it 

out of my cupboard 

 

19 It would be good if I can take a photo of that  

20 I don’t know if  I’ve got it here, the books, here, but all the games 

are here so it will be on one of the games, one of the cards , so I 

actually  cut up, made all the resources .  So it’s partly about 

building word knowledge, you know, vocab, but also using the 

grammar and the grammar sheets in it so it’s also about 

apostrophes, we do a lesson from that 

 

21 Is it “Targeting Grammar”  

22 Yes, (Claps) exactly what it is.  I’d have to say its for middle, but I  
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just adjust it for lower and I still use the activities, because if they 

don’t understand the words they can look them up in the 

dictionary.  Teaching them all the old strategies of look in the 

dictionary, matching words, so there’s one activity where they 

have to read a word and find its meaning so It’s teaching them the 

strategy of which ones they know first and then those they don’t 

know they go to the dictionary for so umm I do that quite a lot with 

them, I would say I’m certainly fitting a point of grammar into each 

week. 

23 So in your opinion, what is good grammar teaching, how would you 

describe good grammar teaching? 

 

24 Well, I’m an eclectic person, I like a variety of approaches because 

we don’t all learn the same though I can teach something to a 

higher student and they will get it just by the peer conferencing, 

the guided reading, where another child will have to have one on 

one practice on the board, writing the meaning, um.  For one, I’ve 

actually put full stops and capital letters on their desk, just to 

actually show then, because I’ve worked out, even though we do 

handwriting, they just forget.  One on one, when you do a 

sentence with them they get it.  When you put it into a lump of 

writing, There’s too many factors.  They are trying to concentrate 

on the creative, they’re trying to concentrate on their punctuation, 

their grammar, the spelling, so it’s just that reminder when they’ve 

done it all.  I’ve made the little cards, And I’ll actually point to them 

on the desk.  (Goes to desk and peels one off and brings it back) 

And I concentrate on those three things, capitals go at the start of 

sentences,  with names and places and written the capital letters 

for them  

 

25 So you’ve got visual cues for  

26 Yes, reminders on the desks.  Sometimes I just go up and go (taps  
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on desk x3).  That’s exactly something I’ve concentrated on, how 

do I get my capital letters and my full stops into their writing?  But 

we also do it through their spelling but I don’t have my whole class 

for spelling so a lot of these (indicating the visual cue card)  

concentrate on the spelling section as well. 

27 So do you think its beneficial for students and their writing?  

28 Grammar is essential to making meaning of their writing and for 

other people, their audience, and that’s what I’m always telling 

them, if you don’t use any grammar your audience don’t 

understand where you mean, and I give them some examples by 

not stopping when I read some of their work, so I will read their 

work how they’ve written it, but that’s part of peer conferencing, 

comes out of being one to one with them so it’s definitely essential 

to their writing. 

 

29 Um, how do you feel about the way that you teach grammar, do 

you think you do it well?   

 

30 … Um, I certainly try a lot of different approaches to teaching 

grammar and I know that it’s something that’s a focus on every 

day.  Even though I focus on, I teach a strategy once a week, but 

I’m teaching them grammar every time I’m reading their writing, 

and I’m talking to them, writing on the board and so you know, I’d 

welcome other opportunities to show me different things if that 

was available, but I’ve spent a  lot of time in different schools, and 

even the one,I made the visual up was coming out of, how do I just 

have something that’s on the desk as a reminder every day that 

that’s important.   

 

31 So, do you think you do it well?    

32 I think I do it well, yes.    

33 Is there anything that prevents you from teaching it well?    

34 Anything that prevents me from teaching it well, sometimes their  
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level of understanding and development is what teaches you , um, 

from maybe, meeting their needs or understanding.  I think for 

some children it’s a very hard concept to find the end of a 

sentence, particularly if they are low at reading and low in other 

areas, and that’s the preventer.  It doesn’t stop me from trying 

though.  I don’t think I have lower expectations of them, I don’t say 

you don’t have to do it, I just have, I know it is harder for them and 

it’s that modelling all the time and going through their reading, and 

that’s why they are conference every time they write.   

35 I heard two things there.  One it’s their literacy skills and skills in 

other areas, and the other was that it’s about their knowledge and 

skills, their basic knowledge and skills of grammar themselves.  Are 

those the two things that stop you from doing it well?   

 

36 I think that when they write one sentence, when I have those 

children in spelling they write one sentence, they can do it.  I think 

when they are trying to concentrate on multiple factors which is 

coming up with creative ideas and adding everything else into that, 

as well as paragraphing and skipping lines or, I thing that’s where 

it’s difficult for them.   

 

37 So , so it becomes difficult for them to transfer it into writing.  But 

in terms of you and your teaching of grammar is there anything in 

particular that you find frustrating, or wish you didn’t have to do, 

or would want more help with.   

 

38 Ways of getting them to recognise capitals, where a sentence ends 

I guess would be it 

 

39 Perhaps some professional learning and things like that?  

40 IF there was some professional learning based around that, 

absolutely.  I’ve also used some you tube, I don’t know if you’ve 

seen ‘The bicycle’ , the whereabout and the whatabout?  There’s a 

really good one I know another school used, I use it with my class 
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as well, um and shown them.  So it has two wheels you know, and 

talks about how you start your sentence and how you end the 

action part of the sentence, I’ve used that as well.  It’s just, yeah, 

how to edit their work or how to know when to end their 

sentence, how to stop their sentence, would be helpful.   

41 So you think you’ve got enough resources?  

42 I do.  I think I’ve got enough knowledge and resources but still if 

there were other ways that have worked for people I would like to 

see um, I’d be interested to see how that made a difference, 

particularly in the ones that are weaker. 

 

43 So, in the school in particular, are there any school plans that direct 

how you teach grammar? 

 

44 The school itself?  

45 MMM.  nods agreement.  

46 Not that I’m aware of…  

47 and that’s ok..  Um, when  you’re teaching, can you just for the 

record here, outline a typical lesson where you would teach 

grammar?  You’ve already mentioned some ways, but if you were 

to introduce a concept, how would you go about that?   

