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ABSTRACT
It is rare for language learners to reach high levels of communicative competence from engaging
in entirely form-focused instruction. Likewise, communicative syllabus which neglects grammar
instruction is inadequate in EFL pedagogy. In line with this perspective, combining
communicative language use with grammar instruction provides clear advantages for learners to
recognize language patterns in context and utilize them for meaningful communication. It has
been surmised that if learners attend to form within communicative practice, they obtain
information concerning language form by means of form-meaning connection and use it for
expressing messages. In this regard, the integration of form-focused instruction and contentbased instruction within literature-based classroom discussions creates some of the strongest
rationales for grammatical accuracy development and productive use of the target language in
which learners engage in more interaction and provide more language output in meaningful
communicative contexts. Literature has the potential to endorse learners to become cognizant of
patterns and linguistic features of the language because it creates an environment where the
applications of the language can function. Language is irrefutably put to its highest use in
literature with the greatest possible skills, besides literature signifies a wide range of accurate use
of the language features that paves the way for learning the target language.
Holding classroom discussions of literature offers learners an avenue to put their energy into talk
and knowledge-building. The creation of space for voices of learners stimulates dialogic talk and
initiates language learning. The instructional potential of literature discussions in the language
classroom dedicates itself to form and meaning balance for effective communication. Integrating
language and content learning embedded in classroom discussions of literature is a favorable
condition for language learning owing to its advantages to offer a large amount of language input
that engages learners into more interaction and pushes them for more language output that results
in language development.
The primary focus of this study was to build an ethos of involvement in classroom discussions of
literature for the acquisition of grammatical features in the target language and use them as a
springboard for production of meaningful discourse by integrating form-focused and literaturebased approaches. In addition, the present study set out to trace an optimal condition for
language learning in which learners use the target language as a medium of communication by
integrating content-based and literature-based approaches. The data collection consisted of pre-
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and post-survey questionnaires, pre-and post-assessments, interviews and audio-recordings of
classroom discussions of literature. The analysis of the data revealed that holding literature-based
classroom discussions by integrating form-focused and content-based approaches provides an
ideal context for learners to make form-meaning relationships that encourages them for more
accurate and fluent use of the target language features. Considering the preeminent role of
literature in the language classroom, the researcher suggests the incorporation of literature in
language curriculum at all levels of instruction to provide a basis for language proficiency
development.
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INTRODUCTION
The introduction includes information on background, purpose, rationale, significance,
theoretical and practical value of the study, also it presents statement of the problem, research
questions, research hypothesis, methods of research, novelty, theoretical framework, and
concludes with organization of the chapters.
Background of the Study
The last few decades have witnessed an ample amount of research on teaching English to
speakers of other languages. A large number of studies evolved around the effects of formal
instruction on second language acquisition because there was a growing consensus that high
levels of linguistic competence was considered as a strong potential foundation for language
learning. However, the center of attention has shifted from the structural properties of language
to the comprehension and expression of meaning in recent years. Put another way, the effective
integration of formal instruction and communicative language teaching has become a major
concern in most of the recent foreign and second language instructional methods. Krashen (1981,
1982, 1985) in his well-accepted and widely known second language acquisition theory argues
that desired outcomes in the development of language proficiency can be achieved more through
comprehensible input rather than extensive use of conscious grammatical rules and he affirms
that meaningful interaction in the target language is an effective way for maximizing the mastery
of the language.
In the early 20th century literature was woven into language curriculum to endorse learners to
acquire language structures and perform drills successfully (Durant, 1995). The actual use of the
target language upstaged grammar instruction as the primary focus of language learning in the
fields of language pedagogy. In the late 1960s and 1970s literature fell into disuse on the grounds
that it was not in conformity with standard grammar rules (Topping, 1968) and the widespread
perception was that literature was complex and inaccessible for learners (Vincent & Carter,
1986). In the late 1970s and 1980s a decisive swing against literature was experienced and
literature came into prominence to enable learners to make huge leaps in language learning.
Learners can reap many benefits from the inclusion of literature in foreign language teaching. In
attempting to support their arguments of incorporating literature into language teaching a
considerable number of researchers (Durant, 1995; Duff & Maley, 1990; Collie & Slater, 1987;
Ghosn, 2002; Lasagabaster, 1999; Maley, 1989; McKay, 1982; Swaffar, 1985) offer a number of
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reasons why literature is an ideal medium for extending language use. Language learners are at
an advantage to acquire profound knowledge of language, develop their understanding and
appreciation of cultural and ideological differences of societies and promote academic literacy
and thinking skills.
It is rare for learners to reach high level of communicative ability from engaging in entirely
language form either implicitly or explicitly. Likewise, focusing primarily on content may be a
hindrance to embrace target language features. The integration of form-focused instruction in
content-based classrooms has been effective because such an integrative pedagogy benefits
learners‟ practice of target forms within communicative contents (Day & Shapson, 2001).
Holding classroom discussions of literature offers learners an avenue to verbalize their
interpretations. Form-focused and content-based approaches are two pedagogical frameworks
that facilitate form-meaning connections in the field of second language acquisition (Valeo,
2013); for that reason it is hoped that the building of dialogic classroom which draws attention of
learners to form-meaning relationship provides some of the strongest rationales for language
acquisition.
Purpose of the Study
Language and literature are mutually supporting experiences. In fact, sufficiently sophisticated
grasp of language is witnessed when literature is introduced in language study (Ghosn, 2002;
McKay, 1982). Language is an input-rich source for coming to good terms with knowledge of
language structures, reading proficiency, enriched vocabulary, improving skill in the target
language, thinking skills, and cultural awareness. To put the matter at its most basic, language
learners can accrue quite tangible benefits from exposure to literature. Literature-based approach
to target language teaching is an excellent means for the development of oral and written
communicative competence (Barnitz, Gipe & Richards, 1999).
It is noteworthy that, conducting literature discussions have boundless possibilities of
encouraging substantive talk and developing oral language (Eeds & Wells, 1989). When
language learners develop a critical stance towards discussions of literature, an interactive setting
to construct interpretations is created. The creation of space for voices of learners invites readers
to argue for the use of language to articulate perceptions, verbalize points of view and transmit
thoughts. Reading literature puts creating meaningful understandings to the fore. The premise
behind engaging readers in unveiling the meaning in the text offers learners a medium for
negotiation of meanings. Thereby, the use of literature is a useful resource to cultivate
2

communication by virtue of transaction. The presentation of literature to learners can be an
important initiative to better communicative competence. The instructional potential of
discussions stimulates learners to put their energy into talk and knowledge-building (Nystrand,
2006). Attention to both form and meaning in literature discussions results in communicating
meanings in an effective way. In line with this perspective, classroom discussions of literature
espouse a focus on learning about and participating in. It is often the case that the establishment
of communication calls for drawing attention of learners to certain features and meaningful use
of the target language. The present study aimed to create a favorable condition for language
learning through engaging learners into more interaction in which they become cognizant of
target language features and produce more language output. For this purpose, the present study
employed form-focused and content-based approaches incorporated in a literature-based
program.
Statement of the Problem
A substantial number of literature-based classroom activities have been suggested to indulge
learners in experiencing literature to recognize different uses of language (Kramsch, 1985).
Although downgraded as it was thought to be inaccessible for language learners, literature has
made a place for itself in language teaching and has prevailed as a contributing force in language
instruction since the late 1970s. However, literature has been insufficiently used in language
teaching at university level, besides it has been used either to develop accuracy of learners or
provide contents for discussions. There are few researches that plunge learners into rich exposure
by means of literature to form-meaning relationship and render it possible to learn grammatical
features and develop communicative competence.
The inclusion of form-focused instruction in a content-enriched language instruction through
using literary works offers learners discernible advantages. Literature gives a basis for group
discussions; thus, it has communicative value (Shanahan, 1997). This study has been designed to
draw attention of learners to form and meaning simultaneously through integrating form-focused
and content-based approaches by means of literature discussions. The acquisition of linguistic
forms through exposure to instructional intervention enables learners to use the language with
greater fluency and accuracy (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). Communicative tasks are valued
much for their underlying construct of accuracy and fluency. Literature discussions have the
potential to help learners notice language forms and integrate the knowledge into communicative
activities (Nystrand, 2006).
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Rationale for the Study
The pedagogic rationale for welcoming literature in multiple learning settings lies in the claim
that it is conducive to language learning. The core premise of using literature is that it provides
clear advantages for learners to perceive the characteristics of target structures in contexts and
use these forms for communicative language use. Literature gives a basis for discussions thus
serves as a source for comprehensible and creative language use. The embrace of literature is an
essential need for meaning-making that results in meaningful communication situations
(Redmann, 2008). Literature is an essential grounding for cultivating communication repertoires
of language learners.
Communication has emerged as an important building block which involves the integration of
structural and functional aspects of language. It has been suggested that language learning is not
compatible with the development of communication skills when the primary focus in classroom
activities is on specific language features. Likewise, meaning-based instruction dos not lead to
effective language teaching. A simultaneous focus on form and meaning exposes language
learners to comprehensible input and provides them options of practicing their output to have
complete acquisition (Norris & Ortega, 2000; Spada, 1997). Only through interaction can
learners negotiate meaning and notice the linguistic features. The development of
communicative competence entails productive use of the target language (Swain, 1985). With
this focus in mind, literature has the potential to combine communicative language use with
grammar instruction and provide comprehensible input for learners in meaningful interaction for
language acquisition (Shanahan, 1997).
Quality talk grows out of literature discussions. They serve as an avenue for language learners to
articulate their opinions, ideas and interpretations. In this framework, considering that language
learning does not spawn successful outcomes in the failure of form and meaning balance,
literature can bridge this gap and warrant proficiency in the target language. This study is
premised on the belief that the combination of grammar instruction with communicative
language use enables learners to produce accurate utterances, and the use of the target language
to discuss content rather than form encourages learners to produce more language output. To put
it another way, form-focused and content-based instructions were compared within literature
discussions for the production of meaningful discourse. This proposed investigation is expected
to create form and meaning balance using mixed approaches for effective communication
through holding literature discussions.
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Significance of the Study
Major premises of the present study are that literature can offer an acquisition-rich environment
in order to explore the forms and communicative functions in the target language, attention to
form embedded within communicative teaching by means of literature is compatible with
language acquisition and the integration of language and content within literature discussions
makes room for language proficiency. The ability to speak accurately and fluently in a foreign
language is critically important in language acquisition. However, oral production has been a
stressful situation for some foreign language learners. As literature offers an extensive range of
enrichment in establishing form-meaning connection and uses it for expressing messages (Paran,
2008), this study aims to show that literature and language learning can work in tandem for the
purposes of enhancing oral communicative competence of language learners.
In a language curriculum in which literature is deemphasized, the development of advanced-level
foreign language competencies is unrealistic. Language learners can accrue quite tangible
benefits from the use of literature in language teaching. The study explores whether well
designed classroom discussions can become an integral part of language classes for generating
comprehensible and coherent output in terms of both language and content.
Research Questions
This study is to answer the following research questions:
1) Does the use of literature-based instruction in English language teaching sharpen
language awareness of learners?
2) Does the use of literature-based instruction bridge the gap between linguistic competence
and linguistic performance?
3) Which approach to literature-based teaching speaking is the most adequate: form-focused
approach, content-based approach or a mixed approach?
4) How can form-focused and content-based approaches be integrated into literature-based
approach?
Research Hypothesis
Hypotheses of the study are:
1) The integration of form-focused and literature-based approaches create opportunities to
use grammar for communicative purposes with the intention of promoting accuracy.
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2) Integrating language and content learning is a favorable condition for language learning
for its advantages to engage learners into more interaction and provide output in
meaningful communicative contexts.
3) Combining of language and content by mixed approaches using literary texts can bridge
the gap between form-meaning relationships; thus enable learners to use the language
with greater fluency and accuracy which are seen as central to communicative
competence.
Methods of Research
An experimental research methodology was used to answer the questions raised by the study.
The selected method was considered to be the most appropriate due to the purpose of the study
which aimed to investigate whether the variables that were being manipulated had an impact on
the results through using quantitative methods for data collection; thus, experimental study
rendered it possible to assess the influence of the different treatments and measure outcomes.
The experimental study took place in a university in literature classes. It was thought that, The
Great Gatsby and Lord of the Flies were of interest to the target population of the study, which
consisted of 60 undergraduate students in English Language Teaching department, due to their
substantive plot, their clear sequential development and appropriate length. The genre, style and
literary devices these two novels contained allowed learners boundless possibilities to have
literature discussions.
Data were collected over one semester period through survey questionnaire, pre-and-post
assessments, classroom discussions of literature and post interview. Both the preliminary survey
questionnaire and the final survey questionnaire which included the same questions were
administered to unveil the attitudes of learners towards the application of foreign language
literature for teaching speaking. A pre-test, a post-test and a delayed post-test were conducted to
measure the participants‟ progress in language learning. Each test consisted of two parts:
grammar and vocabulary, and each part included 50 questions. All three groups (FFI, CBI and
Mixed Approach) in the present study underwent different treatments to ascertain which of the
treatment instructions used in this study provided more opportunities for learners with the
promotion of communicative efficiency (Group 1 received the instruction that included formfocused and literature-based components; Group 2 received the instruction that included contentbased and literature-based instructions; and Group 3 received the instruction that included mixed
approaches). Informal interviews were conducted with all participants to access to their inner
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perceptions and gain perspectives about their experiences with discussions of literature. Data
analysis was conducted through focusing on the quantity of participation, utterances, and
accurate utterances in classroom discussions.
Novelty
The theoretical and research base has provided a substantial endorsement for the teaching of a
nonlinguistic content through the medium of a language. While a considerable bulk of research
has explored the integration of language and content to optimize content learning and language
acquisition (Tedick & Cammarata, 2012; Pica, 2002), few studies have focused on language and
content integration using literary texts for the development of language proficiency (Schulz,
1998). In particular, the combination of formal accuracy and content teaching to promote more
language output in communicative contexts has been understudied.
The study provides a new experience with language learning. The implementation of mixed
approaches for the development of linguistic competence and communication skills has not been
investigated in the country where the study was conducted. The originality of the present study
lies in the fact that it collected multiple kinds of data which were subsequently interpreted and
represented.
Theoretical Framework
In this study theoretical influences are directed by reader-response theory (Rosenblatt, 1960,
1974, 1977, 1978, 1985) which is based on the assumption that a literary work takes place in the
mutual relationship between the reader and the text. According to this theory, the meaning is
constructed through a transaction between the reader and the text within a particular context. The
reader is the active participant in the reading process and the primary maker of meaning. By
adopting aesthetic and efferent stances the reader maintains an active role in deriving meaning.
In the aesthetic stance the reader is immersed in cognitive and affective elements to build his/her
interpretation. In the efferent stance, the reader is absorbed in extracting information from the
text. It is indubitably the role of the reader to make inferences in interpretation of literature and
the meanings created are the reflections of both the reader and the text. Resonblatt (1995) points
out that reading literature is an exploration in which the reader is an experience builder and the
text serves as a guide for interpretation.
Classroom discussions of literature allow learners to perform more adequately in response to
texts and construct meaning (Rosenblatt, 1974), and encourage them to articulate their

7

interpretations which helps them with the development of speaking skills. Readers assume
multiple roles when responding to a variety of forms of literature. The process of developing
responses facilitates active and meaningful reading and increases emotional and intellectual
participation in the text that ultimately provides learners with better comprehension and
awareness of the text. The potential value of classroom discussions augments learners to express
their emotional reactions, to elicit their responses, to nourish their perspectives for furthering
depth of their interpretation, to corroborate their opinions and share their responses for building a
social relationship. It is crucial that learners are directed to perform more adequately in response
to texts and actively engaged in dialogues to raise literal and inferential questions, to explore a
range of possible meanings and to foster cognitive development and comprehension (Jewell &
Pratt, 1999; Lehman & Scharer, 1996). In the process of meaning construction, learners
experience other cultures, elevate thinking skills and promote interpretative skills.
In this study theoretical influences are also directed by Krashen‟s second language acquisition
theory (1981, 1982, 1985) which is based on the assumption that language proficiency
development can be achieved more through comprehensible input and meaningful interaction in
the target language. Krashen (1982) argued that content-rich meaningful input suffices for the
occurrence of language learning. This theory situates comprehensible input at the core of
language acquisition and is grounded on the principle that language learners should be exposed
to meaningful use of the target language.
Theoretical and Practical Value of the Study
Although a growing body of literature has investigated the supportive role of literature in
attaining advanced-level language abilities (Paesani, 2005; Henning, 1993), a significant dearth
of research has espoused literature for the combination of formal accuracy and content teaching
to provide more meaningful input in communicative contexts (Mantero, 2002). There has been
increased attention devoted for creating a climate of communication in language education
(Richards & Rodgers, 2011). The present study addresses the issue of communication in the
language classroom and focuses on implementable strategies and classroom activities to bridge
the gap between language and literature. Literature is practical and enriches a fertile ground for
using various approaches to teaching language. The findings of the research may not only
stimulate teachers to employ literature-based teaching of target languages for its mightiness to
develop oral and written language but also influence their teaching practices to enhance written
and oral communicative competence of learners.
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It is hoped that the study will contribute to the common belief held by language educators that
literature and the experiment held can be used as a springboard for language acquisition process.
The literature review and the experiment held in the study argues that the integration of language
and literature is a viable approach for speaking proficiency development. Also the study supports
the widespread belief that classroom discussions of literature in the language classroom act as a
stimulus to motivate learners for the development of communication skills.
Organization of the Chapters
The details of the present study are presented in four chapters. Chapter 1 provides a summary of
literature relevant to the study. Chapter 2 presents a review of approaches used in the study. The
second chapter also presents a review of classroom discussions that were held utilizing formfocused, content-based and mixed approaches. Chapter 3 attempts to discover insights on the
effectiveness of literary texts over simplified texts. Chapter 4 delineates the design of the study
and methodology implemented in the present study. Moreover, the fourth chapter contains the
findings of the study, discussion of the findings, possibilities for further research and
implications for theory and practice, and conclusion. The study concludes with references and
appendices.
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Chapter I: Literature Review on the Use of Literature for Promoting
Speaking Skills
The following review of literature seeks to pin down a definition of literature and draws attention
to language-literature divide in language teaching. The chapter then reveals that language and
literature are mutually supporting experiences and they can work in tandem to progress to
advanced-level language competencies; thus the inclusion of literary texts in language instruction
is essential grounding for arming students with not only linguistic knowledge but also cultural
knowledge. Chapter 1 introduces communicative competence model and examines the pivotal
role of literature discussions in evoking responses to events and characters of a text and finally
cites reasons for holding literature discussions to enact advanced speaking functions.
1.1 Literature in Language Teaching: A Brief Historical Overview
1.1.1 Definition of the Term ‘Literature’
It has always been difficult to pin down a definition of literature. Among the various suggested
definitions, Carter (1995) suggests that literature is “a body of written texts, produced by a
culture and highly valued within that culture over a period of time” (p.102). Williams (1977)
characterizes literature as a special text that embraces “full, central, immediate human
experience” (p.80). Swaffar (1992) focuses on the view that literature repudiates accepted social
conventions but rather “challenges cultural norms …enables the readers to reflect about cultural
stereotypes” (p.245). She opines readers are forced to rethink accepted norms by literature.
Literature serves as an ideal means for expressing ideas of permanent or universal interest (Scott
& Huntington, 2002). Pugh (1989) posits that literature is a writing that preeminently reflects in
depth and quality aspects of the human experience which is illuminated by an observer.
Literature is a use of language to articulate experiences and perceptions, to transmit thoughts and
feelings, and to verbalize points of view through inviting readers “to draw conclusions from
characters and events, to relate thematic truths to their own lives and values” (Morgan, 1993,
p.496). Literature is rendering of life. It has boundless possibilities of discovering ourselves and
others. It brings to the fore the use of various angles of vision in examining thoughts, beliefs and
actions (Langer, 1995). The notion of becoming a well-rounded person lies in the learners‟
appreciation of literature (Morgan, 1993). Interestingly, literature opens up infinite possible
worlds to the learners (Meijer, 2002) and puts to the fore life and human nature. But the fact
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remains that the value of literature is not apparent to a surprisingly large number of language
learners.
1.1.2 The Language Literature Division
The language-literature divide known as “lang-lit split” (Scott & Tucker, 2002, p. xvii) has long
been contentious. Communicative and literary goals are at odds with each other in foreign
language teaching (Kramsch, 1985). The widespread assumption is that literature should not be
taught to learners without attaining a high level of language proficiency; additionally, literature
is merely a tool to design language knowledge through passive reading (Hall, 2005). The
dilemma whether literature can contribute to language learning is a controversial issue. On the
one hand communicative goal reinforces the desired result of achieving negotiation with people.
Literary goal on the other hand considers literary texts “as finished products, to be unilaterally
decoded, analyzed, and explained or … to illustrate grammatical rules and enrich the reader‟s
vocabulary” (Kramsch, 1985, p.356). Starting in the 1990s language-literature divide shifted
towards teaching language, literature and culture as a continuous whole to promote advancedlevel language abilities (Paesani, 2011). Literature commenced to re-emerge from exile
conducing Maley (1989) to announce that “literature is back - but wearing different clothes”
(p.59). There has been renewed interest in the use of literature in the language classroom. Soon
after Swaffar‟s (2006) redefinition of communicative competence as the ability to read, write,
listen, speak and develop critical reflections about cultural aspects, literary texts have been
situated at the core of the curriculum and such language skills as reading, writing, listening and
speaking are regarded as complementary skills (Paesani, 2011; Kern, 2008). Henning (1993) also
satisfies this concern advocating that literature must be woven into language curriculum as
“students can develop a full range of linguistic and cognitive skills, cultural knowledge and
sensitivity” (p. 24).
The inclusion of literature in English language teaching is distinguished between three phases:
traditional, functional and discourse stylistics (Durant, 1993). In the „traditional‟ phase the use of
literature was considered worthy of concern and appropriate to the language classroom because
“literary language was superior to spoken language” (Larsen-Freeman, 2000, p.15). In the early
20th century foreign language learning meant a close study of the literature (Kramsch &
Kramsch, 2000). In the Grammar-Translation Method, the main language teaching tool was
literature, and literary texts were used to master grammatical rules (Duff & Maley, 1990).
Literary works served as “illustrations of the grammatical rules” (Duff & Maley, 1990, p.3) and
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samples of good writings to enable learners acquire language structures and perform drills
successfully (Durant, 1995). Literature held a place of prestige and was the ultimate goal of
foreign language study on the grounds that there was exclusive focus on reading and writing
(Paesani, 2011).
In the „functional‟ phase, which covers the 1960s and 1970s the Grammar-Translation Method
fell into disuse and the use of literature in the language classroom was downgraded. Though it
was not entirely removed from language classes, there was a widespread perception that
literature was complex and inaccessible for learners. Topping (1968) supports the exclusion of
literature from language curriculum claiming that literature does not play a supportive role in
improvement of language proficiency nor is it in conformity with standard grammar rules. To
him, the syntax and lexical items in literary texts constitute a largely disruptive influence in
language classes which directly constrains teaching of standard grammar. Another argument
against the use of literature in language instruction is evident in the belief of Allen (1976) who
notes that deep division exists between linguistics and literature. The presence of literature
waned and its use resulted rather insufficient due to the view that “a text which is extremely
difficult on either a linguistic or cultural level will have few benefits” (Vincent & Carter, 1986,
p.214). With the onset of communicative language teaching (henceforth CLT), literature was left
out of language classroom and place was given to the development of communicative
competence. Literary texts were eliminated from language classes and the emphasis was placed
on mainly teaching language skills. Even then, some voices rose that there was place for
literature in L2 classroom for instance; Marckwardt (1978) argues that literature has a „justifiable
and profitable‟ place in language learning. However, literature was challenged by the notion that
it had little functional application. The Grammar-Translation Method was replaced by methods
which aim at preparing and teaching learners manageable structure and vocabulary. Multifarious
developments in language instruction did not allow the Direct Method, the Audio-Lingual
Method, Suggestopedia, the Silent Way, and Total Physical Response to utilize literary works in
the foreign language classroom due to intricacies of literature. New findings in language
acquisition began to question the prestige of literature and literary texts grew in rather
inefficiency in language classes.
In the „discourse stylistics‟ phase which emerged in the late 1970s and 1980s literature made a
place for itself in language teaching once again. This is the period which experienced “a decisive
swing against literature in English as a foreign language” (Collie & Slater, 1987, p.2). The mid
1980s felt the need to provide basic content knowledge for language learners therefore; literary
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texts came into prominence “to teach the necessary strategies and study habits to enable them to
undergo highly demanding reading requirements in most tertiary level courses” (Gilroy-Scott,
1983, p.1). This phase suggested that it was important to study a wide range of literary texts to
promote CLT. A period of distrust has been overcome by literature and it has been recast as a
useful medium in the development of communicative competence. As such, the reconfigured
view of literature has reclaimed its primacy at all levels of foreign language instruction (Paesani,
2011) as literature covers “the greatest skills a language user can demonstrate” (Bassnett &
Grundy, 1993, p.7) and the usefulness of literature enables learners to make huge leaps in
language learning.