 

48 Giving them a definition of what I am actually teaching, like, if it’s 

an apostrophe, give them a definition, show them what an 

apostrophe is.  We do write the meaning in our book, not of 

everything, bur particularly the ones I find that are tricky and then 

use it in examples and find examples in the room.   

 

49 So when you say you write it in their book, what do you mean by 

that? 

 

50 I write down what an apostrophe is, so I’d use the word 

apostrophe and put what it is. 

 

51 So they’ve got a little definition book?  

52 They write it into their English book.    
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53 Okay, cool.  You’ve mentioned that you teach it with games   

54 I have, teaching grammar, it’s the good grammar book, I’ve made 

baseboards, I also do the cards where you do a walk around , so if 

its contractions and synonyms I have, I also have got cards for, I’ve 

got opposites, I’ve got cards for where we just find the match for 

whatever I’m teaching.  Those kind of ones I don’t find as difficult 

as actual punctuating.  So those concepts the kids so seem to 

remember those, but you can’t match up full stops and know 

where it ends, so that’s something 

 

55 So you do a lot of hands on activity based.  Do you do that well as 

work sheets or before worksheets or before writing 

 

56 I would do the meaning of it first.  I would give them examples and 

depends on… I always write the definition first, but it depends on 

what the activity is.  If the activity is that, then I would give them a 

worksheet on that, after we’ve done a moving around game, then 

do a worksheet or write examples.  Like with the cards, the 

contractions, they paired up and they came and picked up a pair 

and wrote that in their books and wrote that as their own example.  

So it’s not copying notes.  It might have been copying notes, but 

they do need to learn to copy 

 

57 So sometimes this thing goes off by itself and I lose the recording 

and I don’t want that to happen, so that’s why there was that 

sudden movement. 

So umm the next section is about your resources and sources of 

knowledge for teaching written grammar and your own sources of 

knowledge about written grammar.  SO if you come across a 

grammar term or a concept that you don’t understand, what do 

you do?   

 

58 You have a book that you showed me last year, that I go to, it’s a 

white book, it’s in my cupboard… We’ve got one in every block, 
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and it has a definition in it 

59 Winch? That’s ah, Winch’s grammar guide, with a little kid on the 

front 

 

60 Yeah, a small book , about that big?  So I would access that.  I have 

it in there (pointing to cupboard) and I would go and use that to go 

to as my guide. 

 

61 Do you often have to go and find definitions and find out what 

things are?   

 

62 Find definitions?  NO, if I’m getting the kids to write them I like to 

use that (indicates cupboard where Winch is stored) wording . 

 

63 So do you ever use the internet to find, to improve or to find 

resources and things like that> 

 

64 For grammar?  Yes I’ve used a couple of websites, I can’t 

remember whether it was top marks or the grammar, or was it the 

other one?  But I haven’t used it this year, I have to admit.   

 

65 Ummm, so you’ve mentioned Targeting Grammar.  Is that the one 

that you consistently use? 

 

66 Umm, yeah, I’ve used that quite a lot.  I don’t use it necessarily 

weekly, but when I’m doing definitions , depends what.  If I’m 

trying to extend their vocab like as in getting them to sort words, 

word sorts are awesome so it’s that sorting of words and trying to 

get meanings that are the same trying to get different, extended 

vocab by trying to get different types of things, whether its 

transport or past present and future’s really great, has a really 

good one for that, so I do that as a whole class on the board and 

we’ve copied that out.  Past and present that’s another concept 

they find really difficult so, and I’ve also got power point 

presentations on things like that so um, past present pictures, so I 

do have some other electronic resources, that I’ve made up, or had 

made up or downloaded on concepts of things.  The more difficulty 
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is with them, the more I’ll try and find something I can get them to 

understand it.   

67 OK.  Those electronic resources, you’ve made them up?  

68 I’ve made them, yep, or adjusted them from something I’ve found.    

69 Can you remember any of the websites that you used?    

70 Hmmm, no, because I use them all the time. I just find a resource, 

like it, down load it and either change it or keep it.  So… 

 

71 Do you have any resources that the children use?    

72 The children use… I do also use the… and the other thing… I can’t 

think of what it’s called.  It’s all about sounds.  I don’t use it 

methodically, but it’s a phonemic book with activities that I use for 

um, onset rime,  

 

73 OK, you’re getting into spelling there, and phonics  

74 Yeah we do use it, yeah true.  But I can’t remember what its called.  

I have a lot of resources.   

 

75 That’s ok.  You have a lot of resources?  

76 Yeah, in general, I have a lot of things that I use…  

77 You just can’t remember the names of them.  

78 I don’t.  I can’t.  They’re on my desktop, so I just go and click into 

them, or their on my, in my literacy folder and I’ll go straight into it.  

I know where it is, I know what it looks like so I don’t really think 

about it.   

 

79 So here comes possibly the hardest question:  how would you 

define written grammar?  If a parent comes to you and asks “What 

is written grammar?” what would you say to them?   

 

 Written grammar, as in a piece of writing?  Is that what you are 

talking about?  I mean, for me, if I’m looking at good grammar in a 

child’s writing, I’m looking for um, a piece of writing that flows, has 

capital letters, full stops,.  They’ve used, if their making a list 

they’ve used commas. They’ve got question marks if it’s a 
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question, so I’m looking at a bit of writing that has meaning, but 

has all the punctuation in it. 

 So written grammar is… 

finish my sentence for me. 

 

 A piece of writing that is constructed, that makes sense to the 

audience as well as the reader and is probably read the same to 

both because the punctuation guides that.   

 

 When you’re teaching grammar do you do a lot of talking about 

grammar? 

 

 I do, even when I’m writing on the board, the kids will, I use my 

electronic writing board a lot so and we also do the hand, even 

when we do the handwriting we are making a sentence.  So it’s 

done, that’s why it’s hard to explain.  It’s done in so many different 

ways but it is done at the point of every time I do it I do a lot of 

talking.   

 

 The word I‘m thinking of is contextualising it into something else 

that you are doing.  You might be doing handwriting, but you are 

talking about the grammar while you are doing the hand writing.  

Is that what you do?   

 

 Yeah, I do , I use it across, right across guided reading, across 

spelling and into my writing as well and when I write on the board 

we talk about.  When I’m setting it out for the kids to understand, 

what I’m putting on the board?  Oh, I need a colon there because 

I’m going to make a list.  So that’s when I would talk about what 

grammar I’m using, to help them understand why I’m writing it the 

way I do.  Or I can write it small here, because I don’t use a 

sentence I use a bullet point.   

 

 So you do a lot of explanatory talk.  

 Lots.  I think I talk way too much, ask Justine.    

 OK Um, is there anything else you want, you feel I need to know  
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about grammar?  And your grammar teaching? 

 I think that my kids make improvement in their grammar as in they 

do actually start to use their full stops in their sentence, capitals, I 

feel that I’m improving their writing, that’s my guide to me.  If 

someone comes along and says…  As I said, if I give them one 

sentence they’re going to do really well on it.  Put it into a group of 

sentence as their writing, its not necessarily going to be the same 

but most of the time, that’s why we concentrate on doing CHIMPS.  

The editing.  And that’s a big focus this term.  The independent 

free writing with CHIMPING it and adding meaning, which is what 

we did today.    

 

 Oh, I know what I meant to ask!  When you say that you’re defining 

it for the students do you use the names?  Things like nouns, verbs, 

adjectives?   

 

 (points to posters at back of room)Nouns, verbs, proper nouns, 

yeah we’ve just done.  And the Targeting Grammar book is very 

good for that, we’ve just done doing words and nouns, that’s what 

I like about the Targeting Grammar book, you can move it around 

and they split the base boards into noun, verb, and I’ll do point to 

the posters, the kids use the posters as well.   

 

 And you use the words, you use “I’m going to put an adverb in 

here” so you use the language about, the grammar language when 

you’re teaching them?   

 

 Yeah, I say, you need more describing words  

 Would you use the word adjective with them?  Or would you use 

doing words?   

 

 Oh, I do say,I’d probably say ‘doing words’ I probably wouldn’t use 

the terminology as much as I probably should, but they do now 

what it is.  Most would know what a verb and a noun, because we 

do that in the sentences.  I write the sentences on the board for 

 



386 

 

 

TURN TEXT CODE 

spelling and handwriting.  And that’s what we’ve concentrated on 

this term, for adjectives for my group because they are not using 

describing words at all so we’ve had a big focus.  And conjunctions, 

I’ve got a poster that I use, and so they’ll write “I went to the shop’ 

and I’ll say, you need a conjunction – because, so, while, and its 

extending those ideas.  There’s posters and things like that that I 

use as well.   

 Well thank you very much for you time, I really appreciate it.    
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1 This is Teacher 9 and Jeanni Wishart and we are doing an informed 

choices grammar interview version three, ok Ali Um this interview is 

abour your teaching of grammar and the resources that you use to 

teach grammar, so the books, the programs anything that 

influences how you  

 

2 sure  

3 How you use grammar, written grammar in your classrooms.  

Okay? So um just to start with I’d like to just talk with you about 

your views and your beliefs about the teaching of grammar.  Um 

so, I’m presuming that you do teach written grammar. 

 

4 Yes, yes, we definitely do  

5 Why is that?  

6 Erm, I guess you want, you want children to be leaving your class 

able to express themselves in a way that other people can 

understand and you need correct Australian grammar for that 

 

7 Umm umm.  So, in your opinion what is good grammar teaching?    

8  Good Grammar teaching erm … I guess it’s showing children how 

to take the thought they have or the feeling they have and to be 

able to express it in their written, in their writing and good 

teaching is just being successful at that, or as successful as one 

would you know expect to be for that stage of learning or 

whichever stage of learning the child is at.   

 

9 So what elements do you think go into being a good grammar 

teacher?   

 

10 I guess having that having that knowledge yourself of what correct 

grammar is and how to manipulate your writing to give, to express 

different feelings, different sentiments and and just different forms 

of writing, how to do, how to write each of those.  I think that’s a 

rather ungrammatical sentence but well … 
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11 It’s verbal, it’s ok.  If it was written I’d be correcting you  

12 A bit rambly…  

13 That’s one of the things is knowing the difference between oral 

grammar and oral language, and written grammar. 

 

14 Yes.    

15 Do you find that with …  

16 Yes but I think as a primary school teacher that’s one of the things 

that you find with with everything, its explaining to children that 

it’s acceptable to behave this way in the classroom, its acceptable 

to behave this way in the art room, its acceptable to behave this 

way in assembly.  You can behave this way in McDonalds but you’d 

behave in a slightly different way in a five star restaurant.  It’s just 

all, all, every aspect, every  facet of life has different rules and 

regulations applied to it, and as long as you know what those are 

and can if you choose use them yourself, you can put the children 

in a position where they can make a decision to be however they 

feel like being in that situation 

 

17 So you used the example there of behaving, do you think that’s the 

same as writing? 

 

18 ….  Yes, yes, there’s different writing for different different 

different situations, yes, there’s casual writing to a friend, there’s 

texting, there’s there’s writing an application, there’s writing, a 

narrative, writing a procedure there’s rules that apply to all those 

things, but there’s common rules but some of them are rules that 

you would apply specifically in a certain situation.   

 

19 So how do you think about the way you feel grammar..Ahh (laughs)  

How do you feel about the way that you teach grammar, do you 

think you do it well?   

 

20 Ehm, I’m quite early in my teaching career and I’m fairly sure I will 

be doing it a lot better in years to come, but I don’t think I’m 
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making a complete hash of it, at the moment I think it’s probably 

ok at the moment. 

21 What makes you think you are NOT making a hash of it at the 

moment?  Is it the children’s work or  

 

22 Reading, reading the children’s writing, things that we have been 

talking about and working on, it’s now term four, things that we 

have been talking about and working on, chatting about and 

noticing from term one is now starting to spontaneously occur 

when they are, when they are actually just sitting down and doing 

a quick piece of writing or a more thoughtful piece of writing. 

 

23 So you are finding those things that you have been banging on 

about all year are actually coming through in their writing now.   

 

24 Yes, yes, obviously not all the time, every time,in every child, but 

yes definitely 

 

25 Do you find that there’s anything stopping you from teaching 

grammar well?   