 The use of literature has a place
for itself in language curriculum
Traditional
(Early 20th century)

Discourse Stylistics
(1980s- _)
Functional
(1960s-1970s)

 The use of literature is downgraded
in language curriculum
Figure 1.1. Durant distinguishes the inclusion of literature in language teaching into three phases

Kramsch and Kramsch (2000) examine the role of literature in foreign language teaching in five
stages. Before World War I, literature played a preeminent role in language teaching and up to
1918, literature prevailed as an uncontested source. By and large, language learning was
concerned with canonical literature. The first stage began with the emergence of social
revolution after World War I ended. Literature had value and became a contributing force in
social arguments of the day. The second stage began with the Coleman report of 1929 and
reading fell into the domain of education; hence became the most effective way of acquiring
foreign languages and replaced literature. Canonical literature was abandoned. Although
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teaching literature survived, the third stage that began with the end of World War II discarded
literature as a noncontributing force in language instruction. The rising influence of linguistics
highlighted speaking hence ability to read literary works was replaced by ability to speak the
language. The fourth stage began when the National Defense Education Act in 1958 issued the
split between foreign language teaching and literature achievement. Linguistics emerged as a
significant discipline for language teaching. The fifth stage began after President Carter‟s report
in 1979 and literary texts served as authentic texts which had prominence in linguistic and
cultural proficiency.
1.2 Raising Language Awareness through Literary Texts
A broad definition of language awareness has been clinched as knowledge of language.
Surrounding the definition of language awareness, views reflected by linguists refer to two
distinct senses, knowledge and awareness. Language awareness is “the knowledge, perception
and attitude of the nature and function of language” (Chan, 1999, p.40). Literature is repository
of language knowledge inasmuch as it triggers learners to explore different aspects and functions
of the language. Donmall (1985) defines language awareness as “a person´s sensitivity to and
conscious awareness of the nature of language and its role in human life” (p.7). Language
awareness refers to enhanced consciousness of the language forms and functions (Carter, 2003).
Language awareness promotes the understanding of what has been discovered about language
(Preston, 1996). Van Lier (1995) attempts to define language awareness from a pragmatics point
of view and formulates it as realizing “how language is used as a tool” (p.xi). James (1999)
clinches the definition of language awareness as “having or gaining explicit knowledge about
and skill in reflecting on and talking about one‟s own language” (p.102). The concept of
language awareness is associated with conscious discernment and sensitivity in language
learning and teaching. Language awareness is characterized by exploration of benefits that can
be deduced from development of a good knowledge about language. It exposes learners to a
conscious understanding of language itself; in addition, language awareness develops an impetus
to conscious perception of how language is learnt and used (Ellis, 2012).
On the other hand, language awareness denotes “the awareness that learners have of language,
independently of conscious reflection on language” (Nicholas, 1991, p.78). In this sense,
language awareness shapes learners‟ psycholinguistic endowment (Little, 1997). To put the
matter at its most basic, these two phenomena differ from one another. While language
awareness in the psycholinguistic sense is derived from innate capacity for language acquisition,
14

language awareness in the educational sense ensues from language knowledge teachers impart to
learners through schooling (Little, 1997).
The distinction between competing key terms: language awareness, linguistic awareness and
knowledge about language must be characterized (James, 1999). Eric Hawkins (1984), the
founder of language awareness movement in the UK, sees language awareness as an important
attribute to gain “insight into pattern” (p.150). There exists a consensus view that language
awareness is imparted through schooling (Little, 1997), and “draws upon metalanguage to
explain aspects of the language code in the classroom” (Masny, 1997, p.105). It should be borne
in mind that, language awareness, which has been strongly advocated as a consequential
component in teacher education (Wright & Bolitho, 1993), appertains to “teachers‟ explicit
knowledge of language” (Andrews, 1997, p.148), in this case teachers are recipients of language
awareness. Language awareness enables teachers to draw their attention to similarities and
differences between the native language and the target language (Masny, 1997), in order that
“contrasts are not seen as separate and unconnected linguistic accidents, but as related by
implication” (James, 1994, p.209). Language awareness aids learners in language learning and
thereby viewed as a form of consciousness-raising (Masny, 1997). There is strong support for
language awareness and knowledge about language synonymous (James, 1999), for instance
Alderson, Clapham, and Steel (1997) use these two terms interchangeably. By contrast, linguistic
awareness and knowledge about language are “two different qualitatively different phenomenon”
(Little, 1997, p.93). While language awareness and knowledge about language is closely bound
up with language education, linguistic awareness figures in psycholinguistics (James, 1999). He
goes on to say that unlike knowledge about language, linguistic awareness is not contingent upon
encyclopedic knowledge but rather linguistic intuitions. Masny (1997) used metalinguistic
awareness as synonymous with linguistic awareness. Adherents of linguistic awareness present
the view that it is an “indicator of what learners know about language through reflection on and
manipulation of language” (Masny, 1997, p.105). She recapitulates that learners withdraw their
attention from the normal use of language and dwell on forms and functions of the language that
are manipulated. She illustrates that learners exhibit linguistic awareness while decoding
ambiguous sentences or editing text. Simply put, linguistic awareness involves learners to access
implicit or unconscious knowledge about a subject (James, 1999). In other words, while
explanation is of paramount importance for language awareness, it is not a sine qua non for
linguistic awareness.
The underlying idea is that literature can increase language awareness. Literature is a resource to
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endorse learners to become cognizant of patterns in texts and linguistic features of the language.
This approach lays emphasis on talking about language both in foreign language and mother
tongue. The notion of language awareness backs learning all other aspects of language structure
as they pave the way for the learning of the target language (Lasagabaster, 1999). Many studies
brought to light the fact that knowing about language ushers in one‟s performance (Leow, 1997;
Schmidt, 1995; Lasagabaster, 1999). Linguistic elements through experiential and meaningfocused language learning do not result in target-like levels (Doughty & Williams, 1998).
Language learners do not notice the gap between their output and model utterances; therefore,
language awareness has been advocated to enable learners to analyze linguistic forms and
functions (Lasagabaster, 1999).
Simplified or informational texts have some advantages to use for pedagogical purposes as they
make language more accessible by stages (Chan, 1999). However, a predominant exposure to
them limit deep processing and dilute the information because the use of these texts “simply
manifests language usage, put it on show disposed in a way that makes minimal demands on
thoughts” (Widdowson, 1984, p.169). The introduction of complete original texts to learners
helps them become effective language users. Learners are best stimulated when they raise
awareness of the operation of language in texts. Literature has the potential to build language
awareness because “it would seem natural to draw on literature as a means of teaching language”
(Kramsch, 1994, p.7), thereby it makes learners realize the meaning potential of language and in
the creation of meaning by dealing with real examples learners enhance their language
awareness. Complex texts offered by literature are assumed to be of benefit to generate
multifaceted meanings behind the events; by means of this learners are alert to subtle differences
in meanings (O‟Sullivan, Davis, & Billington, 2015).
The approach of close reading in literary studies is the most valuable thing because engaging in a
close reading practice is “necessarily the best way to read literature” (Gallop, 2007, p.183).
Literary texts are apparently rich in “language, content, culture, form, structure, affective values,
critical thinking, and engagement” (Weber-Feve, 2009, p.456), whereupon the practice of close
reading illuminates vocabulary, grammar, figures of speech, literary devices, tone and style
(Johnson, 2004). Textual analysis or close reading devote themselves to grammatical and lexical
form concurrently and interpret meaning “contextually, conceptually, and critically” (WeberFeve, 2009, p.456). Close reading is observing the details about the text and increasing
awareness of the nuances and connotations of language (Johnson, 2004). It is considered as an
“integral part of literacy learning” (Iyer, 2007, p.161). Thereby, close reading can mean
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engaging in not only small linguistic items but also large issues of literary understanding and
judgment (Johnson, 2004).
Close reading occurs at four levels (Johnson, 2004): First, in linguistic level, largely descriptive,
learners are attentive to linguistic elements, and the style of the writer. Second, in semantic level,
which is cognitive, learners consider what the words mean at a deeper level. Third, in structural
level, which is analytic, learners view the link between words. Fourth, in cultural level, which is
interpretive, learners discern the connection between elements of the text and the other things
outside it.
Language learners need to be presented “a continuum of texts including all kinds of examples of
creative and purposeful plays with the resources of language” (McCarthy & Carter, 1994, p.167).
Literary texts embody the artistic and creative use of ordinary language “with many different
linguistic uses, forms and conventions of the written mode: with irony, exposition, argument,
narration, and so on (Collie & Slater, 1987, p. 4). The analysis of the creative uses of language
by learners leads to propagation of more functional written or spoken forms of language. Lazar
(1993) defends the merits of literature as a valuable resource to denote the awareness that
learners have of language. According to the account she has given of language awareness
through literature reading, interaction with literature endows learners‟ awareness of sequencing
of discourse, and relationship between words in terms of synonymity and opposition. To put the
matter somewhat differently, literary encounter helps learners recognize different uses of
language at different levels.
Literary awareness emanates from studies in language awareness which place emphasis on
language knowledge and its use (Zyngier & Fialho, 2010). It springs from a process “in which
the readers awakens to and takes cognizance of the verbal artistry of a literary text” (Zyngier,
Fialho, & Rios, 2007, p.198). Literary awareness comprises four moments: the first moment is
reaction which entails reading, perception and decoding and it comprises emotional reaction. The
second moment is awareness in which learners raise their reactions to some aspects of the text.
The third moment is the stage learners substantiate interpretations. The fourth moment is
creation when learners strive to formalize their interpretation and produce their own literary texts
(Zyngier & Fialho, 2010). Literary awareness revived to boost critical and autonomous readers
who can both indulge in experiencing the texts and endorse statements in them from linguistic
viewpoint (Zyngier et al., 2007). Literary awareness attempts to show how readers perceive
linguistic patterns and structures and analyze how they are interacted with an aesthetic intention.
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The main objective is to awaken learners‟ desire to find stylistic patterns in texts with an
accurate evaluation and description; by this way learners become capable of applying the same
strategies when tackling another text.
Literariness, a term first coined by Jakobson in 1921 (Erlich, 1981), is the fruit of reading which
encompasses three components (Miall & Kuiken, 1999):
a) Stylistic variations that are linked with literary texts
b) Defamiliarizing fixed expressions of ordinary language in everyday language
c) Reinterpretive transformations, modification of usual feelings and elaborate them
Literariness is constituted when all three components interact and it is engendered so long as
“stylistic or narrative variations defamiliarize conventionally understood referents and prompt
reinterpretive transformations of a conventional feeling or concept” (Miall & Kuiken, 1999,
p.123).
1.3 Integrating Literature into the Language Classroom
Already in 1989, language literature division was described as “a recipe for disaster” (James,
1989, p.81). Within the tradition of foreign language teaching the function of literature has
changed and it has been raised as an influential tool for the last two decades; consequently in
EFL instruction, literature has been adopted as a valuable strategy (Sage, 1987). Literature is
considered as “an ally of language” (Brumfit & Carter, 1986, p.1) and it creates an environment
where the applications of the language can function. Literary texts are treated as learning
resources like any other classroom materials (Isaac, 2002).
Durant (1995) identifies three major arguments to support the incorporation of literature in
language curriculum. One argument is that literary texts embed conversational excerpts. A
second argument foregrounds the process of interpretation because literary works involve
complex operations of language which resist easy interpretation. A third argument underscores
the inherently motivating, inspiring and interesting role of literature in language pedagogy.
Collie and Slater (1987) demonstrate a move toward the use of literature in language classroom
as it provides four benefits for language learners: authentic material in which learners process
real language in context, cultural enrichment, language development, and personal growth. First
compared with informational materials, authentic materials are more suitable and valuable to
language learning furthermore literary texts as they are intended for native speakers are good
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models for language learners to be acquainted with language forms and conventions (Ur, 1996).
Second, cultural goal is achieved through broadening learners‟ horizons by introducing literature
masterpieces as an educative experience. Literary texts have the advantage of improving
learners‟ cultural awareness by allowing them to discover other countries and their people. Third,
„rich exposure to authentic English‟ (Tomlinson, 1985, p.9) and „real language, such as that
found in literature‟ (Whiteson & Horovitz, 1998, p.xiv) increases familiarity with the language
and enhances their linguistic accuracy. Finally, the use of literature introduces critical thinking to
learners of language as well as intellectual development. Literary encounter allows learners to
develop their understanding and appreciation of cultural and ideological differences of societies.

Motivational

Methodological

Linguistics

Language
Proficiency
Development

Literature in the language classroom

Figure 1.2. Duff and Maley‟s three reasons for the inclusion of literature in foreign language
teaching

Duff and Maley (1990) highlight three reasons for the inclusion of literature in foreign language
teaching: linguistic, methodological and motivational. Literature is comprised of a wide range of
vocabulary and a variety of grammatical structures and dialogues in which ideas are connected in
numerous ways. Linguistically, providing learners with valuable authentic materials allows them
to explore the forms and communicative functions in the target language. Literature draws
learners‟ attention to the links between language and communicative intent (Walther, 2007)
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because literature involves “the formation and function of sentences, the variety of possible
structures, and the different ways of connecting ideas” (Collie & Slater, 1987, p.5). With this
aspect literature is an important element to engage in linguistic forms and communicative
functions. Methodologically, literature makes learners sensitive to the reading process.
Motivationally, literature is viewed as a motivational material (Elliot, 1990), wherein the reader
is placed in authentic and meaningful contexts to decode literary texts. During meaning
construction, learners through engaging in process of language acquisition become enthusiastic
to discover the plots of the story and experiences of characters. Literature is seen as a tool “to
stimulate the imagination of students, to develop their critical abilities, and to increase their
emotional awareness” (Lazar, 1993, p.19).
Hadaway, Vardell, and Young (2002) cite three reasons for incorporating literature in language
teaching. The first reason is the contextualization of language. Literature provides an ideal
context to acquire profound knowledge of language. It facilitates access to a variety of linguistic
items, therefore literature can offer an „acquisition-rich environment‟ (Ghosn, 2002, p.175).
Bassnett and Grundy (1993) make an excellent point in noting that “literature is high point of
language usage” (p. 7). The second reason is that literature is full of real-life language examples
in different situations; hence literature readers are at an advantage to deepen their awareness of
social factors. The third reason is the descriptive language in literary texts.
Ghosn (2002) suggests four reasons for using literature in the language classroom. First,
literature offers a motivating medium for language learning through providing meaningful
context. Second, literature presents natural language which fosters vocabulary development,
stimulates oral language, and provides a setting for a top-down approach. Third, literature is an
excellent medium to promote academic literacy and thinking skills. Fourth, literature enhances
emotional development and helps readers eradicate negative feelings and develop understanding
of self and the world which will result in fostering interpersonal and intercultural attitudes.
Lasagabaster (1999) quotes five reasons in favor of the incorporation of literature into foreign
language teaching. First, literature is an enormous source of cultural enrichment and the
potentiality of literature can develop cross-cultural awareness. It is worth considering that
development of communicative competence requires cultural competence (Byram & Morgan,
1994). Second, literary texts are not intended for language teaching, but rather to address the
interests of readers to deepen, and intensify understanding; for that reason they meet the
standards of authenticity. Third, there is no blinking the fact that language learners are exposed