 

26 Well, well, I mean, my knowledge and my experience are probably 

what’s stopping me from teaching it better than I currently 

currently do.  Just, erm, as a new teacher I don’t have that those 

sort of repetitive experiences, if I know when if this is the thing I’m 

trying to teach, if I sort of plant a couple of seeds in week two, a 

couple of seeds in week four, really talk about it a lot in week five 

and start teaching it  in week 6 I’ll  kind of set everything up and 

get on teaching it fairly fairly quickly because they’ve had all the 

little bits that lead up to it sort of sorted out in their heads.   

 

27 So foregrounding and frontloading what’s going to come  

28 Yeah, yeah.  

29 OK, um, when you teach grammar to the class how do you go 

about that?   

 

30 Emm, well, apart from the sort of incidental occurring over a week,  
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if we are teaching a specific topic I will, we’ll sit on the carpet and I 

will we will have a sort of a white board, an actual sort of talking, 

acting, thinking listening, talking to friends, talking to the person 

next to you, listening, observing sort of a lesson where we actually 

lay out this is what we are going to try and learn, this is our 

learning objective, one of those sort of lessons where you say this 

is this is what our aim is to do and these are the sort of the words 

that they use in English when they are talking about these terms 

and then you go off and you get a bit of work a bit of experience 

playing around with it and the children get practical experience 

with it and then you you revisit it and they get a bit more practical 

experience with it and then a quick summary of the facts that you 

learnt and then you sort of start trying to be metacognitive about 

you putting it in a piece of the specific aim of this piece of writing is 

to use this technique that we have just talked about and then to 

sort of to start over the next days and weeks to start noticing it 

cropping up and a little bit planned you know but ‘oh look, you 

know, surprise’ and just to be talking about it referring to it and 

and I’m quite keen on sort of once, once we have a bit of 

knowledge, the children sort of creating a rubric or a list of things 

that are vital in order to to to sort of meet the criterion of 

whatever it is we are trying to achieve and come up with their own 

little rubrics which we’ve been working on all year we do that for 

every topic really and then they apply that themselves to their 

piece of writing as they are sort of editing.  To their own writing, 

not their partners writing and so that, just trying to get them to 

notice when they are using it or whether they are not using it and 

then to go back and think well could I, could I put an adjective 

there or have I got too many adjectives there or is there something 

funny about the order those adjectives are in?  Just you know the 
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usual sort of Year 3… 

31 So do you use the names of, the correct terminology?  

32 Oh absolutely, definitely, because for some children that really 

really  appeals to them, they love sort of naming and defining and 

exactly what it is and where it comes from and why it’s there, and I 

think for all of them you need some sort of level of knowledge and 

recognition of specific terms. 

 

33 Mhh, yes, using the metalanguage of it… yes, OK.   Um are there 

any school plans that direct how you teach grammar? 

 

34 We’re a fairly, we’re, the way the headmaster runs the school, we 

have em, we sort of talk with admin about our plans as individuals 

we show admin our plans, but as a year group we’ll sit down and 

sort of sketch out term 1, term 2, term 3, term 4.  We will cover 

these topics in term one, and these topics in term 2.  And then, as 

an individual you will go off and if, if you choose collaborate with 

another person or you will choose just to write your own plans and 

then you run them past admin and they sort of say ‘yeah that looks 

good’ or ‘what about such and such?’ or too much for term or 

whatever, the usual sort of comments I guess and then you get on 

with it yourself.  You’re given a lot of freedom to cover things in 

the way that you think suits the particular group of children that 

you’ve got, there’s nothing too didactic, nothing laid down that 

you must do this.  Obviously you follow the curriculum, you the 

follow the sort of the assessments and marking guides that the 

curriculum, the West Australian curriculum gives us, but other than 

that it’s up to you how you create your lessons and the learning 

that leads to those sort of… 

 

35 So there’s no, ah, no school instigated program like…  

36 The only thing, the only thing we have is an English skills work book 

which is like um a quick 15 questions a day, but it’s not, I think the 
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aim of it is not to be used as a teaching tool, its more to be used as 

a revision and a repeated exposure, and a familiarisation thing.  So 

I guess you would really use it less in term one and more in term 

four but I guess like everything, you’re completely free.  If it works 

for you, use it, it if doesn’t work for you come up with a good 

alternative and that would, that will be ok.    

37 So you mention that you sit down on the mat and do some explicit 

teaching… Are there any other ways that you tackle the teaching of 

grammar?  You mentioned noticing, anything else besides that?   

 

38 Well, the way that we teach, the way that I choose to teach 

writing, is I use a program called Talk for Writing, which I really like, 

because it it models and you you have that gradual release of 

responsibility as you sort of imitate and innovate and you start to 

create your own texts from a familiar, safe, sort of correct base 

text.  Erm and that constantly exposes the children to interesting 

vocabulary and to sentence structures and to to word word choices 

and I guess, is grammar and exposing them to a good example of 

that, they can then take in the knowledge that they have and they 

can then sort of adjust and twiddle with and make their own   

 

39 Do you ever use mentor texts or the texts that you are reading to 

the children?   

 

40 Oh Yes, I do a lot of reading, we have a we have a novel that we we 

read a little bit, every other day and we have picture books most 

most days.  Some times for teaching a specific topic, sometimes for 

for just general enjoyment because there is a place for just 

enjoying, listening to something and looking at pictures.   

 

41 So can you give an example of using a picture book to teach a 

particular topic?   

 

42 Oh, just off the top of my head I’ve used erm, I went to a workshop 

and saw a great example of using a book called Hoot Suite? Hoot 
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Suite?  It’s about an owl that is just searching for the right thing to 

eat and for that I just do an activity where I photocopy or type out 

sentences from the text and we identify the words in them.  Then 

we also and to that we also use a bit of technique from Talk for 

Writing that’s the noun the author has chosen, can you choose a 

different one?  And would that make you feel different?  Or how 

could you adapt that sentence or make it sound scary, or how 

could you make that sentence sound sad or how could you change 

the words in that sentence to make it sound like the owl’s happy 

when actually we know he’s a bit miserable and fed up at this stage 

and just about, yes but yes, they’re familiar with the whole book, 

but literally just picking a couple of sentences off a page and just 

playing around with that because it’s not too big a load for anyone 

and it always ends up being quite fun 

43 And, and enjoyment is… you actually have to enjoy teaching and 

learning the grammar for it to stick I think. 

 

44 Oh yes, and children, when children are happy things get learned 

so much better … When they’re happy and relaxed and 

comfortable 

 

45 Speaking of enjoying grammar, did you get taught grammar while 

you were at school?  

 

46 laughs..aha… Trying to remember back when I first started doing 

teaching course, trying to think ‘how did I learn grammar?’  

Because I think my, my grammatical knowledge is quite, I guess is 

quite alright because when I did erm the sort of English Language 

Assessment at the beginning of my course, I got sort of 98 percent 

on it and just  

 

47 Well done you   

48 Well, and… Well but I can do that kind of thing, it’s sort of I 

remember it and I hadn’t realised I would, I did know a lot of the 
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things and some of the terms about clauses, I mean I was really 

dredging my memory, but I could remember bits and pieces from it 

so .. because you see I don’t remember being taught grammar 

specifically.  I do remember a French teacher saying ‘What do you 

mean you don’t know what sort of verbs or different tenses are’ 

and I can remember the class saying that we haven’t been taught 

that and so I was wondering then, had I been specifically taught 

grammar?  I think I went to school in Edinburgh in Scotland in 

primary school and erm I have a feeling I was the whole, I can’t 

remember what the term is…  the whole… 

49 Language?   

50 Yes that’s it, the whole language I think that’s how I learned 

grammar, because I have no memory other than the French 

teacher of actual terms.   

 

51 What what decade did you go through primary school?    

52 I was born in ’66 so I guess through the ‘70s …  

53 mmm That fits…  

54 Does it?    

55 Yeah with process writing and the whole language approach.  

Okay, so you’ve mentioned some sources of knowledge there, you 

mentioned the Talk for Writing  and the school English book that 

you use if you don’t come across a grammar term.. sorry if you 

come across a grammar term that you don’t know, what do you 

do?   

 

56 Erm, well it kind of depends where I am and whether I can… and to 

what level I need to know that term.  I mean, if I’m in class and I’m 

on the hoof and we’re going ‘aw hang on, what does that mean, 

should we check it?’ it will be go to an iPad, look at some online 

dictionary/ thesaurus of some kind. I mean eh, I know you are not 

supposed to but generally just googling it for a quick instant sort of 
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‘oh what’s this’ but if I’ve got a bit more time, I’ve got a Blake’s 

Guide to Grammar which I presume is Australian Curriculum based 

and I’ve also got a green book I quite like by Beverly Derewianka 

that was recommended by Val, one of the lecturers on my course.  

And its good and if there was a lot more hours in the day I’d 

probably learn an awful lot from that book  

57 Yess, I think you have to read it several times, it’s it’s fairly dense 

but it’s a good, it’s a good umm, description and a way into 

understanding the form of grammar that’s in the curriculum.  Um 

so there are no school stipulations apart from the books, you’ve 

mentioned the teacher reference books, so getting back to the 

curriculum, how would you define grammar?  If a parent came in to 

you and said ‘What’s this grammar?’ what would you say ? 

 

58 How would I describe it?  I would say… its just the way you 

correctly produce Australian English for the situation you’re in, its 

about, about word choice and about tenses and about creating the 

language in the format that you need to create it in.  And then I’d 

look and see if they were looking blank and if I’d helped at all with 

that explanation and try and get a bit of feedback from them as to 

what sort of level of explanation they need.   

 

59 So was there anything else that you’d like to say about teaching of 

grammar?   

 

60 Erm, just that I quite like teaching it and I, I’m very much looking 

forward to sort of reviewing how I’m going in a couple of years 

time when I, when I’ve had a bit more experience of things that in 

general classes tend to find difficult, things they tend to find 

straightforward because it’s not always what you predict and I 

know it’s different for different classes but I think you do often 

have some general things that you know you will discover that 

people always find difficult. And maybe I should be teaching in a 
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different order or whatever.   And I’m looking forward to just 

having that experience of being a bit more sort of knowledgeable 

about what’s likely to be to be going on  

61 So you’re aware of your shortcomings  

62 Oh yes, as a newly qualified teacher I think  

63 And I don’t mean that rudely..  

64 Oh no no! you can’t but help be, it’s just sort of there, two 

centimetres in front of your face and stays all day.   

 

65 As long as you don’t lose that as you go , it’s very important.  That’s 

all my questions, thank you so much.   
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Teacher 10   Recording 2/10/16   19 minutes, 20 seconds.   
TURN TEXT CODE 

1 This is Teacher 10  at XYZ  Schools and she has a Year 5 Class.  

Lauren, my research is about grammar, but it’s not just the 

grammar per se, it’s how teachers teach it and the resources that 

they use when um they teach grammar so that’s what the 

questions are going to be about today.  Have you umm done the 

survey? 

 

2 No  

3 NO? Okay some of this might be be a little unfamiliar to you so just 

take your time to think through the questions.  Part of , part of 

what we do in the classroom is based on our belief systems, in fact 

most of what we do in our classroom  is based on, so what, one of 

my questions is around what beliefs do you hold and why do you 

hold those beliefs? So one way of asking that question is asking 

Why do you teach written grammar? 

 

4 Umm the reason that I teach written grammar I think is I believe 

that language opens up opportunities 

 

5 Your actually looking at grammar as one of those linguistic tools 

that we can use to better ourselves? 

 

6 Yes  

7 Ok um, in your opinion what is good grammar teaching?  

8 Umm, I think its engaging, I think I’ve seen it done so many time 

where it is that stand alone session that now were doing grammar 

for the next session and I’m going to write some sentences on the 

board and we’re going to fix fix the grammar and to me I think 

anything with literacy I like to do it in terms of whole text and I like 

to do it in a gradual release model so I’m really strong at to 

enhance the experience for the kids so we bring a lot of tech  

 

9 When you bring a lot of tech into it what type of things do you  
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bring? 

10 WE might even play like the game like Heads UP. Where we’ll 

have… 

 As a school we introduce the one NAPLAN question a day… 

Clickers  

 

11 Clickers   

12 yep clickers where depending on the way they hold their card they 

give an ABCD multiple choice response and use an I pad to scan the 

room it takes about two seconds to the questions that you’ve got 

on the board, you record their answers immediately, it’s a really 

great way to get some longitudinal data about how they’re going 

the kids love it, so using that for our whole school program has 

been quite effective umm, yeah. 