20

to a great wealth of comprehensible input by means of literature which fosters language learning.
Fourth, literary texts are interpreted differently by learners; hence, the utilization of literature
boosts interpreting skills of language learners. Kramsch (1994) highlights that “speakers and
writers make choices that are not predictable and codifiable” (p.130) bearing in mind the support
of literary works on interpretative skills. Fifth, literature helps in enhancement of learners‟
imagination and extends personal experience.
Maley (1989, p.12) enumerates seven reasons why literature is worth considering in the language
classroom.
(a) Universality: Literature includes global topics that are common to all cultures; love,
pride, and jealousy.
(b) Non-triviality: Language learners do not favor the presentation of traditional forms of
language input in artificial contexts; however, literature does not trivialize but offers
authentic input.
(c) Personal relevance: Literary texts tackle ideas, events and emotions that conform to
learners‟ experiences which play a paramount role in facilitating the learning process.
(d) Variety: Literature covers a great variety of topics.
(e) Interest: Literature introduces a wide range of themes that are appealing for learners.
(f) Economy and suggestive power: Literature is a remarkable tool to enhance learners‟
imagination, and critical abilities, thus literary topics are essential components for class
debates.
(g) Ambiguity: Different language learners make different inferences; therefore, literature is
susceptible to subjectivity.
McKay (1982) offers three major benefits of literature to language classes: development of
linguistic knowledge, boost of motivation to interact with texts, and advancement of reading
proficiency. Literature use is an excellent means of building up language skills for “literature
will extend linguistic knowledge by giving evidence and subtle vocabulary usage, and complex
and exact syntax” (Povey, 1972, p.187). Linguistic knowledge has two levels: the level of usage,
and the level of use (Widdowson, 1978). While usage includes knowledge of linguistic rules, use
entails knowledge of using the rules for effective communication (McKay, 1982). Literature is
an ideal medium for extending language usage and developing an awareness of language use.
Reading has been regarded “not as reaction to a text but as interaction between writer and reader
mediated through the text” (Widdowson, 1979, p.74). This interaction manifests itself on two
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levels: linguistic and conceptual (McKay, 1982); put differently, to perform better on decoding
the language and comprehending the concepts, learners need to interact with the text. Finally,
literary texts provide a basis for achieving reading proficiency.
Shanahan (1997) refutes the objections to language through literature and underlines three
aspects of literature which are conducive to the learning of language: a) literature is laden with
divergent evocative materials, b) these materials are released when learners are exposed to them
and energizes language learning, c) literature embodies strong undercurrents of the time place in
which it was written. Alvstad and Castro (2009) defend the idea of giving priority to literary
texts within language study and lay out two arguments for incorporating literature in curricula of
foreign languages. The first argument is the pivotal role of literature in the development of
linguistic competences and the second argument is the potency of literature in furnishing
knowledge about foreign cultures. In both arguments they confirmed the integration of literature
and language as a viable approach for language proficiency development.
Swaffar (1985, p.18) offers a number of reasons for introducing authentic texts into language
curriculum: 1) authentic texts are tailored to augment the interest of learners; 2) authentic texts
have potential advantages to enhance vocabulary and structures; 3) authentic texts are ideal for
implementing reading because they provide learners multiple chances for guessing unfamiliar
words to establish meaning; 4) authentic materials reflect cultural schema of the target language.
In attempting to support his argument of incorporating literature into language teaching Moody
(1971) attests that literature attracts readers in four domains: it attempts to train sensory,
intellectual, affective and social faculties of people. Literature not only depicts situations and
impulses that are common to many people but also reflects the human conditions. The emotions
and ideas of people are expressed in the highest level of language and great insights into people
are given as well. In addition, literature is rooted in daily activities hence it underlies
psychological elements of people who carry out these activities. In the same vein, Martin (1997)
contends that literature appeals to the emotions, imagination and intellect of readers what Spivak
(1993) calls “fraying of logic” (p.180) with rhetorical interferences.
Probst (1994) deems it necessary to take heed of literature instruction: first, the essential content
of literature implicates experiences of people and subsumes human condition, hence invites
readers to reflect their conceptions which offer them a chance to learn about themselves. Second,
it may not be possible for learners to define themselves without understanding their similarities
and differences with their peers around them. Literature gives learners a chance to respect
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differing responses and to be understanding of one another that will likely result in learning
about others. Third, literature is a reservoir of significant issues relevant to human experience. If
learners are come to understand concepts of love, revenge, justice, and hate, their visions about
cultures and societies mount up. Fourth, literary texts are catalysts for intellectual growth and
impose responsibilities on the learners to shape their thought. Fifth, readers create meaning in the
act of reading and the construction of meaning evokes alertness of learners to discover how
context shapes meaning.
1.4 When Should Literature Be Introduced to Language Learners
Literature which foregrounds aesthetic intent is a complex enterprise to teach. Herr (1982) urges
that literature should be introduced to learners at beginning levels. Frantzen (2001) advocates the
use of literature at all levels in foreign language programs because literature provides “contexts
for meaningful classroom dialogues” (p.109). Context is “the physical situation or setting in
which any text-spoken or written-occurs” (Gajdusek, 1988, p.230). Context-rich learning
encourages learners to ascertain common difficulties by experientially investing in the texts.
Weist (2004) sheds light on the power of literature with lower level learners for skill acquisition
and she concludes that the use of literary texts in beginning language courses could result in
language practice and reading comprehension. Literary texts with lower level learners provide
excellent conditions for a basic understanding of the context, development of thinking skills as
well as improvement of language skills. The inclusion of literary texts in language teaching
programs with intermediate level learners stimulates language development and raises language
awareness. Literary texts with advanced learners can be used to develop higher order critical
skills including complex judgmental skills as critical thinking and problem solving.
Exploration of literature in the foreign language classroom at all levels of instruction offers
“more communicative, interactive, involving” (Gajdusek, 1988, p.228) language classes. Perusal
of literary texts in language teaching generates language practice and reading comprehension and
appreciation of aesthetic qualities at beginning levels. The study of literature in introductorylevel courses provides occasion for exploration of functions of language in context. Thus,
learners take advantage of perceiving connectors between language and communication.
Conversely, aims for literary study at the advanced level include engaging students with practice
in reading and discuss issues and situations that are explored in literary texts, and the
presentation of literary concepts, for example, “recognition of figures of speech, levels of
meaning, and other stylistic features” (Muyskens, 1983, p.413). The wider use of literature can
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be profitable to develop grammatical skills (Gajdusek & van Dommelen, 1987), to decode the
meaning of unfamiliar words, and to practice talking (Enright & McCloskey, 1985). It should be
noted that literature exhibits “extraordinary growth in vocabulary” (Spack, 1985, p.721), and
communicative potential. With this in mind, the exposure to literary texts at all levels provides
language learners an avenue to master the language.
Literary texts of a high caliber affect accessibility and comprehensibility. Indeed, unless learners
sufficiently penetrate the text, they cannot make general sense of it. Inaccessible texts containing
difficult vocabulary and sophisticated syntactical patterns constitute source of frustration and
become useless for language learners (Schulz, 1981). Ill-prepared learners who do not have
appropriate level of linguistic competency are incapable of handling literature. Needless to say, it
is important to examine the texts for their understanding difficulty before presenting them to the
learners for whom the texts are intended. Teaching literature emanates from a belief that literary
texts of medium difficulty enhance the familiarity with the language of the text. Thereby,
learners at all levels benefit from literary texts if they are exposed to accessible texts.
1.5 Linguistic Importance of Literature in the Language Classroom
Learners can reap many benefits from bridging the infamous language-literature gap. This
integrated curriculum does not preclude the development of language proficiency; on the
contrary, it maximizes learning experience (Barrette, Paesani, & Vinall, 2010). Numerous
pedagogical articles and research studies investigated the study of literature in a language
teaching context (Brumfit & Carter, 1986; Collie & Slater, 1987; Kramsch, 1985), however that
literature can be an effective inviting way for learners to develop language proficiency is still a
matter of debate (Edmondson, 1995; Widdowson, 1985). Several researchers prefer delaying the
use of literature in foreign language classes due to the belief that learners until they reach high
levels of proficiency are not linguistically sophisticated enough to handle literary texts (Frantzen,
2001). The explanation suggested for this postpone is literary texts include “highly abstract
vocabulary, complex syntactical patterns, and sophisticated style and content” (Davis et al.,
1992, p.321). Even the teaching of literature for intermediate-level language learners has reached
the point where it demands discussion. Hoecherl-Alden (2006) argues that intermediate-level
language learners can produce more complex statements, express opinions and formulate
hypotheses, but they cannot participate in communicative events at that level. Of late, however
the value of introducing literature from the earliest levels on has been recognized. Bretz (1990)
urges the need to instill in learners a love for literature and lays stress on empowering them to
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become independent readers so that they are cognizant of the richness and power of literature.
There is a growing body of researches which sees benefit in using literature at all levels of
instruction for its role in the development of linguistic fluency (Kramsch, 1985; Cheung, 1995;
Graman, 1986), cultural awareness (Lazar, 1993; Mckay, 1982; McGroarty & Galvan, 1985;
Widdowson, 1988; Henning, 1993; Shook, 1996), and critical thinking (Oster, 1989; Bretz,
1990; Ghosn, 2002; Weist, 2004; Hoecherl-Alden, 2006).
Learning language and literature study can work in tandem to achieve desired outcomes in the
development of language proficiency. With regard to the incorporation of language and literature
Donato and Brooks (2004) claim that they are mutually supporting experiences. That literature is
an important component of foreign language curriculum has been dealt with in a number of
studies (Povey, 1972; Henning, 1993; Paesani, 2005). Bernhardt (2002) addresses this contact
between language and literature and asserts “each is an act of text construction and
reconstruction based on the conceptualization of available linguistic and cultural data” (p.197).
In the context of literature instruction the expectation of integrating language and literature
without language competence is completely unrealistic. Fein (1999) underscores the need for
resolving the language literature gap to allow learners “to gradually build the vocabulary, the
linguistic facility, and the self-confidence to discuss the text” (p. 395). Conversely, the
acquaintance of literature can be used for the purposes of building the language functioning that
are essential for successful language acquisition. The richness of literature provides deeper
insights into understanding of subtle differences in language use and identifying metaphorical
language (Hoecherl-Alden, 2006).
The seamless relationship between applied linguistics, second language acquisition (henceforth
SLA) and literature study (James, 2000) is the central concern of teaching literature. Literaturebased curriculum does not impede structural practice. On the contrary, the development of oral
and written language relies on literature-based pedagogy (Hoecherl-Alden, 2006). Moreover,
Hadaway et al. (2002) concedes that deciding the curriculum around literary texts improves
skills of grammatical and lexical structures, and conceptual understanding. Absence of
imaginative content impedes creative involvement of learners which ends in one dimensional
learning achievement (McRae, 1991).
The usefulness of linguistics to literature study corresponds to three functions: description,
interpretation, and evaluation. The presence of linguistics is contingent upon activities of
description. Evaluation and interpretation reside in activities of literary analysis. However, they
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are obliquely related to linguistics as they cannot be performed in the absence of an accurate
description (Stewart, 1987). In describing a literary work, the learner considers genre, culture,
conceptual structure and language of the work and uncovers correlations among them. She goes
onto say that the description of a literary work is underlined by linguistics in three ways: first,
literature becomes accessible by linguistic knowledge. It is difficult to grasp literary texts
without knowledge of linguistic. The second way in which knowledge of contemporary
linguistics underscores the description of a literary work is exploiting linguistic terms and
concepts in contemporary critical theories such as reader-response theory. The provision of tools
for language analysis makes much of the description of a literary work in a third way.
In the examination of a literary text learners become more personally invested in literary trends
(e.g., modernism, naturalism, romanticism, realism), genres (drama, poetry, short story, novel),
themes (e.g., love, friendship, social inequality), and rhetorical devices (e.g., metaphor, simile,
alliteration) (Barrette et al., 2010). To proceed literature genres further; literature can come in
any form, be it poetry, drama, story, novel, fiction, fairy tales or even essays in contrast with
textbooks. The analysis of a literary text draws attention of learners to grammatical and lexical
structures that assist them to progress to advanced-level foreign language competencies.
The rewards of studying literature in language classrooms are numerous. In fact, the major value
of literature is its merit to use language resources skillfully. Language is irrefutably put to its
highest use in literature with the greatest possible skill and literature signifies a wide range of
communication strategies. It is a teaching aid for the mastery of the language. Sufficiently
sophisticated grasp of language is witnessed when language learning is interlocked with literary
programs. Literature-based materials can remedy “students‟ awareness of the linguistic and
rhetorical structure of literary discourse” (Akyel & Yalcin, 1990, p.178). A more balanced
selection of literary texts can broaden learners‟ appreciation of literature and enables them to
become open to language input.
Language acquisition puts great demands on comprehensible, meaning-bearing input (vanPatten
1993). Language learners are at a linguistic advantage if they are exposed to authentic texts.
Literary texts have been supported based on the assumption that they exhibit authentic texts
(Elliott, 1990). Authentic text is defined as “a text originally created to fulfill a social purpose in
the language community for which it was intended” (Crossley et al., 2007, p.17). Proponents of
authentic texts center on the idea that authentic texts introduce natural language and they
embody cohesion. Cohesive devices including conjunctions and linguistic materials are vital to
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make texts more comprehensible (Philips & Shettlesworth, 1988). Some scholars hold that
understanding cohesive devices is essential for the development of information processing, and
reading comprehension skills (Cowan, 1976; Halliday, 1985; Louwerse, 2001; Crossley et al.,
2007). Language learners criticize authentic texts because of the likelihood that these texts
damage their language confidence and base their arguments on lexical and syntactical intricacy
of these texts. Also, authentic texts are considered conceptually and culturally dense (Young,
1999; Crossley, et al., 2007). However, authentic texts use significantly more casual verbs and
particles necessary for the discovery of cause-and-effect relationships; in addition, authentic
texts provide learners with an incomparably rich source of casual connectives which are used to
link ideas and create cohesive bonds between text sections (Crossley et al., 2007), thereby
warrant successful understanding.
Swaffar (1985) has pointed out that authentic texts allow students to analyze message systems.
Authentic reading materials are designed for native learners, in other words, they are not
simplified. In contrast, they present linguistically normed language wherein learning is greatly
enhanced. In this regard, exposure to linguistically authentic comprehensible input, Swaffar
argues, significantly aids to practice decoding. Learners capitalize on authentic materials for
being essential tools of language proficiency.
Pugh (1989) attests that literature is a potentially worthwhile source of meaningful input to
develop language proficiency. Her view is in harmony with Krashen‟s (1981, 1985) SLA theory
which explicates that comprehensible input evokes robust efficiency in language proficiency.
Exposure to genuine and undistorted language by virtue of literary texts helps learners internalize
the language at a high level (Elliot, 1990). To put the matter at its most basic, learners can accrue
quite tangible benefits from access to authentic materials literature provides.
Literary texts provide an avenue for coming to good terms with enriched vocabulary (Liaw,
2001), advanced language competence (Brumfit & Carter, 1986), cultural tolerance (McKay,
1982), knowledge of language structures (Hadaway et al., 2002), sensitivity (Liaw, 2001),
creativity (Preston, 1982), practicing pronunciation by reading aloud (Liaw, 2001), finding
useful idiomatic expressions (Liaw, 2001), improving skill in the target language (Liaw, 2001),
maximizing learners‟ opportunities to use language skills (Liaw, 2001), reading proficiency
(McKay, 1982), language acquisition (McKay, 1982; Liaw, 2001), and a nonthreatening learning
environment in which learning takes place (Davidheiser, 2007). Experimenting with the target
language through reading literature leads to learners‟ realization that learners are placed in an
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active role in making sense of language (Liaw, 2001). Literary texts are suitable at all levels of
language teaching to enhance learners‟ exposure to internalizing abstract vocabulary,
deciphering syntactical patterns, preventing linguistic difficulty and decoding complex styles.
Davis (1992) draws attention of language learners to four components in understanding of a
literary text. First, a literary text has a key feature of successful decoding of words. Literature
manifests the largest variations of vocabulary that have primary importance for foundation of
understanding. Second, literature encompasses historical and cultural practices that weave
together to heighten awareness of learners. Third, literary competence constitutes the basis for
comprehension. This requisite evolves through knowledge of conventions, for instance
knowledge of genres. Fourth, learners need to re-construe the text in order to make it meaningful
qua infusing their experiences, feelings and ideas.
Henning (1993) supports a full integration of literature into the language curriculum for its wellrecognized value as input to foster “linguistic and cognitive skills, cultural knowledge and
sensitivity” (p.53). Shanahan (1997) points to the value of literature for expanding language and
he advocates integrating literature into the core of language teaching for its “important impact on
developing communicative competence in the language learners” (p.166). Literature gives a
basis for group discussions, thus it has communicative value. The introduction of foreign
language literature in language study can be used for the purpose of leading learners to practice
more sophisticated as well as subtle grammatical structures and vocabulary to expand
competence and confidence of language learners.
Introducing literature in the language curriculum offers an extensive range of enrichment in
linguistic knowledge. Literary interpretation and comprehension of the text is not possible unless
“an investigation of the grammar of the literary text, its structures and patterns and their
interrelationships” (Cheung, 1995, p.99) are analyzed explicitly. Povey (1972) examines the
wisdom of using literature for extending language usage and asserts that literature is ideal for
increasing all language skills as it provides convenient source of "extensive and subtle
vocabulary usage, and complex and exact syntax” (p.187). Mattingly (1984) acknowledges the
need for grammar to produce engagement with linguistically relevant aspects of sentences in the
language. His characterization of grammar involves “syntactic, phonological, and semantic
components, each of which is a set of ordered rules; and a lexical component, each entry in
which specifies the peculiar syntactic, phonological, and semantic properties of a word in the
language” (p.10).
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Literary texts have been integrated into language instruction for the past two decades (Knutson,
1997; Kramsch, 1985; Schofer, 1990) to facilitate the interpretation of meaning and to examine
the structure of language (Paesani, 2005). Learners expand their language repertoire through
guided engagement with literary texts for their mightiness to “set interesting language problems
to solve” (Carter & Burton, 1982, p.7). Literature offers a means of enriching syntactic and
semantic properties of the target language when learners solve these problems. Literary texts are
a valuable source of input-rich instruction and recently have been favored in foreign language
classroom. Development of linguistic and literary competence are intertwined hence language
learning and the notion of using literary texts as comprehensible input are espoused. Literature is
an input-rich source for language learners and “recent reading research points to the benefits of
working with texts for the purpose of drawing students‟ attention to formal features of written
language as well as to meaning” (Knutson, 1997, p.52). Literary texts serve as the basis for
comprehensible and creative language use because they possess several characteristics that are
absent in other types of texts. The introduction of literary texts in the language classroom leads
to more efficient intake since “literature is compelling, evocative, creative and memorable”
(Paesani, 2005, p.18). It seems more prudent that penetrating the literary texts is of considerable
importance for learners whose capacity of language acquisition has become dormant.
Literature use culminates in syntactic development and enhances written and oral communicative
competence (Barnitz, Gipe, & Richards, 1999). Using literature is an excellent means of
advancing written syntax. Potential applications of literature in the composition classroom
involve learners “to make inferences, to formulate their own ideas, and to look closely at a text
for evidence to support generalizations” (Spack, 1985, p.721). Literary texts are taken to writing
classrooms “to interact with texts, make claims, frame discussions, and write essays” (Cutchin,
Rottweiler, & Dutt 1998, p. xvii). Literature itself does not serve as model for writing. However,
reading and interpreting a work of literature involves learners in “modeling the analytical
patterns of thought that underlie expository writing” (Gajdusek & Van Dommelen, 1993, p.201).
It is worth noting that the incorporation of literary texts into composition courses stimulates the
writing of essays and empowers writing skills due to their involvement of a profound range of
vocabulary, dialogues and prose that are linguistically distinctive. The argument is that this
empowerment is achieved effectively “through writing about literary rather than non-literary
texts because of the imaginative nature of literary texts and the deeper levels of engagement that
imaginative power makes possible” (Belcher & Hirvela, 2000, p.32). The interpretive richness

29

literature possesses “made us think, feel, and reflect, gave us the joy of discovery and the
pleasure of testing and articulating our beliefs” (Morgan, 1993, p.492).
Barnett (1989) argues for an emphasis on a preference for teaching reading and grammar
simultaneously. His orientation toward teaching reading and grammar concurrently operates on
the assumption that learners have more opportunities to process the language input. As a result of
this type of instruction, learners “will be increased exposure to the grammatical print” (Shook,
1994, p.88). In the context of foreign language teaching, focus on functions of grammatical
structures is seen as one of the key concepts to construct meaning. Therefore, it is possible to put
the notions of reading to promote in-depth knowledge of the content of the text. Encouraging
learners to make a successful transition from language study to literature stimulates to
experiment with the target language grammar.
Paesani (2005) framed four steps that addresses grammar instruction in which literary texts are
used as comprehensible input: a) grammatical structure is presented in a meaningful context; b)
learners endeavor to recognize the grammatical patterns c) explanation of the grammatical forms
is provided- that is of importance for learners to decode the grammatical elements in the text; d)
learners are immersed in meaningful practice, once they have ascertained the meaning of the
grammatical structure. The embrace of literary texts is an essential need for the acquisition of
grammatical forms. More importantly, exposure to literary texts helps learners ease to carry out
the complex language elements.
Literary texts are suitable in language classroom in combining attention to meaning as well as to
form (Paran, 2008). It goes without saying that literature is motivating and engaging and
provides adequate linguistic resources. A substantial amount of language acquisition occurs due
to massive quantities of reading. Comprehensible input is an essential ingredient for language
acquisition. Large vocabulary makes a significant contribution to the mastery of language. More
comprehensible input is associated with significant reading. Krashen (1989) claims that
vocabulary competence is most efficiently attained by comprehensible input in the form of
reading. It thus appears to be the case that vocabulary and spelling bear on print-rich
environments. Great competence in vocabulary and spelling is acquired when language
acquisition is devoted to reading. This assertion was confirmed in studies which found
significant positive correlations between the amount of reading and vocabulary competence
(Anderson, Wilson & Fielding, 1988; Greaney, 1980). Abundant evidence exists that reading is
effective to do better in tests of grammar, reading and writing (Krashen, 1985, 1988). A newly
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acquired word results in considerable knowledge concerning its grammatical properties.
Moreover, more recent studies have concluded that interactive reading programs led to real gains
in vocabulary and general oral language skills (Cho & Krashen, 1994; Anderson & Roit, 1996).
Davidheiser (2007) focused on the notion that literature plays primary importance on language
development through engaging in retelling activities for the development of oral language,
sentence forming activities for the development of grammar, and yes/no or true/false question
answering activities for the development of listening. Redmann (2008) argued in favor of
implementing literature in language courses to make form-meaning relationships, to create
classroom discourse community, and bridge the gap between language and literature.
Lazar (1993) justifies the use of literature in language teaching making it clear that literary texts
include unusual use of language- that is, creatively used style, register, metaphors and similes
where higher instance of language use seems an ideal venue for language development. In line
with this, studying literature texts will increase awareness and understanding of language and
inspire learners to arrive at accurate meaningful interpretations striving to discover
“grammatical, lexical or discoursal categories to make authentic judgments of the text” (Lazar,
1993, p.23). Considering the significance of these variables of linguistic elements in the
acquisition of language, the idea of an emphasis on literature in language education has
developed progressively over the past several decades.
Matos (2005) identifies two purposes for reading literary texts and notes that during the act of
reading learners try to construct textual understanding seeing the essential link between language
and literature, and literature engages learners in exploring the layers of selves by depicting the
worlds of protagonists. The experience of reading literature is pedagogically significant for it
allows learners to explore key features of language to decipher meaning. The connection
between learner and text, she convincingly argues, broadens horizons of learners.
Jay et al. (1993) urges four reasons to support literature to be the primary reading in English
classes to further proficiency. First, literature reading leans heavily on learning through
metaphors which renders imaging what is read. With this focus in mind, literature is practical,
and enriches fertile ground for using various approaches to teaching language for the purpose of
moving towards advanced-level proficiency. Second, literature reading is predicated upon the
belief that it stems from divergent human topics and specifically addresses to personal
empowerment, thus reading it can be enjoyable. Third, development of critical thinking becomes
feasible through reading literature. In literature, learners interact with texts and draw reasonable
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conclusions from characters and conflicts that reflect experiences relevant to everyday life.
Fourth, literary texts center on workings of other cultures and reading them provides a
framework for the encouragement of cultural awareness.
Nance (2010) proposed a four-stage teaching pedagogy to literature instruction for engagement
in elaborated discourse. This pedagogy creates classroom discussions to develop speaking
abilities of learners. This model offers new possibilities for active student participation which are
dedicated to communication. The first stage intends to activate background knowledge, and
scaffold key elements such as terms and concepts. The second and the third stages witness
overall comprehension, study of conventions and writing about literature that arises from an
argument. The final stage includes encouragement of learners to pursue literature discussions
outside the classroom context.
It has always been a recurrent theme of pedagogical discussions how to adapt linguistics to
classroom situations. The primary concern of linguists with language is its spoken form and
language is defined by them spoken means of communication (Politzer, 1958). Linguists put
emphasis on the development of oral skills as urged by the linguistic scientists Mayer and
Obrecht (1955): “a language is first and foremost a spoken phenomenon and only secondarily a
written one… therefore the logical approach to the study of language is through the spoken
form” (p.32). Literary texts are widely used in language classroom for creating a climate of
communication through communication-oriented activities (Kramsch, 1985). Good models of
literary discussion are ideally suited arena for addressing language goals. By extension, literary
discussions do not exclude attention to developing to language abilities (Donato & Brooks,
2004).
It is noteworthy that reading demonstrates overall positive effect on the development of
pragmatic competence in language classroom (Kim & Hall, 2002). This competence entails
knowledge of connecting utterances to locally situated circumstances (Davies, 1989). Within this
context, pragmatic competence is an integration of linguistic and cultural knowledge (Kim &
Hall, 2002). Pragmatic knowledge includes “knowledge of contextually situated vocabulary
words, routinized language patterns, and extra linguistic behavior” (Kim & Hall, 2002, p.332).
Conversational skills such as turn taking, exchange initiations, elaborations and conclusions are
also included within the realm of pragmatic knowledge. Language learners need to promote
pragmatic-oriented language skills in order to be considered competent users of language.
Pragmatic knowledge Kramsch (1993) noted that “can only be acquired through observation and
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analysis and a feel for the whole social context” (p.92). Learners can form their pragmatic
competence engaging in a wide range of contexts and communicative activities. Thus, literary
texts are distinguished by several features and become central focus for the development of
pragmatic competence.
There has been increased attention devoted to sociolinguistic richness of literature-based
materials on the premises that learners venture into the linguistic features of social classes.
Literary texts enable learners to delve into “genuine samples of a very wide range of styles,
registers, and text-types at different levels of difficulty” (Duff & Maley, 2007, p.6). Literature
espouses the readers to certain facets of the cultures that surround them. The learning of the
culture of a language brings learners into discerning the different speech patterns (Galda &
Beach, 2001).
Owing to its reputation as esoteric, elite or effete (Cranston, 2003), the teaching of poetry has
remained impotent in language classes. Poetry is reserved to advanced level language programs
on the grounds of its arcane language and labyrinthical structure. Nevertheless, poetry is a
central pedagogical feature of language teaching in its own right and should be placed at the
heart of language classes to reclaim the creative (Elting & Firkins, 2006). Poetry is semantically
loaded language resource and calls for imaginative and affective engagement of learners.
Exposure to intense lessons in vocabulary and grammar by virtue of poetry can be used as a
springboard for language acquisition process (Schultz, 1996). Hadaway, Vardell, and Young
(2001) construct a convincing argument for the study of poetry in the language curriculum and
point out that poetry acts as a subsidiary to the act of oral language. Comeaux (1994) appreciates
poetry incorporated into the language curriculum about its appropriateness for the integration of
language skills. Elster (2000) touches on the value of poetry for the development of critical
thinking skills, imagination and interpretation. Kramsch and Mueller (1991) accentuate the
benefits of using poetry in language teaching for perfecting pronunciation and intonation of
learners because language learners develop their ear for the new language by bringing sound
structures and the rhythms into their focus. Bates (2000) confidently argues that poetry embodies
intensive use of language and without any hesitation makes the language learning more creative.
Poems are authentic models for the norms of language use and they appeal to the language
learners‟ imagination and emotions; hence provide stimuli for oral discussion as a result of
interaction with texts (Tomlinson, 1985). The potential of poems serve as a catalyst for language
improvement through involving “learners in thinking, feeling and interacting in ways which are
conducive to language acquisition” (Tomlinson, 1986, p.41).
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Poetry is the use of ordinary language in extraordinary ways (Maley, 1996) as poets experiment
with language in different ways than it is used in everyday contexts. He goes on to say that
creation of new metaphors, transformation of the syntax in unconventional ways, extension of
the semantic range of words and creation of new collocations is what makes poetry a worthy
source in language classrooms. Brown (1977) presents some certain reasons for incorporating
poetry into language curriculum owing to its unique characteristics as memorability,
rhytmicality, recitability, ambiguity, universality, reactional, motivation and interaction.
Memorability includes holding fragments or the whole poem in mind; rhytmicality is an ideal
opportunity for an active participation in the construction of meaning in classroom discussions;
ambiguity is connected to creating situations in the language classroom for the transferal of
concepts of cultural value and language backgrounds; reactional language is situating the poetry
reading task within the contexts of group discussions to encourage learners to react
interpretations of other learners; motivation, an important aspect of language learning, is
concerned with maintaining positive attitude of learners towards poetry since poetry is concerned
at large beyond the language skills of most learners. The relevance of the poem to the learners,
the linguistic features of the poem and the role of the teacher can offset the difficulty. An
approach to the task of reading poetry involving discussions to consciously and actively
construct meaning of the poem can inevitably lead to comprehension. Interaction involves the
discussion of poetry, which is an authentic context, to communicate effectively.
There has been greater emphasis on the recognition of the possibilities inherent in drama for the
teaching of foreign language in the realm of education (McNeece, 1983). The increasing use of
drama in the language classroom has become an aid in the acquisition of communicative
competence and drama‟s most significant contribution is to bridge the gap between dialogues in
course books and natural usage of language (Davies, 1990). Memorization of dialogues in a
dramatic play, in which language is put into context, aids retention of simple vocabulary and
grammatical structures which can be transformed into a personal utterance at a later time
(McNeece, 1983). Drama activities therefore can act as a stimulus to motivate learners to
“become more confident in their use of English by experiencing the language in operation”
(Davies, 1990, p.97). Novels allow learners to negotiate the formal structures of language and
integrate them within a communicative context. Novels have highly complicated plots (Lazar,
1990). In light of this difficulty, if well-chosen, novels can stimulate imagination of learners and
serve as a springboard for critical skills. Learners negotiate interpretations of a text through
identifying the emotions of characters, exploiting their creativity to arrive at meaningful
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decisions, and transforming the experiences provided by novels into real life settings to
formulate solutions to problems. Moreover, Valdes (1986) validates the role of novels “to follow
the effects of specific cultural patterns and mores through the lives of the characters over a
period of time” (p.144) which are considered as important components for the comprehension of
novels. A wide range of vocabulary and linguistically-rich patterns in novels is a perfect
opportunity for language development. Compared with novels, short stories evolve around a less
complicated plot with fewer characters, and in a shorter period of time. Short stories, therefore,
are easier for the language learners to read. Their practical length and less daunting nature appeal
to the interests of learners. However, their concision precludes exploration of deeper levels of
meaning. Short stories Murdoch (2002) argues “if selected and exploited appropriately, provide
quality text content which will greatly enhance ELT courses for learners at intermediate levels of
proficiency” (p. 9).
1.6 The Concept of Communicative Competence
1.6.1 The Communicative Competence Model
The terms „competence and „performance‟ have been introduced by Chomsky (1965) in modern
linguistics and have been frequently a focus of discussions of second language approaches
(Canale & Swain, 1980). In view of Chomsky (1965) these terms have both a weak sense and a
strong sense. Chomsky‟s weak claim is that while competence refers to grammatical knowledge
and language aspects, performance comprises actual use of language. In speaking of
performance, it is what ensues from putting proficiency to use (Taylor, 1988). The strong sense
of the competence-performance distinction is that competence is concerned with linguistic
system, whereas performance focuses on psychological factors during speech production
(Chomsky, 1965). Campbell and Wales (1970) and Hymes (1972) extended Chomsky‟s
competence-performance distinction and became the first to assert that the distinction “provides
no place for consideration of the appropriateness of sociocultural significance of an utterance in
the situational and context” (Canale & Swain, 1980, p.4) where it is used. Campbell and Wales
(1970) and Hymes (1972) proposed the term „communicative competence‟ which entails not
only grammatical competence but also sociolinguistic and contextual competence (Canale &
Swain, 1980). To put the matter at its most basic, rules of grammar and rules of language use are
woven together in their broader view of communicative competence.
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Savignon (1972) views communicative competence as “the ability to function in a truly
communicative setting” (p.8). For her, it seems reasonable to characterize communicative
competence as interaction between people for negotiation of meaning. Savignon (1972) makes
reference to willingness to express oneself in the language, resourcefulness in using grammatical
skills, and paralinguistic aspects of the language being learned to communicate in a given
language.
Bachman and Palmer Model

Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei
& Thurrell Model

Canale and Swain
Model

Language Knowledge
Organizational Knowledge

Discourse
Competence

Discourse
Competence

Linguistic
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Grammatical
Competence

Textual Knowledge
Grammatical Knowledge

Pragmatic Knowledge
Lexical Knowledge

Actional
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Functional Knowledge

Sociocultural
Competence

Sociocultural Knowledge

Sociocultural
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Metacognitive Strategies
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Assessment
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Goal – Setting
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Figure 1.3. Comparison of communicative competence models. Adapted from “Communicative
Competence: A pedagogically Motivated Model with Content Specifications,” by Celce-Murcia,
Dörnyei and Thurrell, 1995, Issues in Applied Linguistics, 6, p.12.
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The first comprehensive model of communicative competence was developed by Canale and
Swain (1980), who defined the term as knowledge of language and its use in actual and
meaningful communication circumstances, posited four components: grammatical competence
refers to the knowledge of language system; sociolinguistic competence involves sociocultural
code of language use; discourse competence pertains to combining language structures into
cohesive texts; strategic competence is pertinent to communication strategies as a basis for
efficiency in communication development. The mastery of linguistic and structural properties,
appropriate comprehension of utterances by learners in different social contexts, skillful
combination of ideas to achieve cohesion, and effective use of verbal and non-verbal
communication strategies to overcome communication breakdowns, are elements what
communicative competence entails.
Another communicative competence model has been proposed by Bachman (1990) and
Bachman and Palmer (1996) which emerged as an elaboration of the Canale and Swain model
(1980). Their elaborated model consisted of two main categories which were broken down into
subcategories: On the one hand, organizational knowledge is relevant to language structure
components to produce accurate sentences and form texts. Organizational knowledge is divided
into two subcategories: grammatical and textual knowledge. Pragmatic knowledge on the other
hand bears on components which relate words and utterances for intentions of learners.
Pragmatic knowledge is divided into three subcategories: lexical, functional and sociocultural
knowledge. Lexical knowledge includes the knowledge of words, and functional knowledge is
pertinent to the bond between utterances, intentions and communicative purposes of learners.
Strategic competence in Bachman and Palmer (1996) model is the knowledge of language which
interacts with metacognitive strategies that render learners to involve in goal setting, assessment
of communicative sources, and planning.
More recently, Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei and Thurrell (1995) has proposed a model of
communicative competence which has five components: discourse competence is the core of
communicative competence and is concerned with “selection, sequencing and arrangement of
words, structures and utterances to achieve a unified spoken or written text” (p.13); linguistic
competence is related to basic communication elements involving sentence patterns, lexical
resources, phonological and morphological systems; actional competence is considered as the
ability to convey and understand communicative intent; sociocultural competence comprises
knowledge of learners in expressing messages appropriately within cultural and social context of
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communication; strategic competence is conceptualized as knowledge of communication
strategies and its use skillfully by learners.
The model proposed by Celce-Murcia et al. (1995) differs from the model of Canale and Swain
(1980). First „linguistic competence‟ was the term used rather than „grammatical competence‟ to
indicate that this component connotes syntax, morphology, phonology and lexis. Second, the
term „sociocultural competence‟ was used rather than sociolinguistic competence to differentiate
it from actional competence and to underline the fact that resources in language includes
actional, discourse, and linguistic components whereas sociocultural knowledge is a requisite for
implementation of language resources in other components.
1.6.2 Communicative Language Teaching
The essence of CLT is the involvement of learners in communication to develop their
communicative competence (Savignon, 2007). Proponents of CLT aim to make communicative
competence the goal of language teaching as well as to develop procedures to teach the four
language skills that acknowledge the interdependence of language and communication (Richards
& Rodgers, 2001). For Savignon (2007) CLT constitutes an arena to promote functional
language ability participating in communicative situations, thus CLT stems from a
multidisciplinary perspective including linguistics, sociology, philosophy, educational research
and psychology. CLT does not forsake the teaching of grammar because communication cannot
take place in the absence of grammar (Savignon, 1991). Littlewood (1981) favors the integration
of grammatical and functional teaching and states that “one of the most characteristic features of
CLT is that it pays systematic attention to functional as well as structural aspects of language”
(p. 1). CLT is a theory of language teaching that views language as a system for meaning
expression; moreover language is used to create interaction and communication by learners who
are committed to communicative competence and whose participation include not merely
grammatical features but also functional categories (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). This approach
emphasizes the practical aspect of the second language acquisition.
In communication language teaching language should be presented by means of language use,
wherethrough learners perceive the language system and apply it to their real conversation
(Widdowson, 1978). Berns (1990) summarizes the core tenets of CLT as follows:
a) Communication has emerged as a significant building block in language teaching
b) Diversity is seen as part of language development
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c) Competence of learners are considered relatively with reference to correctness
d) Culture is viewed to have an instrumental role in structuring communicative competence
of learners
e) It is essential that learners are engaged in using the language for a variety of purposes
f) There is not a single methodology or a technique prescribed
g) There is more than one language variety as a model for teaching and learning
h) Language use refers to the competence development of learners in the interpersonal,
ideational and textual functions.
CLT is learner-centered and embraces both the goals and the processes of classroom learning
(Savignon, 1991). Nunan (1991) characterizes the features of communicative approach to
language teaching in the following way:
a) A frequently cited dimension of CLT is its focus on learning to communicate which rests
on interaction in the target language.
b) Introduction of authentic texts into the communicative events subsidizes learner
participation.
c) The attainment of communicative competence requires learners to focus not only on
language but also on the learning process itself.
d) CLT is experience-based view of second language teaching, thus personal experiences
enhance classroom learning.
e) The relation of classroom language learning to the use of language in social context
outside the classroom enables learners to activate the language.
Brown (2000) proposes six features of a communicative approach. First, classroom goals involve
all the components of communicative competence. Second, language techniques are outlined to
immerse learners in the authentic, functional and pragmatic use of language for meaningful
purposes and organizational forms are aspects of language for attainment of these purposes.
Third, accuracy and fluency are seen as central to communicative techniques. The eminence of
fluency in this instance is more apparent than accuracy. Fourth, learners have to be prompted by
productive and receptive dimensions of language use in both oral and written texts for
communicative competence. Fifth, learning styles are valued as much for the impact they have
on learning process. Sixth, learners need to experience communication through participating in
the negation of meaning. All these features play important role in the development of
communicative competence.
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Canale and Swain (1980) present five principles that guide the development of a communicative
approach. First, communicative competence requires integrating knowledge with respect to
components of communicative competence for the learner. Second, it is important to base a
communicative approach on communication needs of learners. Third, taking part in realistic
second language situations meet communicative needs of learners. Fourth, it is significant to
make optimal use of aspects of communicative competence particularly at the early stages in
language learning. Fifth, the primary purpose of a communicative-oriented language program is
to provide experience, practice and information for learners as an underlying construct of
communication.
Piepho (1981) in an effort to discuss the objectives of communicative approach considers
language as a means of negotiation of meaning. Language is an object of learning; in light of this
viewpoint learners have a necessity of engaging in communicative language tasks to produce,
manipulate, comprehend and interact in the target language. The pedagogic rationale for
welcoming a wide range of communicative tasks lies on the claim that they influence
development of communicative competence. Brumfit (1984) advocates the use of
communicative tasks for their significance in accuracy and fluency. They enable to discover new
linguistic forms in a conversation and aid learners to activate their linguistic knowledge during
the course of communicating. Ellis (1982) lays down the following characteristics of
communicative tasks:
a) Learners must have a communicative purpose
b) The emphasis should be laid upon message rather than linguistic code
c) There must be gaps which demand learners to fill
d) Opportunities are needed for learners to participate in meaning negotiation
e) Resources, verbal or non-verbal, must be chosen by learners in performing the task
Richards (2006), in seeking to bring the core assumptions of CLT to attention, makes it clear that
second language learning is best advanced by active participation in meaningful communication.
Learning tasks and exercises overwhelmingly support negotiation of meaning and make learners
well aware of how language is used. In the meantime, much attention has been devoted to four
skill areas of reading, speaking, listening and writing for the establishment of communicative
functions. Language learning involves the successful use of language for communication.
Effective communication relies on the use of language skills competently. Clear and consistent
use of language is necessary in the attainment of communicative competence.
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1.7 Literature Discussions: A Springboard for the Development of Speaking Skills
Six predominant approaches to literary analysis involve: New Criticism, Stylistics, Critical
Literacy, Language-Based, Structuralism, and Reader-Response. New Criticism disregards
external elements in the analysis of a literary work and encumbers the reader with discovering
the meaning embedded solely within the literary text by exercising total objectivity (Thomson,
1992). The stylistic approach clarifies that the rationale for teaching literature is to stress
aesthetic value of literature thus develop sensitivity of learners to literary works which include
unconventional use of structure; particularly poetry. The exploration of language and form in the
stylistic approach provide access to the meaning. Critical literacy, though not explicitly aims to
teach literature, is drawn from the neglectfulness of social aspects of language in language
classroom hence attempts to unveil the reciprocation between social power and language use
(Pennycook, 2001). The language-based approach raises learners‟ awareness of the language in
literary texts, and makes literature accessible to language learners by facilitating their responses
as well as their experiences with literature (Littlewood, 1986). In structuralism personal
responses of readers are ignored in analysis of literature and total objectivity comes up again in
scrutiny of literary texts like new criticism. Structuralism, rather than on the aesthetic value of
literature, brings structures into focus that are involved in meaning construction (Culler, 1982).
Reader-response approach has dominated literary research in the recent times (Beach & Hynds,
1996). It argues that in the act of reading it is indubitably the role of reader to make inferences in
their interpretation of literature (Dias & Hayhoe, 1988). This part examines the implications of
reader-response theory.
A resurgence of interest in literature discussions, more recently engage learners in progress of
literature awareness and literacy achievement (Scharer, 1992; Kim, 2004). Of late, there has been
a movement toward transmitting approaches to reading into classroom practice. Rosenblatt
(1985) grants literature a very important place and says that “of all the arts, literature is most
immediately implicated with life itself” (p.65), then the literature classroom not only fosters the
learning of literary works but also nurtures literate thinking. Discussions in literature classes
advance moral reasoning, cultivate human sensitivity, boost intelligent reasoning, and escalate
the comprehension of the topic being discussed. Literature is “a reservoir of conceptions of
human possibilities” (Probst, 1994, p.39), that being the case classroom discussions of literature
build a good environment to elicit learner responses, and to nourish perspectives of learners to
further their depth of interpretation. Discussions of literature have been marked by the
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development of appreciation for the perspectives created by learners, accommodation of
diversified views and seek encouraging ways to communicate (Knoeller, 1998). The teaching of
literature marked a turning point through embarking on a journey of constructing meaning from
text by restoring the aesthetic value of literature after Rosenblatt‟s Literature as Exploration that
was to appear in 1938.
It has been admirably pointed out by Rosenblatt (1995) that reading literature is an exploration in
which readers avail themselves of emotions and histories with the intention of meaning
construction. For her, meaning is constructed through a transaction between the reader and the
text and throughout the transaction; learners bridge the gaps in the text employing their previous
knowledge and disposition (Iser, 1972) as well as their interpretation of the text (Fish, 1980).
Originating from the work of Rosenblatt transactional view of response is based on the belief
that the reader is “not seen as a separate entity, acting upon the environment, nor the
environment acting on the organism, but both parts acting as a total event” (Rosenblatt, 1978,
p.98). After all, the meanings or interpretations created by the reader “are a reflection of the
reader as well as the text” (Kim, 2004, p.146). This dynamic reading process will enable the
reader to evoke a response to events and characters of a text involving his or her emotions and
thoughts.
Literature discussions are essential grounding for improvement of language awareness if they are
“directed toward enabling the student to perform more and fully and more adequately in
response to texts” (Rosenblatt, 1974, p.353). The process of developing responses facilitates
active and meaningful reading (Rosenblatt, 1978). In relation to this point, response to the
stimulus of the text increases emotional and intellectual participation in the text (Kim, 2004) and
ultimately develops better comprehension and awareness of the text. It is crucial that learners are
actively engaged in social interactions and dialogues with others for literacy development
(Vygotsky, 1986).
It has been explored that when learners move into literature discussions they raise literal and
inferential questions (Jewell & Pratt, 1999) to construct meaningful understandings; devote
themselves to meaning making through exposure to more perspectives offered by texts (Lehman
& Scharer, 1996); penetrate the text to foster comprehension and cognitive development (Farnan,
1986). The benefits of literature discussions in multiple learning settings are echoed in many
research studies. Jewell and Pratt (1999) voice an increased motivation for reading; Monson
(1986) depicts an in-depth portrait of a language classroom in which learners enhance emotional
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involvement; Dugan (1997) lays stress on the potential value of discussions for augmentation of
appreciation towards literature. Significantly, the voices of Eeds and Wells (1989) about the role
of literature discussions echo a powerful message to the learners to articulate their opinions,
ideas and interpretations without any restrictions. Quality talk, which is of great value in
language development, grows out of literature discussions by struggling of desire for negotiation
of meanings (Kim, 2004).
Beach (1993) has offered different perspectives to describe the act of reading; first the reader
engages in a textual response of a text which holds the correct and universal meaning yet not
covered by the reader. Second, the reader has been acculturated into reading, into dealing with
creation of meaning, and into unveiling the meaning in the text. Finally, responses of the reader
are influenced by the context. Put very baldly, engaging readers in the construction of meaning
ensures readers and the contexts surrounding them to become as important as the texts to the
literary transaction. The premise behind this theoretical perspective is to acculturate the readers
into reading the text with a critical eye for proper interpretation or common judgment.
The reader response approach is based on the assumption that a literary work takes place in the
mutual relationship between the reader and the text when the reader demystifies literature and
links it to his/her individual experience. Emotional reactions that grow out of this reciprocal
bond can consolidate classroom instruction (Bleich, 1975). Rosenblatt‟s (1978) transactional
view affirms that readers are experience builders and the text is an activating stimulus and serves
as a guide, a regulator, a blueprint, and an avenue for interpretation. Put another way, the text
activates reader‟s early experiences concerning his experiences with literature and with his/her
life; guides for the selection, rejection and order of what comes forth; and regulates what should
be brought to the reader‟s attention.
In reader response theory the reader creates meaning form the text from either an aesthetic or
efferent stance (Schieble, 2010). Aesthetic responses offer readers a continuum for attending to
the experience of reading. The readers are expected to explore a range of possible meanings
(Purves, 1993). On the other hand, efferent responses offer readers a continuum for creation of
meaning. The readers are expected to provide a clear answer about the meaning of the text.
While aesthetic stance is concerned with what readers have experienced, efferent stance is
concerned with what readers draw upon from the act of reading. For Rosenblatt (1977) in
aesthetic reading learners attend to the quality of the experience they are exposed to under the
surveillance of the text; conversely, in efferent reading learners attend to information and
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directions that reside in practical situations. The distinction between aesthetic or efferent
readings springs from “what the reader does, the stance that he adopts and the activities he
carries out in relation to the text” (Rosenblatt, 1978, p.27).
In the process of meaning construction learners promote thinking skills, experience other
cultures, speculate on the notions and develop understanding of them, elevate interpretive skills
and refine their creative abilities in writing (Oster, 1989). However, teachers and curriculum bear
strong influence on response. Teachers profoundly have an effect upon assisting or hampering
reader response in discussions of literature. Instructional approaches employed by teachers and
selection of literature impinge upon the quality of learner response. Hickman (1981) purported
that several elements controlled by the teacher in classroom settings have a bearing upon learner
responses:
a) Accentuating the calibre and relatedness of titles for classroom use
b) Selecting literature-based materials on understanding level of learners to assure that they
enter the text
c) Giving a gist of literary texts to recapitulate the tension of discussions and activities
d) Providing suggestions, encouraging high aspirations, asserting the value of literature,
acknowledging flexibility in time and space, and catering for materials to reconcile
learners and literature study
e) Invigorating learning by allowing learners to contemplate the literary texts in depth and
become makers of meaning.
Hickman (1981) clearly outlined the influence of teachers on “the expression of response
through the ability to manipulate the classroom context” (p.353). Probst (1994) in pursuit of
meaning creation offers six principles which not only cultivate in learners a love of reading but
also a competence to harness literary competence to enrich their lives. First meaning
construction requires participation of learners which lies in inviting them to response to texts.
Second, learners need an opportunity to verbalize their responses thereby they need time to shape
their responses. Third, in the interest of articulating their responses learners demonstrate similar
and different points of view and the value of this process lies in finding the links among their
responses. Fourth, in response to a text it is useful to invite learners to write about a text based on
the notion that it gives learners footing to build possibilities of discovery of meaning. Fifth, in
the interest of conducting well-designed literature discussions allows them to feel free to
speculate on ideas. Finally, learners need to encounter other texts, other discussions and other
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experiences as well to explore the bonds. As Rosenblatt (1960) indicates, transactional theory
can be applied to all levels of language classes on the grounds that literature is a vehicle for
communication by virtue of transaction. Enabling learners to experience the literary text in lieu
of analyzing it flourishes literature to turn out to be “a mode of personal life experience that
involves a potentially powerful combination of intellect and emotions not available in other areas
of study” (Connell, 2000, p.27). These arguments show that literature-based approach advances
written and verbal language skills and perfects communicative competence.
The proponents of the communicative approach to language teaching have reached a consensus
about the use of authentic materials to be an important initiative to develop communicative skills
of language learners. Based on the claim that traditional grammar instruction is fragmented and
artificial to negotiate meaning, the use of literature confirms positive results in communication
progress as a consequence of the interaction with authentic materials. Literature is a useful
resource to cultivate communication repertoires of language learners. Widdowson (1975) argues
that the role of literature “is not to provide information about particular pieces of literature in the
syllabus but to get the learners to recognize how these particular pieces exemplify more general
principles of communication (p.84). The presentation of literature to learners can develop their
sensitivity how language is used to communicate. The adaptation of literature not only expands
communicative abilities but also empowers creative abilities. The empowerment of creativity is
the basis for meaning-making through engagement with literary texts that results in meaningful
communication situations.
Literary texts elude one single interpretation; in fact they are open to multiple interpretations
which provide opinion gaps between interpretations made by learners. Gilroy (1995) argues that
these opinion gaps between interpretations can be bridged with the aid of genuine interaction.
Engagement in active discussions leads learners to identification and comprehension of language
operations as well as induces them to practice the language in meaningful interaction for
multiple communicative purposes.
Conclusion to Chapter 1
Literature is a use of authentic and highly-skilled language that reflects human experience and it
brings fore actions, thoughts, feelings and beliefs. Although the inclusion of literature in
language teaching has long been contentious, it has prevailed as a contributing source.
Incorporating literature in language teaching offers a motivating medium for profound
knowledge acquisition. Literature provides an ideal context for language development, cultural
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enrichment and personal growth. Learners become cognizant of linguistic features of the
language through literary texts. Literature introduces critical thinking as well as intellectual
development to language learners. Literary texts help learners develop understanding of self and
the world. Literature provides an avenue for coming to good terms with written and oral
communicative competence.
Classroom discussions of literature have the potential to create a conversational setting for
learners to articulate their opinions, ideas and interpretations. Additionally, literature discussions
engage learners in progress of language awareness and development of communicative skills.
Considering these factors, the present study aims at investigating the role of using literary texts
in drawing attention of learners to form and meaning simultaneously in the language classroom
through holding discussions of literature. In other words, a learning setting will be created for the
language learners to develop accuracy and fluency through the infusion of meaningful context.
The premise behind holding classroom discussions of literature in the study is to offer learners an
avenue to verbalize their interpretations.
In line with this perspective, the study makes a comparison of form-focused, content-based and
mixed approaches to literature-based instruction to offer learners a medium for balancing formmeaning relationship (see the following chapter): a) form-focused instruction induces learners to
attend to certain features in the target language; b) content-based instruction is the study of
language and subject matter simultaneously by focusing on form and sequence of language
items; c) finally, the introduction of language forms in communicative interaction has proven
effective in practice of target forms within communicative contents and makes room for
language proficiency. The study will focus on the effectiveness of these approaches on the
development of speaking skills by employing literary texts.
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Chapter II: Implementing Classroom Discussions of Literature Using FormFocused, Content-Based and Mixed Approaches
The second chapter introduces form-focused instruction that brings the learners to an
understanding of grammar for promoting accuracy and automaticity in communicative activities.
Additionally, chapter 2 describes content-based instruction which rests on the principle that
language learning arises through the simultaneous study of language and content. This chapter
aims at exploring constructive ways of engaging learners in literature discussions and building an
ethos to verbalize their interpretations through incorporating form-focused and content-based
instructions into literature-based approach.
2.1 Form-Focused Instruction
In broad terms, form-focused instruction (henceforth FFI) is defined as drawing attention of
learners to certain features in the target language (Elgün-Gündüz, Akcan, & Bayyurt, 2012).
Empirical support for FFI comes from several studies investigating its role in communicative use
of language (Ellis, 2001; Larsen Freeman & Long, 1991; Spada, 1997). Spada (1997) bestows
promising evidence for the potency of FFI and defined the approach as “any pedagogical effort
which is used to draw the learners‟ attention to form either implicitly or explicitly… within
meaning-based approaches to L2 instruction in which a focus on language is provided in either
spontaneous or predetermined ways” (p. 73). Ellis (2001), on the other hand, defined FFI as “any
planned or incidental instructional activity that is intended to induce language learners to pay
attention to linguistic form” (pp. 1-2) that embodies not only traditional but also communicative
approaches. Explicit instruction includes explanation of rules or opportunities for rule-searching
through focusing attention to form; implicit instruction, conversely, includes neither explanation
of rules nor attention to particular forms (DeKeyser, 1995).
Following Long (1991) FFI is distinguished into two types: focus-on-forms and focus-on-form.
The former involves intensive treatment of pre-selected specific features based on a linguistic
syllabus; thus, the primary focus of attention in focus-on-forms instruction is on the targeted
form (Ellis, Basturkmen, & Loewen, 2002). It refers to teaching different points of grammar in
separate classes (Sheen, 2002), and preselected forms are attended intensively (Ellis, 2001).
Conversely, in focus-on-form the central focus of attention is on meaning which brings learners‟
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attention to “linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in lessons whose overriding focus is on
meaning or communication” (Long, 1991, p.45-46).