 

13 That’s really interesting, I’ve not actually seen those before.  I’ve 

seen the clicker technology that links to the white board and brings 

up the graphs and things but not this 

 

14 These are great cos we also use a thing called Kahoot, but the kids 

all have to have an Ipad for that so with these I’ve PD the staff 

within the school because it gives you immediate data  

whether the grammar is incorrect and  incorporating something 

fun like the photo with the Flickers engagement in the subject 

increases hugely.  

 

15 So you obviously, do you think that teaching written grammar is 

beneficial to children’s writing? 

 

16 Yes um I do I think that particularly if you are doing umm a lot of 

oral language as well so if your combining the Writing, if your 

combining the written work with oral language, having the correct 

focus in the written grammar helps to develop that link I find 

between the oral language and the written language and we try 

and do a lot of both so when we are reading we are using a lot of 
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oral language a lot as a strategy for the grammar so reading what 

we’ve written and that incidental learning about … 

17 Umm you said before that its not your strongest area, why do you 

say that? 

 

18 Umm I’m probably more, my passion, I’ve probably phrased it 

incorrectly… It’s not my most passionate area umm I’m more of the 

STEM kind of line, that’s what I love, it’s probably not comes 

naturally to me its something that I have to really think about, like 

how am I going to get this across, there’s other areas of teaching 

where I feel more natural doing it, where as I have to really sit and 

think okay, this is what we are going to achieve today, how are we 

going to do it?  

 

19 So what’s stopping you, is it your own grammar knowledge?  

20 Umm, no I don’t think so, Umm, I think for me maybe that its one 

of the more frustrating areas I think I can be quite hard on myself 

and probably on my kids too that we’re not quite getting it quick 

enough so well umm I’ll see repeated things in work samples and 

sometimes you’ll feel like, Oh my goodness, we’ve, we’ve, done 

this, we’ve done this and since moved on, and then you see those 

mistakes reappear.  I find it one of the more frustrating processes 

with grammar because you see those recurrent mistakes and 

yeah… 

 

21 You know often with that, and that’s all the time and that’s 

perfectly normal that they they understand it, but they don’t apply 

it, that’s perfectly normal.  UMM so how do you feel with your own 

grammar knowledge, do you think you’ve got enough personal 

grammar knowledge? 

 

22 Ummm, I could probably always use a bit a bit more to be honest 

yeah ummm, I think overall, I’m a reasonably good writer but to 

the explicit teaching is probably an area I could improve, my 
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background knowledge. 

23 So you know it, but you can’t explain it?    

24 Yeah, it’s that sort of explaining it, it’s like when we are teaching 

maths we say yes you can do it, but tell me how you do it and why 

you do it 

 

25 Did you do, you do grammar lessons when you were at school?  

26 Yes but I remember them being probably more basic than I think 

what the curriculum expects now you know, I remember doing 

things like parts of speech and those sorts of things, but some of 

the grammar I – (recording jumps) 

 

27 In a typical grammar lesson you said that you like to contextualise 

it and make it engaging for kids.  Can you just outline a typical type 

lesson? 

 

28 Ok, so we normally try and I normally try and incorporate it into 

our guided reading so we’re looking for instance at say subject verb 

agreement, um, my class is very very verbal and were very chatty 

and we have a lot of kinaesthetic learners and we often try and do 

some movement based things so for instance if I was doing subject 

and verb agreement, we might be looking at a model text and I 

might, as I’m reading have slipped in a couple of cases where the 

subject and the verb don’t agree and Id expect a certain (recording 

jumps) 

In reading circles just by ourselves  or with EA support if they didn’t 

agree wed do a little DT on the subject and verb that didn’t agree 

and find with my class that often if they hear it first, I have a few 

readers that aren’t quite (Indistinguisahable ) and aren’t quite 

quite over the top too as well and um so that its it does sink in, so 

we’d normally retain it for a few weeks  and it will phase off and 

that’s the sort of thing that we’d normally do or we might play a 

game on the smart board, Recording jumps) 
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quite often we’ll do a hunt, we’ll use a program called padlet which 

is like a collaborative program so we might have a padlet that’s 

looking at a particular, were doing grammar so it might be adding 

something to that collaborative board and then we’d come back 

and look at examples of why we’ve put this up or why we haven’t 

put that up  

we also do a lot on padlet because you can give that immediate 

response we do a lot of incidental grammar learning so the kids are 

posting I’ll be sitting with my I pad, I’ll have an awesome sticker 

and we might be focussing on great responses or great text 

evidence, but sometimes well do a grammar focus 

29 So a bit of problem solving type learning where they are looking for 

things that are the same 

 

30 we’re in the middle of like an apostrophe – we tend to have 

apostrophe slumps and apostrophe highs- so its like – if we’re in 

the middle of a slump we’ll look at ones that have missed it or um 

we have a few kids who are kings of the random capital so we’ll 

look at you know entries that have capitals for proper nouns we’ll 

go through and edit. 

 

31 Do you make those resources up or…   

32 Yes, if it’s a padlet or something like that   

33 Ok umm are there any school plans that direct how you teach 

grammar? 

 

34 Do you know there are not.  Umm We… our main literacy program 

is a program called Reading Detective but we have a school plan 

that was started this year in terms of a text focus but other than 

our NAPLAN a day, which it does dictate one of those questions  

 

35 You can’t go wrong with those  

36 No, no and that’s another one that I use quite a lot, but modify it, 

will engage some ICT. (recording jumps)  
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37 Those um they’ve become a bit second hand unfortunately with the 

new curriculum but they are still really really relevant to the new 

curriculum 

 

38 yeah  

39 um (First Steps Resources) What is your opinion of doing that one, 

one grammar question a day that your school does.  Can you tell 

me where it comes from and why it was implemented? 

 

40 Yeah We saw in our… we use a NAPLAN analysis platform called 

SENAT and we started using it last year and its used as one  

 

41 Keep going   

42 paragraphing was a huge component for our school um…(recording 

jumps) quick deconstruction of a question per day  

 

43 Another bent of my research is about your sources of knowledge 

when teaching written grammar and the reasons why you choose 

those, so if you come across a grammar term or don’t know how to 

teach it what do you do? 

 

44 Umm google is my friend Laughs, generally generally I’m very 

digitally based so I’m quite often I will go just google the term 

first… recording stops 

 

45 Ok let’s try again we were talking about what do you do if you 

come across something you don’t know 

 

46 I’d normally start online, Id often  start with the curriculum and 

look at any exemplars and things that other teachers have done to 

help me figure out  it might not be appropriate with my class but 

we  

 

47 Umm so do you have any preferred printed resources?   

48 Umm I use the targeting grammar sometimes but its normally just 

to get (recording jumps)  

 

49 adapting out of the worksheet into something more contextual  

50 You mentioned first steps before, do you do you refer to the  



403 

 

 

TURN TEXT CODE 

grammar section in the writing books very much, or.. 

51 I have to admit I probably haven’t as much this year,… yeahh 

probably not as much this year, I’ve probably been a bit more 

reliant on other things I’ve probably taken a bit more whole text 

approach.  We have in this class a very high level of support so we 

probably haven’t done as much explicit stand alone we probably 

could have done more in context in text as we are going 

 

52 so um, have you a favourite resource?  

53 umm   

54 umm, not not a specific favourite resources, I tend to look at what 

the outcome is and work backwards from there umm trying to 

develop fluency we do occasionally use a written activity… a 

reduced amount of writing … bits of it so that’s an something that 

we’ve been trialling this year.  

 

55 So your school hasn’t stipulated any grammar resources that you 

need to use? 

 

56 No  

57 And for your personal understanding, do you have a grammar 

guide that you refer to  

 

58 There’s the online sort of grammar guide book and umm 

grammarly is one that I use quite a bit, I use grammarly for myself.  

In terms of favourite I guess targeting grammar would be my 

favourite in terms of a print  

 

59 Here comes possibly the trickiest question of the lot, umm, how do 

you define written grammar?  If a parent came up to you and said 

“what is grammar?” what would you say to them 

 

 I think I would say it’s the rules that we follow or the conventions 

that we follow to allow us to structure our writing.  That’s how id 

explain it, there’s probably only a very small element of it 

 

60 Um whats your thinking behind that, why would you say that?  
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61 I think the idea that its sort of the idea that its over arching 

conventions that we that there are certain rules to the way that we 

write cos I know now that we can all write fluently in text but not 

in well structured sentences so I’d try and get across the fact that 

there are conventions that they are there for a purpose to meet a 

particular need  um and to allow the kids to express themselves 

appropriately. 

 

62 So does that come back to context purpose and audience?  

63 I think so, yeah, yeah  

64 Are you, do you know the type of grammar that is used within the 

curriculum, in the SCASA curriculum?  No.  Anything else that you’d 

like to say about how you teach grammar and why you teach it?   

 

65 ummm inaudible  

66 You don’t think you’re just teaching a grammar curriculum, you are 

teaching a grammar kid, responding to kids needs… ok, I have a 

suggestion to make…goes on to invite Lauren to speak at a 

workshop on technology and grammar.   
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Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources used by Western 
Australian primary school teachers to inform the teaching of written 

grammar 

 

School Principal:  Informed Consent  

 

 I have read the information letter which explains the research project, and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  

 I understand that participation in this project is entirely voluntary. 

 I understand that I may withdraw my permission at any time without affecting my 
relationship with any other party. 

 I understand that all the information provided will be treated as strictly confidential 
and will not be released by the researcher.  The only exception to this principle is if a 
court subpoenas documentation or directs other legal means.  

 I have been advised as to what data is being collected, what the purpose is, and what 
will be done with the data on completion of the research. 

 I agree that research data gathered for the study may be published in a Doctor of 
Education thesis, or as a journal article or conference proceeding.   

 

Principal’s Name: ____________________________________________________ 

 

Principal’s Signature: _________________________________________________ 

 

School: ____________________________________________________________ 

 

Date:  ______________________________ 

 

Phase 1 Survey:  Number of teachers to whom I have forwarded the online link: _________ 

Approval to conduct this research has been provided by The University of Western Australia, in 

accordance with its ethics review and approval procedures. Any person considering participation in 

this research project, or agreeing to participate, may raise any questions or issues with the 

researchers at any time. In addition, any person not satisfied with the response of researchers may 

raise ethics issues or concerns, and may make any complaints about this research project by 

contacting the Human Research Ethics Office at the University of Western Australia on (08) 6488 4703 

or (08) 6488 4703 FREE, or by emailing to hreo-research@uwa.edu.au. 
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Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources used by Western Australian primary school teachers 

to inform the teaching of written grammar 

 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT CONSENT FORM (TEACHER) 
 

 I have read the information letter which explains the research project, and any 
questions I have asked have been answered to my satisfaction.  

 I understand that participation in this project is entirely voluntary. 

 I understand that I may withdraw my permission at any time before results are 
published without affecting my relationship with any other party. 

 I understand that all the information provided will be treated as strictly confidential 
and will not be released by the researcher.  The only exception to this principle is if a 
court subpoenas documentation or directs other legal means.  

 I have been advised as to what data is being collected, what the purpose is, and what 
will be done with the data on completion of the research. 

 I agree that research data gathered for the study may be published in a Doctor of 
Education thesis, or as a journal article or conference proceeding.   

 

Participant’s Name: ____________________________________________________ 

 

Participant’s Signature: _________________________________________________ 

 

Year Level:  ___________________________________________________________ 

 

School: ____________________________________________________________ 

 

Date:  ______________________________ 

 

 

Approval to conduct this research has been provided by The University of Western Australia, in 

accordance with its ethics review and approval procedures. Any person considering participation in 

this research project, or agreeing to participate, may raise any questions or issues with the 

researchers at any time. In addition, any person not satisfied with the response of researchers may 

raise ethics issues or concerns, and may make any complaints about this research project by 

contacting the Human Research Ethics Office at the University of Western Australia on (08) 6488 4703 

or (08) 6488 4703 FREE, or by emailing to hreo-research@uwa.edu.au. 
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Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources used by Western Australian primary school teachers 

to inform the teaching of written grammar 

 

 

INTERVIEW PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

 

 

 

I would like to invite you to participate in a research project, Informed Choices:  Investigating the 

resources used by Western Australian primary school teachers to inform the teaching of written 

grammar, which is part of Ms Jeannine Wishart’s doctoral study. You are invited to take part because 

you are a Year 3, 4, 5 or 6 Primary School teacher in Western Australia.  This research project aims to further 

understanding of the resources and professional knowledge that primary school teachers use to guide their 

practice when teaching written grammar, and the reasons behind the selection of these resources.     