Figure 2.1. Types of form-focused instruction (Source: The Researcher)
Long (1991) defined focus-on-form as instructional approaches where the emphasis remains on
specific linguistic forms during communicative activities. His definition is restricted to
pedagogical events that root in meaning-based activities in which certain linguistic forms are not
practiced in predetermined ways. Two kinds of focus-on-form instruction can be distinguished:
planned focus-on-form and incidental focus-on-form (Ellis et al., 2002). While the former
demands the use of focused tasks to extract a specific linguistic form in the context of meaningcentered teaching and learning, the latter demands the use of unfocused tasks to engender general
samples of the language instead of specific forms. As opposed to planned focus-on-form, in
which the instruction is intensive, incidental focus-on-form provides extensive instruction (Ellis
et al., 2002). The underlying assumption of focus-on-form is that it derives from comprehensible
input ensues from natural interaction; on the contrary, it is assumed that focus-on-forms is
equated with skill learning and arises from cognitive processes (Sheen, 2002). He (2002, p.304)
proposes three stages of focus-on-forms:
a) Bringing the learners to an understanding of the grammar by a wide range of means;
b) Using written and oral exercises entailing the grammar in both communicative and noncommunicative activities
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c) Creating opportunities to use grammar for communicative purposes with the intention of
promoting accuracy, and automaticity.
Planned focus-on-form focuses attention on the same form while learners are communicating,
that being the case it promotes acquisition; in contrast, incidental focus-on-form yields a broad
coverage of forms in a single lesson which does not elicit sufficient acquisition as each form
receives brief attention (Ellis et al., 2002).
FFI has been operationalized as proactive or reactive (Lyster, 2015). While proactive FFI refers
to pre-planned instruction to render it possible for the learners to use features of target language
which are considered difficult to learn with the aid of exposure to input, reactive FFI bears on
language production of learners during teacher-student interaction to bring their attention to the
target language (Lyster, 2015). Reactive FFI involves „corrective recasting‟ (Ellis et al., 2002,
p.422), and spontaneous and unplanned attempts (Lyster, 2007) in which corrective feedback for
the treatment of learner errors is provided if learner self-correction does not occur though the
error is highlighted by the teacher. A substantial number of studies have showed the beneficial
effects of corrective feedback; thus considered effective in fostering noticing (Philp, 2003;
Sheen, 2007; Yang & Lyster, 2010). Cognitive psychologist are concerned that the provision of
corrective feedback interrupts the flow of communication (e.g., Chaudron, 1988); however, this
idea has been viewed as a paradox by Lyster (2007) who attests that corrective feedback should
be elicited “in the heat of the moment” (p.137); simply put, when “the error is still active in
memory” (DeKeyser, 2007, p.5).
In language classrooms proactive FFI has been operationalized as noticing, awareness, and
proactive activities (Lyster, 2007). In his attempt to construe these phases he suggests that
noticing activities include learner engagement in salient target features that constitute a problem.
Awareness activities are designed to engage learners in reflection of enhanced forms in the input.
Proactive activities involve learners‟ engagement in tasks for meaningful use of misused target
forms.
The debate whether grammar instruction in the communicative classroom should be provided or
not have posed two extremes: while some advocate minimal attention to grammar, some
advocate ample attention and integrate the knowledge into communicative activities (Sheen,
2002). In an endeavor to compare the efficacy of focus-on-form and focus-on-forms Norris and
Ortega (2000, p.438) posit four criteria that focus-on-form entails:
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a) Forward learner engagement with meaning prior to form by means of tasks
b) Design tasks to attain targeted forms in natural interaction
c) Ensure that the flow of instruction is unobtrusive
d) Document mental process of learners
In the realm of the language classroom, some linguistic features are acquired without guided
attention; conversely it is evident that some linguistic features do not develop in the absence of
intentional effort (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). It has been suggested by linguists and
practitioners alike that some form of grammatical instruction should be included in language
programs because a lack of grammatical accuracy is an obstacle for not developing native-like
abilities in written or oral language proficiency (Millard, 2000). Production of correct and
advanced language and appropriate use of language units help language learners keep
interactions going therefore, promotes their access to language input (Krashen, 1982). There is a
growing consensus that some language features do not appear in learners‟ use of language
without FFI (Spada & Lighbown, 2008). When criteria by Long (1991) and Norris and Ortega
(2000) are followed, it is feasible that they emphasize on both the need for communication and
form-oriented instruction. Norris and Ortega (2000) conclude that both focus-on-form and focuson-forms are equally effective. Focus-on-form is an exponent of grammar-problem-solving tasks
rather than explicit instruction (Sheen, 2003) because grammar is treated to meet communicative
needs of learners. Likewise, focus-on-forms shares the same assumption with focus-on-form that
the priority of communication receives a surge of attention. Teaching grammar is compatible
with the development of communication skills in the theory of language acquisition. For this
reason, it is recommended that grammar should be the object of some sort of intervention when
communication breakdown occurs (Doughty & Varela, 1998).
It is rare for learners to reach high levels of linguistic competence from engaging in entirely
meaning-focused instruction. In a meaning-based classroom “learners are usually not specifically
taught the strategies, maxims and organizational principles that govern communicative language
use but are expected to work these out for themselves through extensive task engagement”
(Celce-Murcia, Dörnyei, & Thurrell, 1997, p. 141) because meaning-based instruction aims to
enhance ability of learners to communicate in real-life settings. This engagement provides
learners with an ample amount of target language samples that may develop their sociolinguistic,
discourse, strategic and linguistic competence (Barrot, 2014). However, the sufficiency of
meaning-focused instruction has been questioned (Long, 1996; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991).
For instance, Swain (1995) proposes that learners not only involve in communicative language
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use but also attend to form to master the language. In Doughty‟s (2001) view, “the factor that
distinguishes focus-on-form from other pedagogical approaches is the requirement that focus on
form involves learners‟ briefly and perhaps simultaneously attending to form, meaning and use
during one cognitive event” (p. 211) as FFI helps learners make more efficient use of linguistic
forms in meaning-focused language use. The acquisition of linguistic forms through exposure to
instructional intervention enables learners to use the language with greater fluency and accuracy
(Spada & Lightbown, 2008). The use of newly acquired linguistic forms when performing a
communicative activity is compatible with language acquisition characteristics hence vanquishes
developmental errors.
The inability of communicative ESL teaching alone has led to providing implicit focus on
grammar during communicative language teaching without revival of traditional grammar-based
language instruction in the EFL situation (Fotos, 1998). EFL syllabus design, in which the entire
lesson content comprises grammar points, is ineffective. Long (1988) notes that teaching
grammatical forms in isolation, fails to advance learners‟ ability to utilize forms for
communicative language use. Correspondingly, he suggests that communicative syllabus which
neglects grammar instruction is inadequate in EFL pedagogy. Thus, combining communicative
language use with grammar instruction provides for learners clear advantages to perceive the
characteristics of target structures in context and improve their accuracy (Fotos, 1998).
The core premise of CLT is that learners need a reason to talk, in other words learners should be
provided a genuine purpose in which the emphasis is on information exchange and meaning
negotiation by utilizing meaningful contexts (Millard, 2000). Further, as Brown (1994) stresses,
language is spoken at the discourse level rather than sentence level because meanings are not
acquired from isolated individual sentences but from “referents in both previous sentences and
following sentences” (p. 235).
Second language instruction involves two different types that differ regarding the timing of
attention to form; while in isolated FFI attention to form is separated from communicative
instruction, in integrated FFI, attention to form is embedded within communicative teaching
(Spada et al., 2014). The timing of attention to form is the chief difference between these two
types of second language instruction. However, isolated FFI is different from focus-on-forms
which involves exclusive focus on language structures. Isolated FFI refers to a focus-on-form
that is presented separately but it supports communicative practice. Isolated FFI does not refer to
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meaningless repetition of grammar rules, thus it does not exclude communicatively-based
practice.
Both isolated and integrated instructions have different roles in promoting language acquisition.
SLA research has explored the effectiveness of instruction if it involves attention to both form
and meaning. Spada et al. (2009) state that theoretical support for integrated FFI is expressed in
Long‟s (1996) „revised interaction hypothesis‟, Swain and Lapkin‟s (2002) „meta-talk‟ and
Lyster‟s (1998) „negotiation of form‟ constructs in SLA. These three constructs hinge upon the
assumption that if learners attend to form within communicative practice, they obtain
information concerning language form by virtue of form-meaning connection and use it for
expressing messages. Empirical support for integrated FFI can be found in the works of Ellis,
Basturkmen, and Loewen (2001); Spada and Lightbown (1993); and Lyster (1994) in which
learners attend to form in communicative classrooms. Conversely, theoretical support for
isolated FFI comes from DeKeyser (1998) who advocates that grammar instruction should be
performed explicitly “to achieve a maximum of understanding, and then should be followed by
some exercises to anchor it solidly in the students‟ consciousness, in declarative form so that it is
easy to keep in mind during communicative exercises” (p. 58). Norris and Ortega (2000) pointed
to the necessity of teaching language properties and concluded that explicit types of FFI are more
effective to help learners notice language forms.
Isolated FFI draws learners‟ attention to a particular language feature that learners experience
difficulty. This approach is taught in lessons whose primary purpose is to prepare learners for
communicative activities because the learners are unlikely to acquire the form in communicative
activities. Although the explicitness and intentionality of the teacher is not easily identified by
the learners, isolated FFI entails explicit instruction and intentional learning (Spada &
Lightbown, 2008). On the other hand, they suggest that integrated FFI is provided to emphasize
language form during communicative and content-based instruction, that is integrated FFI occurs
when the primary focus in classroom activities is on meaning, but feedback is offered to enable
learners express more effective and more accurate meaning.
Isolated FFI occurs when focus on language form is separated from meaning-based activities in
language classes. This approach is mainly concerned with preparing learners for a
communicative activity (Spada et al., 2009). Stern (1992) argued that “there is a still a place for a
separate analytic language syllabus” (p.180), although communicative activities have a central
role in language teaching methodology. Ellis (2002) asserted that grammar should be taught
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separately “making no attempt to integrate it with the task-based component” (p.32).
Nevertheless, isolated FFI does not refer to practicing target forms in mechanical drills which are
separate from the communicative activities. Rather, it engages learners in communicative
practice through drawing their attention to target forms that arise during interaction activities
(Spada et al., 2014). Isolated FFI is useful to elucidate misleading similarities between the L1
and L2 and it helps ensure that learners see simple language features that occur frequently but
are not salient in oral language (Spada & Lightbown, 2008).
The separation of form and communicative practice entails that presentation of a specific target
form should precede communicative use of a new language feature (Spada & Lightbown, 2008).
Higgs and Clifford (1982) argued that the premature involvement of a learner in communication
settings before language features are instructed does not promote their language development.
Isolated FFI includes the assumption that learners need to discover certain target features during
communicative activities. Van Patten (1990) suggested that beginner learners cannot concentrate
on some aspects of target forms whilst perceiving the meaning of a text. Information processing
theory argues that learners have difficulty in focusing form and meaning simultaneously due to
the restricted processing capacity of the human mind (Ellis, 1997). These studies illustrate that
isolated FFI may be more beneficial to learners.
In the pedagogical literature, incorporating form focus into communicative activities has been
considerably supported. For instance, Celce-Murcia (1991) advocates combination of language
features within communicative activities and argues that “grammar should never be taught as an
end in itself but always with reference to meaning, social factors or discourse-or a combination
of these factors” (pp. 466-467). Correlatively, Brumfit (1984) asserts that learners should not be
prevented from combining language forms with language use since feedback that is provided
during communicative interaction influences on formal accuracy. Moreover, knowing that help
comes when learners need it has a positive effect on motivation. Integrated FFI is concerned with
form embedded in communicative practice, thus meaning is the chief matter (Barrot, 2014). The
integration of focus on language form into communicative interaction provides an ideal context
for learners to attend to language form. The comprehensible input in meaningful interaction is an
effective factor for language acquisition (Long, 1996).
Integrated FFI is an appropriate approach for complex language features. Studies by DeKeyser
(1995) and Robinson (1996) show that compared with easy rules; hard rules, which are difficult
to describe, cannot be successfully taught in isolated instruction. Thus, learners learn complex
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rules better by means of integrated FFI. The potential effectiveness of integrated FFI to
instruction for language features in which errors prompt communication breakdowns has been
widely addressed; furthermore, learners need isolated FFI to make form-meaning relationships
for low salient and low frequent language features which do not have high communicative value,
and once learners make form-meaning connections more fluent and accurate use of the language
features may be encouraged through integrated FFI (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). In general,
adult learners benefit from instruction and isolated grammatical instruction is more favorable for
them (Barkhuizen, 1998). Young learners acquire proficiency in language with little FFI (Spada
& Lightbown, 2008).
2.1.1 Integrating Form-Focused and Literature-Based Instructions
In foreign language methodology, the role of grammar teaching has been emphasized in the
communicative classroom (Lee & Valdman, 2000; Celce-Murcia, 1985). Paesani (2005)
persuasively argued that grammar instruction raises consciousness of learners to differences
between first language and the target language, and for successful acquisition, grammar
instruction should be provided with contextualized and meaningful comprehensible input. Ellis
(1992) claimed that consciousness-raising assists learners‟ acquisition of grammatical knowledge
essential for communication. The acquisition of grammatical forms in comprehensible input
leads to efficient intake (VanPatten, 1993). Communication activities make linguistic features a
strong potential foundation for language learning. It has been surmised that language learning
within communicative activities demonstrates significant gains over learning it independently
(Wesche & Skehan, 2002). Once learners attend to language patterns in context and recognize
them, meaningful communication can be achieved.
It is important that reading and grammar teaching should be implemented simultaneously
(Barnett, 1989). Similarly, Shook (1994) saw an important need for using reading as
comprehensible input in foreign language methodology because increased exposure to input-rich
context he argued offers learners with an opportunity to process the input. A great deal of
research (Schultz, 1995; Knutson, 1997; Kramsch, 1985) is in favor of introducing literature to
the curriculum early as literary texts are a valuable source of comprehensible input. In the light
of evidence based on the recent literature, literature-based instruction, which is defined as “an
instructional approach for language teaching that uses authentic materials” (Hadaway et al.,
2002, p.viii), provides for learners with continuous exposure to grammatical input, thus serves as
the basis for effective use of language. Literary texts serve as the basis of introducing new
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grammatical forms and a springboard for production of meaningful discourse. Once learners
have ascertained the language forms in the text, they will be able to produce the targeted
grammatical structures competently.
Literary texts purvey the presentation of target structures. The acquisition of these forms for
communicative purposes is necessary in foreign language classrooms. However, a notable
development in communicative ability cannot be achieved simply through exposure to rich
language input which aims at raising grammatical accuracy. A solution that has proven effective
is the presentation of target grammatical forms in meaning-based tasks. What differs formfocused instruction from the grammar translation method is the introduction of target forms in
communicative contexts (Yang & Lyster, 2010). Therefore the integration of form-focused
instruction into literary texts which can be used as meaning-based input is a useful pedagogical
effort that can raise learners‟ awareness of target forms either explicitly or implicitly. The
presentation of target grammar points in contextualized manner aids learners to retrieve in
similar contexts. This study is aimed at finding constructive ways to transmit knowledge from a
sender to a receiver in classroom discussions of literature. In focusing on the knowledge and the
sender, it endeavors to establish a suitable climate for the quality of classroom discourse in
which learners can interpret messages and sustain discussions of literature. The study will
employ the term FFI as it accommodates a broader meaning and a broader operation of
instruction which includes explicit and implicit teaching of grammar.
2.1.2 The Flow of the Language Classes in the FFI Classroom
Corrective feedback is a reactive type of FFI and benefits learners‟ acquisition of grammatical
features. It has proven effective in stimulating noticing; thereby, has been considered conducive
to language learning (Yang & Lyster, 2010; Sheen, 2007). Feedback is differentiated in respect
of its explicit or implicit nature. Researchers argue that implicit feedback occurs as recasts (Long
& Robinson, 1998). However, for some researchers recasts can be explicit (Sheen, 2006). On
account of their transparent illocutionary force as corrections in many cases recasts are viewed as
explicit as well (Ellis & Sheen, 2006). Ammar and Spada (2006) define a recast as a corrective
feedback technique that reformulates the erroneous utterance of learners. Recasts are believed to
be beneficial as they incite learners to notice the difference between correct and incorrect
utterances (Doughty, 2001). When learners are aware of their utterances, they endeavor to
produce accurate target language.

55

A well-formed reformulation of learners‟ ungrammatical utterance ignites them to make a
cognitive comparison and offers learners an opportunity to detect the discrepancy between
targetlike and nontargetlike utterances. The effectiveness of recasts stem from their drawing
learners‟ attention to the form of utterance by increasing learners‟ awareness between
nonnativelike utterance and targetlike reformulation (Ammar & Spada, 2006). Lyster (2004)
argued that recasts are embedded in meaning-focused negotiation, thus learners are at an
advantage in receiving complex subject matter. A considerable amount of laboratory studies
demonstrated the effectiveness of recasts on language development (Leeman, 2003; Ishida, 2004;
Mackey & Philp, 1998). Despite their advantages, recasts also constitute some concerns.
Although they have been considered to be the ideal corrective feedback technique for providing
a correct model while focusing on meaning (Doughty & Varela, 1998), some concerns have been
raised about recasts‟ potential negative effects on learners‟ flow of communication (Truscott,
1999). Ellis (2006) provides an alternative classification of feedback types: input-providing
corrective feedback in which correct reformulation is provided by explicit correction and recasts;
and output-pushing corrective feedback in which correct reformulation is restrained and learners
are encouraged to self-repair by prompts (Ranta & Lyster, 2007; Lyster, 2007; Yang & Lyster,
2010).
Prompts are alternative type of feedback that prompts learners to self-repair through signals
(Lyster & Izquierdo, 2009). The type of evidence provided is a distinguishing factor between
recasts and prompts. It has been argued that recasts provide positive evidence (Nicholas
Lightbown, & Spada, 2001) which may enable learners to create new knowledge. Similarly,
Long (1996) argued that recasts have the potential to promote foreign language learning
development because they provide learners with negative evidence. Leeman (2003) and Braidi
(2002) suggested that recasts constitute a source of positive evidence. Ellis and Sheen (2006)
recently argued that whether recasts serve as exemplars of negative evidence or positive
evidence cannot be stated with certainty “as this will depend on to the learner‟s orientation to the
interaction” (p.596). Important to stress is that recasts are more appropriate for communicative
classroom discourse because they incite learners‟ attention focused on meaning and keep
communication flowing.
Prompts, in contrast, afford learners with negative evidence as they indicate that utterance by the
learners is problematic. A notable number of studies in classroom contexts demonstrated more
benefits for prompts than for recasts (Yang & Lyster, 2010). In a study with young learners,
Ammar and Spada (2006) investigated the effects of recasts and prompts on language acquisition
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and the study yielded that performance of the group that received prompts was superior to the
group that received recasts. Ellis, Loewen, and Erlam (2006) in a classroom study compared the
effects of prompts and recasts and found significantly superior effects for prompts. Loewen and
Philp (2006) in a study concerning the differential effects of prompts and recasts with adult ESL
learners found that while prompts brought about an accuracy rate of 75%, recasts brought about
an accuracy rate of 53%. However, in light of their findings they concluded that learner
confidence is less threatened and the flow of interaction is less intruded with recasts. Sheen
(2007) in her study compared recasts with metalinguistic corrections and the metalinguistic
group outperformed the recast group. On the other hand, in a laboratory study carried out by
Lyster and Izquierdo (2009), it was reported that both prompts and recasts yielded similar effects
on language acquisition. In a laboratory study by Carroll and Swain (1993) the effects of recasts,
two types of prompts, explicit correction and instruction with no feedback were investigated.
They found that while explicit correction group outperformed the recast and the prompt groups,
the recast and the prompt groups did not display significantly differently performance from one
another. Lyster (2007) argued that prompts are better suited to discourse contexts than recasts
because they can switch attention of learners from meaning to form momentarily. This argument
is based on the premise that learners benefit more from correcting target language forms than
hearing the corrected forms by an external source.
Recast condition:
In the recast condition, the teacher responds to ill-formed utterances of learners‟ by using recasts
which reformulates the errors. The teacher does not provide any metalinguistic information, or
intonational changes to enable the learners reformulate their utterances, and opportunities to
repeat the recast as in (1), (2), (3), and (4).
(1) Student: Violence has been used by some of the older boys to give them a sense of
superiority.
Teacher: To give themselves a sense of superiority. Over whom?
Student: Over the smaller boys on the island.
(Classroom Conversation, Oct. 19)
(2) Student: Jack has became increasingly preoccupied with hunting.
Teacher: Why has he become preoccupied with hunting?
Student: Because he has experienced the instinct of savagery that exists within him.
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(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 10)
(3) Student: The boys didn‟t know what is waiting for them on a deserted island?
Teacher: What was waiting for them? Let‟s continue.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 24)
(4) Student: Gatsby has always longed to wealth.
Teacher: He has always longed for wealth. What is the main reason for acquiring his
fortune?
(Classroom Conversation, Dec. 7)
Needless to say, grammatical rules are of particular importance for the development of oral and
written language. The examples above violate a grammatical rule and the recast by the teacher
help learners correct their errors.
Prompt condition:
Alternatively, prompt condition includes four types of teacher response (Lyster & Izquierdo,
2009; Lyster, 2004):

Prompt

Clarification
Request

Metalinguistic
Clue

Repetition

Elicitation

Figure 2.2. Four types of prompts (Source: The Researcher based on “Differential effects of
prompts and recasts in form-focused instruction” by Lyster, 2004)
a) Clarification requests entail phrases such as “pardon me” and “I don‟t understand” to
indicate that the utterance of the learner is ill formed, and a reformulation is required.
(5) Student: Although he was saved from the island, he loses his innocence.
Teacher: Pardon?
Student: He lost his innocence.
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(Classroom Conversation, Oct. 5)
(6) Student: His pursuit of happiness has leaded him to perform criminal activities.
Teacher: I don‟t understand
Student: His pursuit of happiness has led him to perform criminal activities.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 17)
b) Repetitions replicate the learner‟s error through adding intonational stress to emphasize
the learner‟s erroneous utterance.
(7) Student: Jack is obsessed at hunting to satisfy his primal instincts.
Teacher: Obsessed at?
Student: Jack is obsessed with hunting to satisfy his primal instincts.
(Classroom Conversation, Oct. 26)
(8) Student: The novel has describe the difference between social classes.
Teacher: has describe?
Student: The novel has described the difference between social classes.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 3)
c) Metalinguistic clues provide learners information or comments pertaining wellformedness of their utterances but correct form is not explicitly provided.
(9) Student: Gatsby was famous around New York because he throws parties very often at
his mansion.
Teacher: Use past tense consistently
Student: Gatsby was famous around New York because he threw parties very often at his
mansion.
(Classroom Conversation, Oct. 12)
(10) Student: Gatsby knowed it was necessary to gain social class to win Daisy.
Teacher: Do we say „knowed‟ in English?
Student: Gatsby knew it was necessary to gain social class to win Daisy.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 3)
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d) Elicitation includes direct questions that are designed to lead learners to complete the
teacher‟s utterance.
(11) Student: If Ralph had joined Jack, his life won‟t be in danger.
Teacher: his life…?
Student: His life wouldn‟t be in danger.
(Classroom Conversation, Dec. 14)
(12) Student: Gatsby is not accepted into the American aristocracy although he was fabulously
wealthy.
Teacher: Try again?
Student: Gatsby is not accepted into the American aristocracy although he is fabulously
wealthy.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 24)
If a second prompt is needed, the teacher highlights the error of the learner with rising
intonation.
(13) Student: Piggy‟s glasses represents the power of science.
Teacher: Pardon me?
Student: His glasses represents the power of science.
Teacher: Represents?
Student: His glasses represent the power of science.
Teacher: Let‟s continue
(Classroom Conversation, Dec 28)
(14) Student: One of the major topics in the novel are the quest for wealth.
Teacher: I don‟t understand.
Student: One of the major topics in the novel are the quest for wealth.
Teacher: are?
Student: One of the major topics in the novel is the quest for wealth.
Teacher: That‟s right. Let‟s continue.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 24)
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These prompts incite learners to self-repair by modifying their responses. In contrast, recasts do
not propel learners to modify their nontarget responses; on the contrary, correct target forms are
provided for learners along with signs of approval. Lyster (2004) argued that prompts assist
learners to put declarative knowledge into procedural knowledge. In a recent classroom study by
Ammar (2003) it was found that prompts were beneficial for lower proficiency learners but both
prompts and recasts revealed similar effects for learners with high levels of proficiency. Studies
conducted by Lin and Hedgcock (1996) and Netten (1991) also suggested that learners with a
low level of proficiency have limited ability, hence recasts prove to be less effective.
Trofimovich, Ammar, and Gatbonton (2007) found that recasts benefit higher proficiency
learners more than lower proficiency learners. Developmentally ready learners benefit from
recasts more than unready learners (Mackey & Philp, 1998). Recasts work better for those
learners who use target forms more accurately (Ammar & Spada, 2006).
Though Doughty (2001) claimed that recasts are ideal types of feedback because learners store
the reformulated utterances in memory so that they can compare between input and output, De
Bot (2000) objects to this idea claiming that “there is never a direct comparison between input
and output because the input information is immediately processed and not stored in memory in
that form” (p. 228). Despite the considerable amount of attention recasts have received, Ellis and
Sheen (2006) argued that there is no clear evidence for the potential of recasts regarding
language acquisition. They suggested that the acquisitional potential of prompts is more
effective. It is noteworthy to mention that FFI is more effective when it is used with feedback in
the form of prompts because prompts display a significant advantage for output practice.
Additionally prompts are more likely to draw attention of learners to feedback compared with
recasts, thus learners benefit more from them in terms of conscious awareness.
This study does not investigate whether prompts or recasts work better for language acquisition
but uses them both to signal self-repair in form-focused classrooms. Recasts and prompts have
been seamlessly integrated into classroom interaction to enable language learners to experience
difficulties. Particularly the effectiveness of recasts and prompts with morphological and
syntactic errors drive foreign language development forward. Drawing learners‟ attention to onthe-spot reformulations and pushing them to elicit self-repair associates with high level of
accuracy in language acquisition. The provision of a deeper level of processing through recasts
and prompts allows learners to repair their errors and produce modified output. Important to
stress is that, prompts and recasts create conditions for language learners for conscious
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awareness and predispose them toward more output practice that is more likely to effect change
in language development.
2.2 Content-Based Approach
One type of CLT that has become omnipresent is content-based instruction (henceforth CBI) in
which learners use the new language with the intention of learning subject matter that is of value
and interest to them (Spada & Lightbown, 2008). CBI is defined as the simultaneous study of
language and subject matter with the focus on form and sequence of language items imposed by
content material (Brinton Snow, & Wesche, 1989). Stoller (2008) defines CBI as an instructional
approach that dedicates itself to language and content-learning objectives. CBI is conceived as
“two for one” (Wesche & Skehan, 2002, p.221); that is, it rests on the principle that language
learning arises with the dual focus of language and content (Netten, 1991). CBI represents the
integration of language learning and cognitive development (Lyster, 2011) to create “the
requisite motivational basis for communication” (Lyster, 2007, p.2). For burgeoning numbers of
learners optimization of language learning takes place in subject matter instruction due to its
theoretical and pedagogical contributions. Language learning through the use of subject matter
makes room for language proficiency and academic skill development across a wide range of
learners (Pica, 2002). The integration of subject matter knowledge and language forms not only
improves learners‟ content knowledge but also language skills concurrently (Wesche & Skehan,
2002) which largely contribute to augmenting communication of content (Swain, 1985). Unlike
task-based instruction which focuses on whether a task is achieved or not, in CBI the focus
remains on the content and the correct use of language (Elgün-Gündüz et al., 2012).
As an instructional framework, CBI has been considered effective pedagogy for reinforcing
language teaching through the use of authentic materials. The utility of authentic content
material in language learning has unveiled fulfillment of the study and a sense of
accomplishment for learners (Gaffield-Ville, 1996). A great deal of research has revealed
favorable responses toward CBI with regard to its benefits in promoting language learning
(Leaver, 1997), increasing learner satisfaction (Rodgers, 2006), enhancing content knowledge
(Stryker & Leaver, 1997), facilitating skill learning (Pica, 2002), improving academic
achievement (Smit, 2008), and developing motivation and self-confidence (Stryker, 1997). CBI
is an appealing curricular approach in language teaching. Grabe and Stoller (1997) recapitulate
the perceived benefits of CBI in the figure showed below. They argue that student-centered
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classroom activities provide learners with the opportunity to reflect upon the language while
learning content area knowledge.