 

Please read this information carefully and do not hesitate to ask questions about anything that you do not 

understand or want to know more about.  Before deciding whether or not to take part, you may wish to discuss 

it with a colleague.   

 

Purpose of the Research: 

This research aims to further understanding of primary teachers’ use of resources and their sources of 

knowledge when teaching written grammar.  This study is needed because it occurs in the context of 

curriculum changes in Australian Primary Schools.The findings will contribute to the body of knowledge about 

the teaching of written grammar in Primary schools. 

  

Participation in the research project involves:  

 Participating teachers will be invited to discuss the resources and sources of knowledge that they use 

to teach grammar by participating in an interview. The interview will be audio recorded and is 

expected to be of approximately 10 minutes in duration. The interview will take place at a time and 

venue that is convenient to you. 

 Participating teachers will be asked to allow the researcher to copy photograph or scan resources they 

use when teaching of written grammar.  

 

What you need to know about the research process:  

 Participants may withdraw at any time.  Participant contributions can be destroyed or discussed with 

the researchers as appropriate.  However, if the thesis has already been published at the time a 

participant wishes to withdraw, their contribution cannot be withdrawn.   

 The researcher has undertaken a National Criminal History Check and a Working with Children Check.    

 This research has been approved by the ethics committees at the University of Western Australia.  The 

ethics permission number is: XXXXXXX 

 Confidentiality is assured and pseudonyms will be used so that no participant or school will be 

identifiable in the thesis or other publications related to this study.   

Dr Grace Oakley  
Faculty of Education 
M428, 35 Stirling Highway 

Crawley 6009 

Telephone: 08 6488 2301 

Email: grace.oakley@uwa.edu.au  
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The University of Western Australia   T +61 8 6488 0000  E name.name@uwa.edu.au 

 

 

Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources used by Western Australian primary school 

teachers to inform the teaching of written grammar 

 

ANONYMOUS ONLINE SURVEY PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET                              

You are invited to take part in an anonymous online survey, which is part of a study called 

Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources used by Western Australian primary school 

teachers to inform the teaching of written grammar. You are invited because you are a 

Year 3, 4, 5 or 6 Primary School teacher in Western Australia.  This doctoral research aims to 

find out what resources and sources of professional knowledge primary school teachers use 

to guide their practice when teaching written grammar, and the reasons behind the 

selection of these resources.     

Please read this information carefully. Please feel free to contact me to ask questions about 

anything that you do not understand or want to know more about.  Before deciding whether 

or not to take part in this survey, which should take approximately 10 minutes, you may 

wish to discuss it with a colleague.   

Participation in this anonymous survey is entirely voluntary.  You may withdraw from the 

project at any time until the thesis or research articles are published, for any reason, with no 

penalty or repercussions, professionally or personally.   

If you decide that you wish to take part in the survey, you will be asked to tick the consent 

agreement box at the beginning of the online survey.  By ticking this box you are stating 

that you have read and understood this information and that you are consenting to take 

part in the survey.   

Purpose of the Survey: 

This survey aims to find out about primary teachers’ use of resources and sources of 

knowledge when teaching written grammar.  This study is needed because it occurs in the 

context of curriculum changes in Primary Schools.  The research will contribute to the body 

of knowledge about the teaching of written grammar and will provide information regarding 

teachers’ professional learning needs 

If you wish to discuss the research, please contact the coordinating supervisor, Associate 

Professor Grace Oakley, at UWA Graduate School of Education at the above address.   

 

Yours Sincerely, 

Dr Grace Oakley 

 

Dr Grace Oakley  
Faculty of Education 
M428, 35 Stirling Highway 

Crawley 6009 

Telephone: 08 6488 2301 

Email: grace.oakley@uwa.edu.au  
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Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources used by Western Australian primary 
school teachers to inform the teaching of written grammar 

 

 

Dear (Principal),  

 

As you are aware, the teaching of grammar has regained prominence since the introduction 

of the Conventions Strand in NAPLAN and, more recently, since the introduction of the 

Australian Curriculum English: Language strand. I am seeking your assistance and 

cooperation with a research project called Informed Choices:  Investigating the resources 

used by Western Australian primary school teachers to inform the teaching of written 

grammar. This doctoral research investigates the teaching of written grammar in Western 

Australian primary schools.  The study will focus on Year 3, 4, 5 and 6 teachers across all 

sectors of education in Western Australia.   

The aim of this project to find out about the resources and sources of professional 

knowledge primary school teachers use to guide their practice when teaching written 

grammar, and their reasons for selecting these resources. This study is needed as it occurs in 

the context of curriculum change. 

 

I would like to seek permission for Year 3, 4, 5 and 6 teachers at __school name___ to take 

part in the study during terms 1, 2 and 3 of 2016.  The data collected will be used in the 

completion of Ms Jeannine Wishart’s doctoral thesis, and research articles and reports 

arising from this thesis.   

 

Participation in the research project involves:  

 Phase 1:  Participating teachers will be invited to complete a short online survey 

regarding the pedagogy and resources they use to teach written grammar.  We 

would like you to provide teachers with the link. The link to the survey is: xxxxxx. The 

survey should take approximately 10 minutes to complete. 

 Phase 2:  Some participating teachers who provide their email addresses in the 

(otherwise anonymous) survey will be invited to discuss the resources that they use 

to teach grammar in an audio recorded interview. The interview will be 

Dr Grace Oakley  
Faculty of Education 
M428, 35 Stirling Highway 

Crawley 6009 

Telephone: 08 6488 2301 

Email: 
grace.oakley@uwa.edu.au  
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