Student-centered
classroom
activities

Exposure to a
considerable
amount of
comprehensible
language while
learning content

Language is
embedded within
relevant discourse
contexts

Coherently
developed content
sources to call on
prior knowledge
of learners

Flexibility and
adaptability that
can be bulit into
the curriculum

Exposure to
complex
information and
demanding
activities to
increase intrinsic
motivation

Implemantation of
strategy
instruction and
practice

Figure 2.3. Seven rationales suggested for CBI (Source: The Researcher based on “Contentbased instruction: Research foundations,” by Grabe and Stoller, 1997, pp. 19-20)

Content and language integration ranges from the most language-driven program to the most
content-driven program (Met, 1998). Content learning in content-driven programs is the priority
and language learning is secondary; on the other hand, in language-driven models content is
viewed as the vehicle for language learning; therefore, language learning is the priority and
content learning is secondary (Tedick & Cammarata, 2012; Met, 1999). In all cases, the
preeminent goal is to combine language and content. Despite the varied emphasis on language
and content, both components are incorporated in the models in a systematic manner taking the
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individual characteristics, course objectives, student population and context peculiarities into
consideration.

Language-driven
approach

Content-driven
approach

Figure 2.4. Content-based language teaching: A continuum of content and language integration
(Source: based on “Curriculum decision-making in content-based language teaching,” by Met,
1998)
CBI is an umbrella term that refers to a wide array of teaching models which take language
teaching as a basis (Valeo, 2013). Sheltered, adjunct and theme-based models emerge as three
prototypes of CBI (Brinton et al., 1989). Stryker and Leaver (1997) reported English for specific
purposes and English for academic purposes models as recent formats of CBI that gain
prominence in language curricula. Content is viewed as mediating tool for language learning in
language-driven approaches. Theme-based approach is placed at the language-driven model.
Theme-based instruction constructs language-oriented projection in which context for language
instruction is given by unrelated topics (Banegas, 2012). Theme-based instruction occurs while
exploring different aspects of a theme by focusing on different topics. Themes are perceived as
the fundamental ideas that structure curricular units to cater for the needs and interests of
learners and their appropriateness is in harmony with expectations of institutions and abilities of
teachers (Snow, 2001). In general terms, topics are organized to achieve maximum coherence
between different units and exploration of both content and language. Courses in theme-based
approach are designed to integrate language skills and language analysis in a coherent and
comprehensible way. Put another way, topics are grounded on developing language skills, texts
and oral passages act a springboard for scrutiny of other areas like grammar and vocabulary. A
discrete difference of theme-based model from the sheltered model arises from its focus on
mastery of language skills rather than content.
The adjunct model is another language-driven approach which embodies a more sophisticated
pattern for the combination of language and content courses. This model supports mainly
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learners at university level to acquire language competence to understand their regular subject
matter courses. The adjunct model involves a purposefully designed language course for
successful subject matter proficiency. Put differently, this model intends learners to master
academic content and language skills to progress successfully in the regular content courses.
Language for specific purposes models manifest similar views. Linguistically and conceptually
complex subject matter topics may impede learners to react to the demands of the content for
lower language proficiency learners.
Conversely, language is used as a mediating tool for content learning in content-driven
approaches. The sheltered-content approach, which falls under content-driven approaches,
consists of a content-based course taught by a content specialist. Sheltered model indicates
successful content mastery because the curriculum revolves around learning information about
content. Language learners in this model are sheltered from native speakers of the language for
instruction purposes. Although this model aims for rapid development of language abilities,
progress in content learning emerges as the overall purpose of sheltered courses. A substantial
amount of literature clearly points the significance of content-based instruction due to its
potential benefits for academic growth and language proficiency development (Snow, 1998;
Stoller, 2004; Pessoa et al., 2007). Regular curriculum concepts are enriched with academic
content to provide a context for language learning (Curtain & Pesola, 1994). Stoller (2002) states
that in content-based instruction language is viewed as a medium for learning content and
content is considered as a resource for the mastery of language.
CBI is a spin-off approach that derives from CLT, thus shares the same set of principles with it.
CLT aims to promote functional language ability of learners through participating in
communicative events (Savignon, 2002). Likewise, CBI provides optimal conditions for
language learning in which learners use the target language as a medium of communication
rather than a means of instruction for analysis. Any content material that addresses to the
cognitive needs of learners and with the language input above their competence can be used to
develop their language skills, at the same time help them become knowledge-powered
individuals.
Krashen‟s (1982) theory of second language acquisition is based on the fact that high levels of
competence in language classrooms is most successfully acquired when priority in language
teaching is given to meaning rather than form by engaging learners in meaningful use of the
target language in a stress-free learning environment. This suggests that meaningful content
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should receive the primary focus in the language classroom. CBI is grounded on the principle
that language is learnt when it is used as a means of acquiring information. The content-based
class makes every effort to ensure that learners understand subject matter knowledge. Dupuy
(2000) suggests that learners are tested on content, not language in the content-based class, thus
they are tempted to listen to the lectures attentively, take part in classroom discussions
effectively, and read topic-related materials significantly to acquire substantial language.
The principle of integrating language and content learning is a favorable condition for language
learning for its advantages to offer a large amount of language input, engage learners into more
interaction and provide output in meaningful communicative contexts (Lo, 2014). The process of
interaction brings about receiving modified input whilst learners process negotiation of meaning
(Mackey & Oliver, 2002), taking cognizance of target language features through noticing (Gass
& Mackey, 2007), and pushing learners for more language output (Swain, 1995) that results in
language development.
A major source of support for CBI classes comes from the Natural Approach, which disregarded
grammar teaching. In content-based language teaching, language proficiency is gained by
learning of subject matter rather than grammar rules or vocabulary lists. CBI is an instructional
approach that shifts the focus of the course from language learning to subject matter learning
(Leaver & Stryker, 1989). In other respects, CBI can contextualize language instruction; thus,
plunge learners into a rich exposure to form-meaning relationships and render it possible to learn
grammar and vocabulary in clusters pertaining the given topics (Wesche & Skehan, 2002).
Cooperative learning, strategy instruction and extensive reading are instructional approaches
which are consistent with CBI (Grabe & Stoller, 1997). The incorporation of these approaches
within CBI demonstrates impressive results in language learning. Cooperative learning promotes
peer group support because learners are required to work together to complete a range of tasks
(Shaw, 1997). Moreover, it leads learners to “take charge of their own learning” (Stryker &
Leaver, 1997, p. 286) and provides them ample opportunities to learn by doing. CBI prompts
learners to participate in group works and generates superior ideas that will indorse them for
motivation and self-confidence development towards language learning. Cooperative learning
addresses the needs of learners to use the target language with less anxiety by providing them
ample opportunities in which they share responsibilities and perform tasks. Strategy learning, in
which learners are provided clear cognitive strategies to process a problem and build responses,
demonstrates effectiveness when it is incorporated within language instruction and content. CBI
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approaches render the curricular sources to promote the development of strategic learners within
language-learning curriculum (Grabe & Stoller, 1997). An integral part of CBI, extensive
reading engenders improved learning abilities and content knowledge (Dupuy, 2000). Elley
(1991) offered strong evidence that extensive reading enhances reading, writing, speaking and
listening skills, improves vocabulary knowledge, advances grammatical and spelling accuracy
and develops motivation of learners. In addition to textbooks, learners utilize other viable texts
such as brochures and magazines to gather information pertaining to the content area. The usage
of various text types culminates in exposure to different types of discourse (Dupuy, 2000).
A high level of persuasive support for CBI comes from educational and cognitive psychology.
Cognitive learning theory, discourse comprehension processing research, depth-of-processing
research, expertise research, and motivation attribution and interest research are five research
areas that contribute to CBI (Grabe & Stoller, 1997). Cognitive learning theory is a strong
potential rationale that integrates attention to language and content and is based on a learning
theory proposed by Anderson (1990) which combines language knowledge development,
language usage practice and strategy training to reinforce independent learning. Grabe and stoller
(1997) assert that discourse comprehension processing research has demonstrated that the
relatedness and coherence of the information pave the way for improved learning and recall.
Additionally, they attest that depth-of-processing research is consistent with CBI because it
provides a basis for coherent and meaningful information that makes way for deeper processing
and better learning. Expertise research refers to learning that allows learners to reinvest their
knowledge in sophisticated problem-solving activities and gain from the challenges that will
occur (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1993). Finally, learners with high motivation do better in school.
Once learners benefit from the feedback interactions provide, they will generate interest. Interest
of learners in the content triggers their motivation and brings about better learning. Research
claims that highly motivated learners tend to make more sophisticated elaborations on the
materials through seeking connections among sets of information which will ease their recall of
information (Tobias, 1994).
Cummins (2000) is particularly interested in the degree of cognitive demand and contextual
support rooted in the tasks whilst language and content integration; in this framework, learners
are apt to access the content with less cognitive demand through tasks with a great degree of
context while less context is associated with experiencing difficulties in terms of linguistic
knowledge. It has been well documented that CBI classes are effective in the development of
content knowledge and interpretive skills (Rodgers, 2006). However, one aspect of CBI that is
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open to discussion is whether it can promote the form-meaning connections learners need for the
development of expressive abilities. More precisely, in CBI contexts the connection between
content knowledge and functional linguistic abilities of learners remains controversial. Seeking
explanations, Williams (2001) posited that learners, particularly at lower proficiency levels,
concentrate more on understanding the input than the linguistic form in the context. Likewise,
VanPatten (1996) supporting this view hypothesized that in the course of input processing;
learners attach priority to meaning rather than form. In essence, it appears that semantic
processing of input takes precedence over syntactic processing (Swain, 1985). Zeungler and
Brinton (1997) in their attempts to show the connection between linguistic form and pragmatic
function held that form and function are inextricably linked, thus content learning and language
development cannot be distinguished. It appears to be the fact that form and function
development of learners occur jointly which is considered as an optimal path to communicate the
acquired concepts of the content (Rodgers, 2006). A number of studies validated the use of CBI
in foreign language acquisition and development and reported that CBI is a viable approach for
the development of content knowledge and expressive skills (Musumeci, 1996; Swain, 1985;
Rodgers, 2006).
An underlying assumption of CBI is that it meets four basic characteristics in the construction of
language and curriculum knowledge (Leaver & Stryker, 1989, p. 271).
1) Subject matter core; curriculum should be supported by attention to subject matter rather
than form.
2) Use of authentic texts; language learning is more effective through materials intended for
native speakers of language.
3) Learning of new information; learning of new information and making elaborations on it
occupy a major place in the realm of language classroom.
4) Appropriate to the specific needs of students; learning activities should be at the
linguistic level of learners and should be relevant to their needs.
Content and language integrated learning (henceforth CLIL), a corollary to CBI, was launched in
the mid-1990s in Europe and its popularity has risen during the past decade. Coyle, Hood and
Marsh (2010) define CLIL as a dual-focused educational approach which uses an additional
language to endorse the concurrent teaching of language and content. Like CBI, CLIL has also
been referred to as an umbrella term (Mehisto, Marsh, & Frigols, 2008) used predominantly in
Europe and it covers classes that employs “an integrated approach where both language and
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content are conceptualized on a continuum without an implied preference for either” (Coyle,
2007, p. 545). Similar to Met‟s (1999) language-driven and content-driven ends of continuum,
CLIL models can be differentiated as CLIL in language lessons and CLIL in subject lessons
(Massler, Stotz, & Queisser, 2014). CLIL in language lessons incorporates other school subjects
but highlights language development. CLIL in subject lessons excludes explicit language
instruction but learning aims are mainly based on content. CLIL programs offer a sufficient
condition for the development of cognitive and social skills that engender success (Mehisto et
al., 2008). Coyle et al. (2010) considers CBI and CLIL models as two labels for the same reality.
Although CBI and CLIL share fundamental and theoretical roots, they have a number of
characteristics that are not considered to be synonymous. Unlike some CBI programs, CLIL
internalizes a stronger integration between content and language. Paran (2013); in a similar vein,
posits that CBI and CLIL vary in contextual differences.
2.2.1 Integrating Content-Based and Literature-Based Instructions
The integration of language and content has proved challenging but has prevailed in language
classrooms (Lyster, 2015). It is argued that depriving learners of pedagogy based upon language
and content integration may be a hindrance to focus on specific language features at the time
when they are highly motivated to learn (Lightbown, 2014). However, the implementation of
CBI in the EFL context is a worthwhile endeavor. The combination of formal accuracy and
content teaching works together to meet communication needs of learners as both form and
meaning are important features of language learning. Through incorporating content into the
lessons, learners negotiate form and meaning and extend their knowledge. Content-based
classrooms engage learners in private speech, provide learners occasions to sort out input and
interact with more knowledgeable peers to promote their knowledge at increasing levels of
complexity (Grabe & Stoller, 1997).
All functions of language are interrelated; thereby language is learned from the whole to the part
(Goodman, 1986). Foreign language learning from the whole to the part is open to multiple
interpretations, and knowledge interpretation. Moreover, it develops a context-based learning in
support of mastery of connections among language components to experience identification of
linguistic elements. The supplement of CBI with literature can bring in the essential skills and
knowledge required for successful language acquisition as learners grow aware of operation of
language in literary texts. Literature does not qualitatively differ from any other linguistic
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performance (Littlewood, 1986), and it is an inviting context for foreign language learning
(Langer, 1997).
Combining accessible literature with CBI is considered a very effective curriculum to help
learners acquire academic vocabulary, expand domain knowledge and develop critical thinking.
Despite the promise of CBI, quite a few learners have difficulty becoming active participants in
CBI activities on the grounds that they lack vocabulary, demonstrate poor reading skills, and
have insufficient background knowledge. August (2004) argues that content-based language
teaching has many advantages because language is the medium for content, while content is the
tool for linguistic development, That is, language transmits content and content provides the raw
material for learning language (Stoller & Grabe, 1997). The incorporation of CBI into the
language curriculum makes it possible to competently read and understand the materials,
improve language skills to actively participate in language activities, and develop a high level of
communicative interaction (August, 2004).
During the act of reading literature related to the theme of the CBI unit, learners experience
certain essential vocabulary items in multiple contexts. The reoccurrence of these vocabulary
items enable learners to accumulate relevant vocabulary; in addition, the acquisition of domain
knowledge which is embedded in the plots of literary texts facilitates vocabulary acquisition
(August, 2004). Instances of language structures in literary texts form the basis for practicing
language skills. To be more specific, in the process of accumulating domain knowledge to
supplement a CBI unit, learners can reinforce the accurate use of linguistic structures and make
noticeable gains in improvement of their language abilities. The story of a novel, the storyline of
a drama, the plot of a poem are described in literature to express the superficial subject matter.
The confrontation of the theme of study from a range of literary sources inspires learners to use
their analysis, synthesis and interpretation skills (Stoller & Grabe, 1997). Learners develop these
skills to understand and respond to literature in which they communicate their ideas and feelings
in classroom discussions.
2.2.2 The Flow of the Language Classes in the CBI Classroom

The impetus of CBI to impact verbal interaction of learners in the language classroom motivates
learners to initiate foreign language learning. The combination of language with a focus on
learners‟ needs has spawned successful outcomes and benefits. Target language in authentic use
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in CBI classes is a driving force to sustain wearisome learning process as learners are cognitively
motivated through implementation of instructional materials and learning activities.
(1) Teacher: What is the central concern of Lord of the Flies? Can anyone elaborate on this?
Student: I can
Teacher: So fast! Lana
Student: Order and chaos
Teacher: Good job! Can you express it in another way?
Student: Good and evil
Teacher: Good!
Student: Oh, civilization and savagery
Teacher: Excellent! Civilization is against savagery. Can you explain that a bit more
Lana?
Student: Boys who act peacefully face conflict with boys who act violently.
Teacher: Wow! Boys who live by rules experience unexplainable opposition against
those who live by brutality.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 3)
In the first example, the recast version of the teacher is thematically relevant to the version of the
learner, although thematic items differ: order/ good/ civilization and chaos/ evil/ savagery. Act
peacefully/ live by rules and act violently/ live by brutality create the same semantic relations and
the same semantic pattern. Equivalent words are constructed within the thematic pattern which is
called local equivalence (Lemke, 1990). In the course of interactions, the lecturer‟s responses go
hand in hand with the learner‟s responses in terms of grammatical construction. Exploration of
these mode shifts operates as a linguistic knowledge on the construct of comprehensible input
(Gibbons, 2003). In addition as in example (5), the teacher recasts a more literature way to help
learners how to express the meaning precisely. It is noteworthy that, recasts not only correct the
errors of the learners but also edit discourse. Recasts in the following examples have been shown
to be effective for repairing conversational breakdowns.
(2) Teacher: How does Gatsby‟s dream of Daisy change his life? Sara, do you want to talk
about it?
Student: It has become…
Teacher: become what?
Student: It has become the dominant force in Gatsby‟s life?
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Teacher: I see.
Student: He is constantly in pursuit of wealth and …
Teacher: wealth and what?
Student: wealth and status
Teacher: Great! Sara, do you think his dream of happiness with Daisy motivates him to
do them all?
Student: Yes. He has dedicated himself…
Teacher: dedicated himself to what?
Student: He has dedicated himself to win Daisy.
Teacher: Very good! Sara.
(Classroom Conversation, Dec. 7)
(3) Teacher: Hedi, Can you explain what ruins Gatsby‟s dream of loving Daisy?
Student: The difference between their groups.
Teacher: Can you explain that again?
Student: They belong to different social classes.
(Classroom Conversation, Oct. 26)
(4) Teacher: Why is the conch shell important?
Student: Because it is used to summon the boys together.
Teacher: Very good! Vian, what else? How does the conch shell influence their lives?
Student: The conch shell has power.
Teacher: Wait a minute. Can you explain that a bit more?
Student: The conch shell is the symbol of power. In the meetings the boy who holds the
conch shell has the right to speak.
(Classroom Conversation, Dec. 14)
(5) Teacher: What is the role of Piggy‟s glasses?
Student: It shows cleverness.
Teacher: Now let start using literary language Alan.
Student: It represents intellectual…
Teacher: It represents intellectual endeavor in…
Student: It represents intellectual endeavor in society.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 17)
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Learners talk about literature comes to the fore in content-based language classrooms.
Discussion is not associated with simply transmission of knowledge from teacher to learner.
Conversely, it is a process in which knowledge is constructed and negotiated by the discourse
contexts of interaction. The transmission of knowledge from a sender to passive receiver reduces
efficiency to interpreting messages in a constructive way. Learners are left to their own devices
unless they are treated as thinkers and expected to make sense of a message. Therefore, attention
of learners should be switched from learning about toward participating in. Classroom
discussions provide learners a clear understanding of the topic being discussed, espouse a focus
on critical thinking and moral reasoning, teach discussion skills (Larson & Parker, 1996), foster
learning of human sensitivity, and nurture the depth of interpretation. Moreover, holding
literature discussions nurture appreciation of alternative perspectives of others, accommodate a
wide range of different views, and seek constructive ways to communicate (Knoeller, 1998).
In line with this perspective, CBI is premised on the belief that focusing primarily on content is
considered as an effective classroom instruction with the assumption that learning of form will
follow meaning and balance of form and meaning will evolve to stimulate learners to
communicate meanings in an effective way. Concurring with this belief, Krashen (1982)
supports language acquisition by focusing on meaning, an approach which situates
comprehensible input at the core of language acquisition. The view of meaningful input as the
cornerstone of language acquisition elevates the role of CBI. Language is a system that relates
content and expression (Mohan, 1986). Classroom discussions of literature have been adopted as
a means of creating communicative need in the language classroom. In this framework, learners
become better at inferring meaning and solving problems using the language by means of these
discussions (Prabhu, 1987) with reference to the idea that “meaning-focused activity ensures that
any attention to form is (1) contingent to dealing with form and (2) self-initiated” (p.76).
2.3 A Comparison of Mixed Approaches to Literature-Based Instruction

Research in language classrooms has shown that exclusive exposure to rich language input falls
short of error-free production (Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Yang & Lyster, 2010). To put it
another way, communicatively oriented classrooms may not result in development of high levels
of communicative ability (Harley & Swain, 1984). In the same vein, Swain (1988) observed that
good content teaching does not lead to effective language teaching. In this regard, the integration
of FFI in content-based classrooms has proven effective in grammatical accuracy improvement
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(Day & Shapson, 2001). Such an integrative pedagogy, the introduction of language forms in
communicative interaction, benefits learners‟ practice of target forms within communicative
contents.
Language acquisition occurs when learners receive comprehensible input (Krashen, 1982). In
line with this, the focus of instruction in CBI classes is on the subject matter rather than the form
which conforms to Krashen‟s (1984) view of “what is being said rather than how” (p.62). In
addition to comprehensible input, development of communicative competence entails productive
use of the target language (Swain, 1985). CBI constantly insists learners on generating
comprehensible and coherent output in terms of both language and content. These premises are
in conjunction with the appropriateness of grammar exploitation in CBI. Brinton and Holten
(2001), concerning the pertinence of grammar instruction within CBI, point out that grammar
should be integrated into the CBI syllabus.
Research has revealed that learners demonstrated more effectiveness in comprehension of the
target language than the ability to produce it because the infusion of meaningful content is
aligned with advancement of receptive skills (Valeo, 2013). Content-reduced situations do not
substantially focus on development of productive skills. However, FFI is based on the premise
that language acquisition requires attention to language form (Schmidt, 1990). Comprehensive
discussions of form-meaning relationship appear in (e.g. Doughty & Williams, 1998; Spada,
1997; Norris & Ortega, 2000) who irrefutably state that rather than exclusive focus on meaning,
attention to both form and meaning proves more benefits and provides some of the strongest
rationales for language acquisition.
A concern of attention to form does not detract from effective communication; on the contrary
frequent presence of focus on form offer a different insight into content-based language
classroom. Some language forms are developmentally difficult and hinder learners‟ access to
input. The functional roles of these complex forms cannot be noticed sufficiently, and thereby
learners tend to develop incorrect representation in their interlanguage development (Pica, 2002).
Nevertheless, drawing attention of learners to their errors and provide feedback is a good data
source and support learning about form and meaning. Awareness of linguistic forms implies a
movement from the provision of corrective feedback to accuracy in language forms.
The virtue of semantically rich input lies in its power over encouraging depth of processing that
gives learners grounds for recall of learning (Anderson & Reder, 1979). And the incentive to
reinforce an associative network is often driven by an interesting content (Tobias, 1994).
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Learning evolves from social interactions (Vygotsky, 1978) that originate as dialogues between
individuals. It is often the case that the establishment of communication calls for learning about
the structure of language. Savignon (2005) acknowledges the gravity for attention to form and
argues that “the absence of structure, or grammar, a set of shared assumptions about how
language works, along with a willingness of participants to cooperate in the negotiation of
meaning” (p. 640) is a pitfall that undermines the role of form and meaning balance for effective
communication.
Literature offers learners with opportunities for authentic use of language. Authentic texts
reflecting real language use make literature suitable for foreign language instruction. The nature
of literature makes reading it more demanding because of its potential for development of
content knowledge, language proficiency and analytical skills (Barrette et al., 2010). Spiraling of
language and content using literary texts can bridge the gap between form-meaning relationships.
In effect, literary texts serve as an excellent source to progress foreign language competencies
and learn subject matter content. With this focus in mind, the implementation of FFI and CBI
using literary texts reveal benefits for learners in language proficiency and content knowledge.
This instructional approach introduces learners to new grammar and vocabulary knowledge,
expands critical thinking, raises their awareness of functional use of language, and encourages
meaningful communication. In the mixed approach model, in which FFI and CBI are integrated
in conjunction with literature-based approach, learners perceive language patterns involved in a
meaningful context, enhance content learning, and spark production of meaningful discourse. In
an integrated curriculum in which literature and language are taught as a continuous whole in
proficiency and content oriented courses, learners raise their consciousness about the language
and become more well-rounded.
2.3.1 The Flow of the Language Classes in the Mixed Approach Classroom
Form-meaning connections in the field of second language acquisition can be facilitated within
two pedagogical frameworks: FFI and CBI (Valeo, 2013). The advancement of grammatical
accuracy needed for communication in content-based language teaching and learning using
literary texts unveils improvements in language performance. Learners make appropriate use of
language units and develop accuracy and fluency through the infusion of meaningful context.
The inclusion of FFI in a content-enriched language instruction using literary sources offers
discernible advantages for learners. Krashen (1982) argued that content-rich meaningful input
suffices for the occurrence of language learning. Dalton-Puffer (2011) argued in a manner
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similar to Krashen and stated that content-rich curriculum indices incidental language learning.
These arguments would be consistent with findings of some studies which characterize grammar
teaching as unplanned and incidental (Burger Wesche, & Migneron, 1997). In an incidental
learning, which is typical of content-oriented foreign language courses, learners make progress
in their language abilities (Rodgers, 2015). An approach that integrates content and language
using literary texts is sufficient for a greater number of learners to meet their needs to maximize
the potential for more language development.
Dialogue is an easy mode of interpretation (Eeds & Wells, 1989). Eeds and Peterson (2007)
assert that for effective dialogue to occur teachers and learners need to respect interpretations
and they need to avoid initiating a dialogue with an agenda in mind. Seeking to make sense of a
literary work for the construction of a dialogic space entails teachers‟ binding perceptions of the
subject matter, awareness of learners‟ understandings and potential misunderstandings of the
subject matter, and knowledge of materials and curriculum (Grossman, 1990). In the meaningconstructing process teachers attempt to shape literary envisionments of learners and enrich the
discussion through questions, comments and elaborations.
(1) Teacher: What does Ralph represent in the novel?
Student: He represents civilization.
Teacher: He represents the instinct of civilization. What does he attempt to do to make it
happen?
Student: He endeavors to coordinate the boys because he wanted to build civilization on
the island.
Teacher: Please use simple present tense continuously
Student: He endeavors to coordinate the boys because he wants to build civilization on
the island.
Teacher: That‟s interesting! What about Jack?
Student: He represents cruelty.
Teacher: That‟s right. He represents the instinct of savagery. How does violence within
him provoke Jack?
Student: He uses the boys on the island and controls them.
Teacher: Let‟s use more appropriate language to express it. He manipulates the boys on
the island to gain…
Student: He manipulates the boys on the island to gain control.
Teacher: to gain control over whom?
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Student: to gain control over them.
Teacher: And, where does Simon stand between civilization and savagery?
Student: Simon is born with innate moral.
Teacher: Great! He is innately moral.
Student: Yes, he is innately moral and he behaves kind.
Teacher: He behaves kindly.
Student: Yes, he behaves kindly towards other boys on the island.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 10)
(2) Teacher: What does Gatsby represent in the novel?
Student: He represents dismorality.
Teacher: Pardon? He represents…
Student: He represents immorality.
Teacher: Yes, he represents moral corruption. And why do you think he lies to Daisy
about his background?
Student: Because of his love for her.
Teacher: That‟s a point we need to consider.
Student: Gatsby loves Daisy so he tries to convince her that he is good enough for her.
Teacher: Very good! How does the author portray Gatsby and Daisy in the novel?
Student: Gatsby becomes rich late.
Teacher: He is newly rich.
Student: Yes, Gatsby is newly rich and Daisy comes from a wealthy family.
Teacher: Yes, she is sophisticated and she is a representative of the old aristocracy.
Student: Daisy comes from an aristocratic family so their level in the society is different.
Teacher: They represent different social classes.
Student: Yes, they represent different social classes.
Teacher: Very good! Who does Daisy marry?
Student: She marries with Tom.
Teacher: She marries to Tom.
Student: She marries to Tom. He comes from an aristocratic family too.
Teacher: She finds her match. What does Gatsby do to win Daisy‟s heart?
Student: He earns too much money.
Teacher: He builds an enormous fortune.
Student: Yes, he organizes expensive parties to impress Daisy.
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Teacher: Great!
(Classroom Conversation, Dec. 14)
In these examples linguistic development of learners is sustained within subject matter content
under study using literature. Form-focused intervention occurs by the use of corrective feedback
to build an ethos for learners to shape their structures and repair conversational breakdowns.
Literature works in an integrated approach which focuses on both language form and content
meaning appear to be efficient in terms of development of grammatical accuracy and
communicative competence.
2.4 Reflections on Discussions of Literature in the Language Classroom
This study is influenced by reader-response theory which acknowledges discussion as a viable
form of response (Purves, 1979). It has been suggested that ability of learners to express their
interpretations of literature can be greatly impacted by teacher‟s classroom context construction,
literature selection and the creation of classroom literacy environment (Hickman, 1981), and
instructional approaches to response (Sloan, 2002). Nystrand et al. (1996) purported that learner
interpretation can be strengthened by means of three instructional approaches to discussion
which include asking authentic questions, practicing uptake and making high-level evaluations.
They state that authentic questions are defined as questions which have multiple answers;
thereby, a single right answer is not expected. Uptake is the restatement of a learner‟s response
by a teacher for the purpose of prompting further elaboration. Uptake disrupts the monologic
teacher-dominated classroom discourse and creates an ethos of involvement in classroom
discussions of literature (Christoph & Nystrand, 2001). High-level evaluations hinder learners
from a commitment to a sole correct answer and inspire them to master literature in depth by
creating a greater sense of efficacy in literature discussions.
Literary texts offer learners a medium for interpretation which enhances ability of learners to
penetrate meaning from them. Conducting literature discussions has become the primary
component of literacy curriculum. Literary texts offer learners an avenue for discussion which
plays a major role in encouragement of substantive talk and development of literary interpretive
skills. With the rise of literature, classroom discussions have become an integral part of language
classes; thus, learners have developed a critical stance towards literature discussions.
The instructional potential of discussions in the classroom switches the role of learners from
knowledge-consumers to knowledge-constructors (Nystrand, 2006). Holding classroom
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discussions create a conversational setting for learners to construct and argue for their
interpretations. While learners explore a topic collaboratively, they act as experts, develop their
social skills (Christenbury, 2006), weld new knowledge into old (Beach & Marshall, 1991), learn
from one another, and acknowledge ideas of others. Dialogically organized language instruction
gives room to learner voices in which they put their energy into talk and knowledge-building.
The creation of space for voices of learners stimulates dialogic talk and initiates learning. In
classroom conversations, learners use their turns to answer the questions and the teacher uses his
turn to direct activities, and flow of conversation. By means of dominating classroom
discussions, teacher responds to the contributions of learners, weaves discussions and sustains
conversations. The building of a dialogic classroom gives immediate information to the teacher
about learning and comprehension of learners.
The selection of literature is crucial to the onset and maintenance of learner motivation. For
engagement to occur, it is essential that learners are involved in discussions of literature. From
this perspective, engagement in classroom discussions account for high attentiveness. Rather
than the use of the question “why?” which sounds threatening, the use of “Tell me” and “How do
you explain that” can sustain learner engagement and personal commitment to creating
meaningful understandings (Chambers, 1996). It is also true that learners sustain displaying their
engagement with discussions and build understandings of the literature if teachers do not offer
their ideas until later in the discussion. Teachers, by doing so, create a space in which learners
are stimulated for multiple interpretations. It is evident that when teachers avoid imposing their
ideas on the learners during classroom discussions of literature, they help them construct
meaningful interpretations. In essence, teachers can spark interest of learners with the help of a
repertoire of questions and encourage them to become engrossed in classroom discussions.
In literature-based discussions, several roles teachers take are highlighted as: teachers as
participants, facilitators and mediators (Short et al., 1999). The roles of teachers as participants
include talking about experiences related to the texts, unearthing ideas to spawn engagement,
questioning confusing issues to encourage learners to contemplate other perspectives and making
thematic statements (Short et al., 1999). When teachers act as facilitators several roles they
assume involving: providing clarification of details to avoid confusion, restating comments
generated by learners to ensure that other learners do not miss something important, creating
engagement and stimulating interpretive debates by questions (Short et al., 1999). Lastly,
teachers as mediators incite learners to relate the discussions to their lives, values and personal
experiences, and invigorate learners to discuss personal issues (Short et al., 1999).
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Teachers need to explore new ways of engaging learners and aid them to uncover the richness in
literary texts which contribute to the quality of discussions. Responding to learners effectively
and inviting them to participate actively in literature discussions build an ethos for learners to
verbalize their interpretations. Asking a series of comprehension questions seems to be a
distinguishing feature of a teacher in literature-based discussions to lead learners to derive an
interpretation of text. Discussions of literature are practice arenas in which teachers work
alongside learners to negotiate meaning and emerge perspectives.
Conclusion to Chapter 2
FFI draws attention of learners to target features to reach high levels of linguistic competence.
The acquisition of linguistic forms provide clear advantages for language learners to perceive the
characteristics of target structures in context and use the language with greater accuracy.
Corrective feedback, a type of FFI, has been considered conducive to language learning as
learners have the opportunity to correct their errors.
CBI is the simultaneous study of language and content. Content-based classrooms provide
language learners occasions to negotiate form and meaning and promote their knowledge.
Language learners construct knowledge and negotiate through the discourse contexts of
interaction. CBI situates the comprehensible input at the core of language acquisition. The
impetus of CBI to impact verbal interaction of language learners motivates them for successful
outcomes.
As both approaches have advantages and disadvantages, the integration of FFI and CBI into
literature-based classrooms provides an ideal context to attend to form and meaning and some of
the strongest rationales for language acquisition as the disadvantages of one approach will be
compensated by the advantages of the other. When FFI and CBI are integrated in conjunction
with literature-based approach, learners easily perceive language patterns in the meaningful
context, foster content learning and initiate production of the meaningful discourse. Simply put,
the advancement of grammatical accuracy and content unveils improvements in language
performance.
The study will investigate; a) whether literature-based approach to teaching speaking will yield
better speaking skills than non-literature-based approach; b) whether the integration of prompts
and recasts into classroom interaction allows learners to repair their errors and produce modified
output; c) whether focusing primarily on content will stimulate learners to communicate
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meanings in an effective way; d) finally, whether attention to both form and meaning encourages
meaningful communication. Figure 2.5 illustrates the treatment types the groups underwent in
the study.

Improvement of Speaking Skills
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Fluency

Meaning

Mixed Approaches
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of literature

Language
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Figure 2.5. Literature integrated language teaching for the improvement of speaking skills
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Chapter III: The Exploratory Study
Introduction
The supportive role of literature into language classroom is worthy of concern. Based on the
foregoing experiences, the researcher concludes that literary texts are excellent models for
learners with providing comprehensible input that can enable them to become cognizant of
linguistic features. In addition, real examples that language learners are exposed to in literary
texts enhance their language awareness. With this aspect, when learners experience different
uses of language and the interaction of language features in a text, they stand a better chance of
maximizing their language proficiency and become capable of applying the same strategies
during communication. The researcher has long been interested in investigating whether
language learners can accrue tangible benefits through exposure to literary texts. The first step
would be to discover insights on the effectiveness of literary texts over simplified texts. As there
were no earlier studies in the university where the study took place for reference, an exploratory
study was conducted in 2016 to understand whether the participants could reap more benefits
from the inclusion of literary texts in language learning. The major purpose of the exploratory
study was to investigate whether literary texts or simplified texts encourage Iraqi learners more
to promote language development.
3.1 Aim
Swaffar (1985) puts forth the compelling reasons for introducing authentic texts to augment
existing language curriculum: authentic texts that address the needs and interest of students can
lower the affective filter and assist learning process; it is worth considering that authentic texts
enhance vocabulary and structures and improve content knowledge; authentic texts encourage
learners to establish main meaning through providing multiple chances for guessing; authentic
texts utilize pre-existing knowledge of learners and involve them in understanding message
implications; and language learners promote understanding of the target culture. The inclusion
of literary works as authentic texts in language teaching offers an extensive range of enrichment
in delving into different text-types. The experience of engaging with different uses of language at
different linguistic levels allows language learners to discover language features and use these
items for maximizing the mastery of the language. Simplified texts, on the other hand,
aresyntactically, phonologically and lexically modified for teaching certain language materials.
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The provision of an incomparably rich source of comprehensible input is essential in language
acquisition. However, distorted language in simplified texts hinders learners to internalize the
language at a high level. The exploratory study attempted to probe into the possibility that the
use of authentic texts leads to more language proficiency development compared with simplified
texts in language learning.
3.2 Participants
The participants in the exploratory study were 40 students in an English Language Teaching
undergraduate program in Iraq. 25 females and 15 males whose ages ranged from 19 to 27 took
part in the study. Based on the placement test they had before the exploratory study, the
participants fell into the upper-intermediate level. These randomly selected students met three
hours in a week and the study lasted for eight weeks. They accepted to be part of study; also the
approval for the study was granted from the university administration where the study was
conducted. The same instructor (the researcher) taught both the control and the experimental
group. While Group 1 (control group) was exposed to simplified, fiction and non-fiction
materials (texts created for the purpose of foreign language teaching), students in Group 2
(experimental group) were exposed to authentic literary texts.
3.3 Materials
Lord of the Flies by William Golding (2003) was used for the experimental group and the
reading samples used for the control group were selected from Even More True Stories: An
Intermediate Reader by Sandra Heyer (1992) and What a World by Milada Broukal (2004),
which included simplified texts for language learners. These materials include themes that spark
interest of people; moreover, the appropriate length of the texts was never a cause of boredom
for the students. In both groups the analysis of the texts under study included reading, vocabulary
and grammar exercises, as well as reading-based listening, speaking, and writing, and pure
reading activities.
3.4 Research Design
In the exploratory study, both groups underwent different treatments to reveal the effects of the
treatments on language development. In total, throughout the study each group had eight tests.
The tests were prepared by the researcher from the materials each group studied. Then they were
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piloted in groups of the same age and language level, to provide reliability and validity. The
tests, which included fill-in-the-blank and multiple choice questions, involved vocabulary and
grammar components. Each component had 25 questions, thus the students had to complete 50
questions in each test. The students were allowed 50 minutes for each test and their test scores
were given out of 100. The analyses of the data gathered from the weekly tests enabled the
researcher to reveal the impacts of authentic literary and simplified fiction and non-fiction
materials on language learning. Both quantitative and qualitative researches in the exploratory
study were employed. The statistical data was used to gain an understanding of whether the use
of authentic and simplified texts differs in terms of their influence on language proficiency
development. The proficiency development of learners in both groups was measured based on
the scores the students had in the tests. The reliability analysis means and the means and standard
deviations for all exams were calculated with SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences)
20.
3.5 Summary of the Findings
Table 3.1. Reliability analysis for tests
Group 1 (Simplified)

Group 2 (Authentic)

Tests

Cronbach alpha

Cronbach alpha

Test 1
Test 2
Test 3
Test 4
Test 5
Test 6
Test 7
Test 8

.833
.833
.765
.785
.765
.785
.787
.789

.833
.940
.950
.963
.975
.986
.987
.989

The data in the exploratory study included the scores of eight tests each group had throughout
the study. Table 3.1 demonstrates that all reliability coefficients for all tests are higher than .70
which is an acceptable value for Cronbach alpha.
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Table 3.2. Means and standard deviations for tests
Group 1
M
70
72
68
70
72
74
74
76

Test 1
Test 2
Test 3
Test 4
Test 5
Test 6
Test 7
Test 8

Group 2

SD
9.84
8.96
10.24
9.86
8.62
9.64
10.12
9.74

M
68
72
74
80
84
88
94
96

SD
10.14
9.96
9.48
9.74
8.84
10.26
9.82
9.68

Table 3.2 shows means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for all tests in both groups. Although,
both Group 1 and Group 2 had almost the same level of language skills at the beginning (mean
results were 70 and 68, respectively), the participants differed significantly in their test scores
after the third week. SD between 8 and 10 shows that both groups were rather homogenous.
However, Group 1 which was exposed to simplified materials did not achieve real improvement
in the test results (70  76 = by 6 points or 8.6%), while Group 2, which was exposed to
authentic literary texts achieved higher scores (68  96=by 28 points or 41.2%).
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Authentic Materials

40
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1
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4
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Figure 3.1. Mean scores in both groups
Figure 1 visually reveals that the test scores the students had in Group 2 are higher than the
scores Group 1 had. To find out, whether the difference of the results obtained by the two
groups was statistically significant, a paired-sample T-test was carried out with the help of SPSS
20.
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Table 3.3. Progress tests group comparison
Pairs
Pair 1
Pair 2
Pair 3
Pair 4
Pair 5
Pair 6
Pair 7

test 1-test 2 Group 1
test 2-test 3 Group 1
test 3-test 4 Group 1
test 4-test 5 Group 1
test 5-test 6 Group 1
test 6-test 7 Group 1
test 7-test 8 Group 1

Pair 8 test 1-test 2 Group 2
Pair 9 test 2-test 3 Group 2
Pair 10 test 3-test 4 Group 2
Pair 11 test 4-test 5 Group 2
Pair 12 test 5-test 6 Group 2
Pair 13 test 6-test 7 Group 2
Pair 14 test 7-test 8 Group 2

t

df

P-Value

-5.514
-4.418
-6.961
-5.389
-6.917
-4.157
-7.415

19
19
19
19
19
19
19

.001*
.210
.189
.189
.097
.087
.074

-8.654
-7.862
-9.234
-8.965
-9.872
-7.864
-8.612

19
19
19
19
19
19
19

.000*
.001*
.000*
.000*
.000*
.000*
.001*

*Significant at p<.05
The paired sample t-test showed a statistically significant difference between test results in
Group 2. However, in Group 1, except for the difference between test 1 and test 2, the t-test did
not reveal any statistically important growth between test results.
3.6 Discussion of the Findings
Based on the collected data from the tests, it can be concluded that advanced-level language
competencies is realistic when literary texts are emphasized in the language classroom. Results
indicate that students scored higher results during the experiment (increased by 28 points or
41.2%) when authentic literary materials were employed in the language classroom. Although
the means for both groups do not show significant difference in the second week (which is
natural due to a short time period), starting with the third week it becomes evident that the means
of the students‟ results in the experimental group increased significantly from test to test, while
the same improvement was not seen in the control group. The results of the study suggest that
the use of authentic literary texts is more useful in language learning. It is worth considering that
these findings are in consistent with those of Alvstad and Castro (2009); Barrette et al. (2010);
Hall (2005); Swaffar (1985); Crossley et al. (2007); Topping (2014); Weber-Feve (2009);
Zyngier and Fialho (2010).
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3.7 Limitations of the Study
The findings in this exploratory study were unique to 40 participants who were senior-year
undergraduate ELT students; therefore, it would be a mistake to make generalization to other
EFL learners. Moreover; the findings do not reflect the overall practices of other language
learners in different instructional contexts. Further research on a broader sample is desirable to
determine the role of literature at different instructional settings. Although students who took
part in the study had similar backgrounds in both groups, initial differences between the control
and experimental groups were not possible to control. Finally, throughout the study every
measure was taken to objectively present the results.
3.8 Conclusion
This exploratory study provided some sought-after insights into the use of authentic literary texts
into the language classroom. The underlying idea is that literary texts can provide clear
advantages in language learning for the development of language proficiency. The exposure to
comprehensible input stimulates learners to analyze message systems and encourage efficiency
in language proficiency. Compared to simplified texts, authentic materials which can be
provided by literary texts create an environment for language learners for coming to good terms
with language awareness that will help them reach native-like levels of mastering the target
language. Literary texts are input-rich source for language development and language resources
are skillfully used in literary texts. Language learners are at a linguistic advantage when literary
texts are used in the language classroom because they notice different uses of language and
increase their language skills.
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Chapter IV: Research Methodology
The primary purpose of the present study was to investigate the impact of form-focused, contentbased and mixed approaches on the development of advanced-level speaking skills of students
during classroom discussions of literature. This chapter describes in detail the methodology
employed in this study that was designed to meet this objective. The final chapter provides a
description of the study sample, research context, instructional materials, research design, data
collection methods, data analysis techniques and finally presents findings, pedagogical
implications and recommendations for future research.
4.1 Method
4.1.1 Research Context

The context of this study was within an English Language Teaching (henceforth ELT) program
in one of the major universities in Iraq which offered student-centered teaching. Ishik University
offers quality education to its students through innovative academic programs and experienced
and dedicated teaching staff with a passion for inspiring high achievement. The university also
provides a friendly learning environment for students in which they can have one-on-one
instruction. In this exceptional learning experience instructors address strengths and weaknesses
of the students more consistently and fully to enable them to become better learners. The
academic programs offered by the university are administered by six faculties which integrate
their education with applicable work experiences to bridge the gap between theory and practice.
The English language Bachelor‟s degree program at the university has committed to the teaching
of English as a foreign language. The curriculum of the four-year undergraduate program is
designed to help students acquire theoretical and practical knowledge connected with foreign
language skills and critical thinking development. The curriculum includes teaching the four
basic language skills (reading, writing, listening, and speaking) and the development of
communication skills to have complete mastery of the language during the first two years. In the
third and fourth years the curriculum covers the study of the principles of language teaching and
learning and the introduction of communicative approaches. ELT curriculum at the university
has been designed to foster language education to meet the needs for well-educated language
teachers who can teach competently. The rationale behind curriculum evaluation is to ascertain
appropriateness of its content and objectives (Richards, 2001). For the successful implementation
of the curriculum to help students to become well-prepared teachers, hard work is carried out on
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many levels at the university in the English language program by the instructors and the
university administration.
4.1.2 Participants
The study was conducted in an ELT undergraduate program in which students met three hours a
week. Each 50-minute class aimed at analysis of literary texts with a focus on oral
communication. Each class had 20 students (Class 1, n=20; Class 2, n=20; and Class 3, n=20)
who were assigned by the researcher to their class groups randomly and a total of 60 students (39
females, 21 males) in three groups, an optimal class size for classroom discussions, participated
in the study. There were totally 60 senior-year students enrolled at the university in ELT
department, and they all took part in the study. The students volunteered to participate in the
study. All participants, whose ages ranged from 19 to 29, were in their fourth year of university
and majoring in ELT. In terms of nationality, 12 students were from Turkey and 48 students
were from Iraq. All participants were of native language backgrounds other than English. Based
on the placement test they had before the study, the students fell into the upper-intermediate
level.
Table 4.1. Group profiles
Group

Total of

Gender

Age-range Mean Age

Grade level

(Mean) Average
over the

Students
Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

20

20

20

(years)

(Educational Stage)

F= 12

19-25

22

4

M= 8

19-27

24

4

F= 13

19-26

23

4

M= 7

19-28

25

4

F= 14

19-25

23

4

M= 6

19-29

24

4

past three years
2.65 (out of 4)

2.81 (out of 4)

2.73 (out of 4)

Participants‟ age range was 19 to 27 (average 23) and the ratio of female students to males was
12 to 8 in the first group. The age range was 19 to 28 (average 24) and the ratio of female
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students to males was 13 to 7 in the second group. Finally, in the third group the age range was
19 to 29 (average 23, 5) and the ratio of female students to males was 14 to 6. There was a
similar distribution of averages of students in the first three years across the three classes (2.65,
2.81, and 2.73 respectively). All the groups were taught by the same instructor (the researcher)
who had multiple years of experience in language teaching. The literature classes were scheduled
on the same day of the week covering the same materials but different treatment types.
4.1.3 Treatment
After the approval for the present research was granted from the university where the study was
carried out, the reseracher organized the classes to conduct the study (see Appendix A for copy
of the consent letter). The study lasted for 12 weeks and included 26 days of treatment
instruction (26 hours) and 12 days of non-treatment instruction (12 hours). Pre-tests were
delivered before the treatment instruction started and post-tests were delivered after the treatment
sessions ended. Delayed post-tests were delivered three months after the experiment ended.
During the 12-week period of the instructional treatment Group 1, the first control group,
received the instruction that included form-focused and literature-based components. Group 2,
the second control group, received content-based plus literature-based instructions and Group 3,
the experimental group, received the instruction that included mixed-methods (form-focused,
content-based and literature-based methods).
Literary texts were studied through a four-level sequence of work developed by Gajdusek
(1988):
1) Pre-reading activities: Students are engaged in a process of discovery and collect
essential background information to identify what the text is about. Moreover, they learn
the meanings of unfamiliar words to help them understand the text better.
2) Factual in-class work: Seeking for answers to who, when, what, where, and why
questions. Factual in-class work includes learning about action, character, setting and
students‟ point of view.
3) Analysis: Aspects of style and theme
4) Extending activities: Generating purposeful questions in-class activities, encouraging the
students to talk and extend their ideas. The students interacted with their teacher during
question-and-answer activities.
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Procedure in Group 1
Explanations, dialogues, key sentences and teacher action are components of conventional
presentation techniques (Johnson, 1996). In this study, Group 1 received included grammatical
explanations and utterances of students in dialogues. Explicit and implicit corrective feedback
helped students with the acquisition of grammar. The researcher used recasts and prompts to
draw students‟ attention to the target forms. Metalinguistic explanations were provided during
the treatment instruction. All classroom discussions were on the course content and based on the
mastery of language forms but the instruction to Group 1 also included instructions that engage
learners in communicative practice.
The implementation of both explicit and implicit corrective feedback, as displayed in table 3.3,
during treatment instruction in Group 1 was conducive to the acquisition of grammatical
features. The instructor provided implicit feedback in the following example by responding to
the learner‟s error in Group 1. In response to the learner‟s statement “has became”, the instructor
replied “has become”. Or to put this another way, ill-formed utterance was reformulated by the
instructor to encourage the student to use the target forms more accurately. The provision of onthe-spot reformulations by an external source created conditions for learners to elicit self-repair
and promoted the level of accuracy in language acquisition. An example of explicit feedback was
the instructor‟s response to the student‟s error by saying “use present tense consistently”. It is
important to stress that, corrective feedback displayed a significant advantage to repair the errors
and produce a modified output.
Student: The beast has became one of the most important goals in the novel.
Teacher: Oh, the beast has become one of the most important symbols in the novel. Can
you give an example?
Student: Yes, it has become an important symbol for instance; it has become Jack‟s
source of power.
Teacher: How does Jack use the beast to his advantage?
Student: He used the beast to frighten the other boys.
Teacher: Use present tense consistently
Student: Jack uses the beast to frighten the other boys.
Student: And, he uses the beast for power.
(Classroom Conversation, Oct. 26)
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Procedure in Group 2
The instruction in Group 2 did not include references to grammar or metalinguistic explanations.
All classroom discussions focused entirely on content because students talk about literature came
to the fore in CBI classes and corrective feedback on form was limited to recasts. Recasts were
effective to edit the discourse and repair the conversational breakdowns. Lyster and Ranta (1997)
argue that learners in CBI classes may perceive recasts as feedback on meaning. In the following
example discussion is used to construct and negotiate knowledge by the discourse contexts of
interaction. The instructor provided recasts to stimulate the student to express the meaning
precisely in order to seek constructive ways and to express the meaning precisely.
Teacher: How can you explain Gatsby‟s greedy pursuit of wealth?
Student: He influences Daisy.
Teacher: He wants to impress Daisy.
Student: Yes, he wants to impress Daisy.
Teacher: Why do you think he wants to impress Daisy?
Student: He wants to impress Daisy. In fact, he wants to get happiness. He has dream of
happiness with Daisy.
Teacher: Good point! He is in pursuit of happiness. Let‟s consider this point a bit further.
(Classroom Conversation, Nov. 17)
Procedure in Group 3
The instruction in Group 3 included metalinguistic explanations and references to grammar in
meaningful comprehensible input to promote grammatical accuracy development. Both explicit
and implicit corrective feedback was used to maximize language development. Literature
discussions are strong potential foundations for grammatically richer intake and meaningful
communication establishment. Drawing attention to errors and provide corrective feedback in
Group 3 as shown in the following example provided some of the strongest rationales for
students to attend to accuracy in communicative activities. Students in Group 3 made appropriate
use of form-meaning connections in literature discussions and had a number of distinct
advantages to develop accuracy and fluency.
Teacher: What is the climax in Lord of the Flies?
Student: Simon understood that the beast doesn‟t exist.
Teacher: He realized that the beast …
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Student: He realized that the beast didn‟t exist.
Teacher: Good Point!
Teacher: Then what happened to him?
Student: The other boys killed him with savage.
Teacher: They killed him savagely.
Student: Yes, they killed him savagely and problems started on the island.
Teacher: What problems started on the island?
Student: The boys started doing evil things.
Teacher: Savagery prevails on the island.
Student: Yes, after the death of Simon we see big changes and serious problems.
Teacher: Good! Can you explain that a bit more?
Student: The boys were not civilized, they became savage. Although everything started
well at the beginning, the control was lost soon. It is like the power of violence
charmed the boys.
Teacher: Yes, the lure from civility and the allure of violence
(Classroom Conversation, Dec. 14)
Table 4.2. Corrective feedback options
Options

Description

Implicit Feedback

The teacher responds to students‟ ill-formed utterances
without directly indicating that an error has been made
through prompts or recasts

Explicit Feedback

The teacher responds to students‟ ill-formed utterances
by directly indicating that an error has been made through
drawing their attention to them or metalinguistic
explanation.

Table 4.2 defines the correction feedback options that were used in the study. Both types of
feedback options were used in all groups in the classroom discussions of literature. Implicit
feedback included responding to the ill-formed utterances of the students indirectly to give them
a chance to reformulate their utterances. Explicit feedback included responding to the incorrect
utterances by directly indicating that the error should be corrected.
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Table 4.3. Treatment activities
Group

Total Instruction
Time

Group
1

26 days of treatment
instruction

Methods

Treatment

Focus on

Employed

Activities

form/meaning

Form-focused
instruction

a) Metalinguistic
Explanation

(no recording)
+
Literature-based
instruction
12 days of non-treatment
instruction (recording)
Group
2

26 days of treatment
instruction instruction
(no recording)

b) Explicit and Implicit
Corrective Feedback
(recasts and prompts

form

None

Content-based

a) Recasts and prompts
as feedback on meaning

+
meaning
Literature-based
instruction

12 days of non-treatment
instruction (recording)
Group
3

26 days of treatment
instruction
(no recording)

None
Form-focused
instruction

a) Metalinguistic
Explanation

+
Content-based
instruction
+
Literature-based
instruction

b) Explicit and Implicit
Corrective Feedback
(recasts and prompts
as feedback on
meaning)

12 days of non-treatment
instruction (recording)

None
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form
+
meaning

The treatment instructions in all groups included the use of some methods and treatment
activities that focus on form, meaning and form-plus-meaning. However, non-treatment
instruction in all groups included neither the use of methods nor treatment activities. All nontreatment classes were videotaped to analyze students‟ communicative competence development.
4.1.4 Materials
The correspondence of the books to the students‟ language level and the familiarity of their
themes make them interesting to the students. Materials included two novels; one by Scott
Fitzgerald and the other by William Golding. The Great Gatsby by Fitzgerald (1990) is a
modernist and Jazz novel that sets in the 1920s. The major themes in the novel are the
differences between social classes, the spirit of the 1920s and the decline of the American
Dream. Lord of the Flies by Golding (2003) is an allegory that takes place in a deserted tropical
island. Major themes in this adventure story are civilization and savagery. The selection of
literary texts is essential; therefore, the language and contents of literary works which are
accessible to students should be integrated into the lessons. Westhoff (1991a, 1991b) argues that
an appropriate text should give students frequent opportunities to hypothesize about the meaning
of the elements it contains. Taking the wishes of the students into account, these two novels
were chosen for this study because they both use accessible language and themes that are
familiar to most people in the world.
Over a period of 12 weeks the students read and discussed The Great Gatsby and Lord of the
Flies which they stated in discussions that they found interesting on account of their substantive
plot. Their clear sequential development and appropriate length which made them easy to control
facilitated reading them at a considerable speed. Due to the genre, style and literary devices they
contained, these two novels allowed students to have literature discussions. The flow of ideas
had the potential to provide students a certain amount of freedom of expression.
Table 4.4. Characteristics of experimental books
Lord of the Flies

The Great Gatsby

Length (in pages)

208

172

Number of Episodes/Chapters

12

9
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Table 4.4 outlines certain key characteristics of the novels used in the study. The length of the
books was appropriate for students and their level of difficulty did not preclude students from
assigning meaning to them. The students had extensive opportunities to develop their content
and grammatical knowledge through the materials. Also these materials encouraged the students
to construct meaning and engage in classroom discussions in which they had a chance to develop
their speaking skills.
4.1.5 Research Design
Quantitative and qualitative research was driven in this study to quantify data and to create
meaning through objectivity from the collected data. Quantitative research that employs
empirical methods (Cohen & Manion, 1980) is a type of research in which numerical data is
collected and statistical analysis is performed for the purpose of describing and explaining the
phenomena (Cresswell, 1994). Quantitative strategy in this research involved an experimental
study with many variables and treatments to measure outcomes. Qualitative research focuses on
interpretation and description, and data that cannot be adequately expressed numerically
(Hancock, Ockleford, & Windridge, 2009). Experimental research is simply defined as “a study
in which participants are randomly assigned to groups that undergo various researcher-imposed
treatments or interviews followed by observations or measurements to assess the effects of the
treatments” (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010, p.108). Randomization is the noteworthy key to an
experiment for evaluating treatment effectiveness.
In this study, all three groups underwent different treatments to assess the effects of these
treatments on students‟ promotion of communicative efficiency. The treatments and
measurements in all groups were designed to observe the effects of variables upon other
variables. The study was scheduled for one semester and it attempted to provide evidence which
of the treatments performed produce better outcomes. Before the pre-test, a survey questionnaire
was conducted to reveal the attitudes of students‟ attitudes towards the application of literature
for the development of speaking skills, and the same survey questionnaire was carried out after
the post-test to explore whether there was an improvement in the attitudes of students towards
literature application in speaking classes after the treatment sessions.
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Pre-test
-Grammar
-Vocabulary

Pre-survey
Questionnaire

Classroom
discussions for the
development of
speaking skills

Form-focused
instruction
+
Literature-based
instruction

Post-test
-Grammar
-Vocabulary

Content-based
instruction
+
Literature-based
instruction

Post-survey
Questionnaire

Delayed Post-test
-Grammar
-Vocabulary

Figure 4.1. Research design
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12 weeks of instruction

Form-focused
instruction
+
Content-based
instruction
+
Literature-based
instruction

Treatment Sessions

Post-interview

The survey questionnaire data of the three groups were analyzed separately to investigate the
effects of the treatment on students‟ attitudes towards the application of literature. Details of
treatment procedures were described in treatment section. A pre-test, post-test and delayed posttest design was employed for the assessment of treatment effects on grammar and vocabulary
learning in all groups. The tests were based on grammatical structures and vocabulary that the
students covered in the novels. The delayed post-test identified which of the treatments allowed
learners to retain more information. Students were interviewed at the end of the study and none
of the students declined to participate in the interview and survey questionnaire. Analyzing tests,
interviews and recording and transcribing were the methods that were used for data collection in
this study and non-treatment whole-class literature discussions were taped.
4.1.6 Ethical Issues
Prior to the study consent was obtained from the participants before recording the classroom
discussions. It is of extreme importance that the participants should not be subjected to any harm
in any way. The students knew that they could quit if they felt otherwise. The present study
prioritized rights, dignity, safety, and well-being of the participants and it also ensured
confidentiality of the research data, and anonymity of the students participated in the research.
Moreover, the study ensures to protect the privacy of the participants and avoids any type of
misleading information and presenting the data findings in a biased way. Particular care was
given not to make comparisons in terms of nationality and gender. The researcher neither agreed
nor disagreed with what the interviewees stated, instead he facilitated the expressions of views.
The highest level of objectivity in classroom discussions and data analyses were sought.
4.1.7 Data Collection
For this study data were collected over one semester period from diverse sources including
survey questionnaire, pre-test, post-test and delayed post-test, classroom discussions, and postinterview. The use of multiple data collection methods increased confidence in the research
findings, thus contributed to the data trustworthiness. These varied sources were used to
triangulate the findings. The complete data collection methods are given in Table 4.5. Data
collection tools in this study included survey questionnaire which was conducted before and after
the experiment, pre-and post-assessments which included pre-test, post-test and delayed posttest, classroom discussions and interview with all students who participated in the study.
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Table 4.5. Data collection tools
Tools

Descriptions

Survey Questionnaire

Before and after the experiment

Pre- and Post-Assessments

Pre-test/ Post-test/ Delayed post-test

Classroom Discussions

Non-treatment and treatment instruction

Interview

Interview with all students from each Group

4.1.7.1 The Survey Questionnaire
The survey questionnaire was administered to elicit information on students‟ attitudes regarding
the study of literary texts to develop advanced speaking skills. A fifteen-item Likert-scaled
survey questionnaire was used as an instrument to reveal the students‟ views about the role that
the application of literature in speaking classes plays in the development of language
proficiency. All students in all (three) groups under study filled out the same survey
questionnaire in their regular classrooms at the beginning and end of the study. Both the
preliminary survey questionnaire and the final survey questionnaire included the same questions
since they both attempted to unveil the attitudes towards the application of foreign language
literature to develop advanced speaking proficiency. The difference between initial and final
views of students provided not only a further insight into the approaches employed by the
researcher but also an in-depth analysis of the items.
The survey questionnaire was a quick method to collect data regarding the students‟ reflections
on the use of literature for the development of language skills. It lasted 10-15 minutes of the
class time. The survey questionnaire was divided into three sections and each part composed of
five questions (see Appendix B for the survey questionnaire). A four-point Likert scale was
employed. The first part of the questionnaire attempted to gauge whether students favored the
incorporation of literature in teaching speaking. The second part of the questionnaire measured
whether students deem it necessary to take heed of literature instruction for personal growth and
the third part of the questionnaire endeavored to determine whether literature offered an
extensive range of enrichment to acquire language.
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Table 4.6. Timeline for survey questionnaires
Weeks

Groups

Data Sources

1

All groups

Preliminary survey questionnaire

12

All groups

Final survey questionnaire

The preliminary survey questionnaire was conducted in the first week of the study three days
before the pre-test was carried out. The final survey questionnaire, which included the same
questions as the preliminary survey questionnaire, was conducted in the twelfth week two days
after the post-test was carried out.
4.1.7.2 Pre- and Post-Assessments

In this study, a pre-test, a post-test and a delayed post-test were conducted to measure language
progress of students (See Appendix D for a copy of pre-test). Each test consisted of two parts:
grammar and vocabulary, and each part included 25 questions. The students were allowed 45
minutes to complete 50 questions in each test and the scores were given out of 100. Each group
had the same tests that included multiple-choice and fill-in-the-blank questions. Students were
not penalized for wrong answers; therefore they did not leave any questions unanswered. The
assessment tests were prepared by the researcher. The test outcomes were compared to measure
student performance in relation to their vocabulary and grammar development under different
treatment conditions.
Table 4.7. Timeline for pre- and post-assessments
Weeks

Groups

Data Sources

1

All groups

Pre-test

12

All groups

Post-test

Three months after the study

All groups

Delayed post-test

The pre-test was conducted in the first week before the treatment sessions started. In the twelfth
week, after the treatment sessions were over the students had the post-test. Finally, delayed post-
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test was conducted three months after the experiment to determine which treatment measures
aided recall.

Formative Evaluation

Pre-Assessment

Lectures, Exercises,
Classroom Discussions

Instruction

Summative Evaluation

Post Assessment

Figure 4.2. Pre- and post-assessment model
Formative assessment was used to revise or modify the teaching for improvement and preassessment was helpful to provide feedback for modification. In summative evaluation, the posttest was assessed to decide whether the teaching needed modification for improvement.
4.1.7.3 Classroom Discussions
Whole-class literature discussions in non-treatment sessions were audio-taped and transcribed. A
total of 12 classes were audiotaped in 3 months. All recording process went smoothly throughout
the study. The university in which the study was conducted is on the semester system and the
academic year is divided into two terms. The audio recordings spread out over the entire
semester to monitor the progress of students. The recordings occurred every week. In this study,
the researcher was interested in discussions that revolved around literary texts with senior-year
EFL students majoring in ELT. The literature discussions were conducted to ascertain which of
the treatment instructions used in this study provided more opportunities for the learners with
advanced-level speaking skills. The researcher opted for examining literary discussions for their
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potential to provide occasions for narrating, describing, expressing opinions, sharing arguments,
using extended discourse and hypothesizing. Although the researcher set out to design an
experiment and manipulated variables to promote speaking skills, he did not respond to errors of
students in any way in non-treatment sessions. Rather, naturally occurring data was sought in
these sessions to analyze discussions closely. To find out which method of studying is more
effective for the development of speaking skills, audio-taped literary discussions were analyzed
for three features: 1) participation in discussions, 2) quantity of utterances and 3) accuracy in
utterances. In addition, percentages of each major activity in classroom discussions, question
types in oral production, and the use of grammatical structures in utterances were also analyzed.

Teacher
Monologue
14.6 %

Phrase Level 10 %

Sentence Level 57.4 %

Discourse Level 17.9 %
Figure 4.3. Distribution of the levels of whole-class discussions
The literature discussions were analyzed according to their levels as illustrated in figure 4.3 to
depict the effects of instructions employed in this study on the quantity of language utterances:
phrase level, sentence level and discourse level. Throughout the study the total number of
utterances was produced at sentence level (57.4 %). The number of utterances produced at
discourse level by all three groups is more than that of at phrase level. The detailed analysis of
the students‟ accurate utterances is given in the findings section.
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4.1.7.4 Interview
Participants‟ motivation and attitudes about the classroom activities are not explicitly observable.
With the help of interviews, researchers access to their inner perceptions and constitute data
source. Informal interviews were conducted with all the students in three groups to gain
perspectives about their experiences with the discussions of literature after the treatment sessions
were over. Interviews were audio-taped and later transcribed. Intonation and length of pauses
were ignored and the focus was on what was said by the students. The interview questions varied
from student to student because the students in all groups were exposed to different treatment
conditions in different classes (see Appendix C for interview questions). Semi-structured
interview was used to gather data by the researcher. The one-on-one interview with each student
in English language outside the class lasted 10-15 minutes. Student interview was an important
component of data gathering to determine their views of the application of literary texts for the
development of speaking skills. Audio-taped interviews were coded into relevant themes or
concepts associated with literature. The broad analysis of these interviews yielded important
information about the perceptions of students regarding the role of literature in the development
of speaking skills.
4.1.8 Data Analysis
The data presented in this study are from survey questionnaires, pre-and post-assessments,
literature discussions, and interviews. Literature discussions and pre- and post-assessments were
primary sources in this study; in addition survey questionnaires and interviews were
administered to elicit information on students‟ attitudes towards the incorporation of literary
texts into language learning to develop advanced language functions. First the survey
questionnaires that were administered both at the beginning and the end of the study were
examined for revealing learners‟ experiences in relation to literature and their potential
contributions to language development. Since preliminary and final survey questionnaires
included the same questions, initial and final responses of students were compared to each other
to determine whether the study of literary texts provided them an occasion to make noticeable
gains regarding language proficiency development.
Pre- and post-assessments were viable methods to assess the extent to which an educational
intervention influenced learning. They were necessary tools in this study to qualify the
knowledge that the students attained with diverse ways of teaching speaking via literature.
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Comparing the amount of pre-existing knowledge on the topic with the learning as a result of the
course experience indicated whether the training courses were successful in increasing their
knowledge of the training content. Pre- and post-assessments in this study were used to measure
students‟ vocabulary and grammar knowledge. The study was interested in the quantity and
accuracy of the responses that the students generated. Audio-taped classroom discussions were
analyzed immediately following taping. The quantity of utterances, participation and accurate
utterances were counted and classified according to their levels: phrase, sentence and discourse.
One problem was that, the state of engagement was not easy to delve into. Nystrand and
Gamoron (1991) argued that student engagement is a cognitive phenomenon and states of mental
functioning cannot be accessed through direct methods. For this, the quantity of participation in
classroom discussions was focused on.
Transcripts of post-interviews were analyzed with a focus on points that were related to the
objectives of the study. These points were used to form a general impression of their perceptions
with regard to what they learned. Immediately after an interview, it was transcribed and all data
were read multiple times. A number of themes emerged from the analysis of interviews which
were coded for recurrent themes. The major six themes were illustrated through the comments
and stories of students to those themes in the findings part.
4.1.9 Validation of Data

To promote validity and to ensure the reliability triangulation were employed: multiple sources
of data, multiple methods and multiple reviewers. Classroom discussions, pre-and postassessments, pre and post survey questionnaires and interviews with the students provided the
bulk of the data in this study. The collected data were thoroughly reviewed to determine internal
consistency. Further, the method of reliability of scoring was used to conduct a valid study. With
this method, the researcher asked one of his colleagues to categorize the data and then compared
his categorization with his own. His colleague worked closely with the researcher to analyze,
synthesize and categorize the data to enhance the richness of the information. The peer
examination technique was employed to ensure enhanced reliability of the interview analysis.
Two of the researcher‟s colleagues were involved in the study to read through the transcripts of
the post-interviews to see whether analyses, synthesis and categorization were done in the same
way that the researcher had done. Finally throughout the study member checks were conducted
continuously for comments and verification.
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4.2 Findings
4.2.1 Survey Questionnaire Results
The presentation of quantitative findings obtained from the survey questionnaires is divided into
three parts: 1) the incorporation of literature in language teaching which was designed to elicit
information on students‟ attitudes concerning the use of literature in language classroom; 2) the
role of literature in promoting personal growth which was administered to reveal views of
students whether literary encounter develops understanding and appreciation of other cultures,
critical abilities, imagination and personal experience; 3) the potency of literature in exploring
linguistic forms and communicative functions which attempted to discover the merits of
literature as a valuable source to energize language learning.
4.2.1.1 The Incorporation of Literature in Language Teaching
Table 4.8. Group 1: The incorporation of literature in language teaching
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D A

1. Literature is accessible
and comprehensible for
language learners

20

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.15

.875

6

14

2. Literature has motivating,
and inspiring role
in language pedagogy

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

3.25

.786

4

16

3. Literary texts are treated
as learning sources like any
other classroom materials

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.30

.865

5

15

4. The integration of language
and literature maximizes
learning experience

20

1.40

.821

16

4

20

3.20

.834

5

15

5. Literature can be used
in language teaching
programs

20

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.35 .933

6

14

D: Disagree A: Agree
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Table 4.8 illustrates that the number of students in Group 1 agreeing with each statement with
regard to their views on incorporation of literature in language teaching increased after the study.
Preliminary results yielded that the use of literature in the language classroom received little
attention from the students; however, final results revealed that literature was worth considering
in language classes. The difference between the two means clearly determines that the students
in Group 1 demonstrated a move towards the inclusion of literature in foreign language teaching.
While literature was found complex and inaccessible in the preliminary survey questionnaire, it
came into prominence in the final survey questionnaire and was considered by the students
motivating, interesting and inspiring. A small number of students (5) at the beginning agreed that
the use of literature was appropriate to the language classroom. Yet, after the treatment session
14 students in Group 1 showed interest in the use of literature in language instruction.
Table 4.9. Group 2: The incorporation of literature in language teaching
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD D A

1. Literature is accessible
and comprehensible for
language learners

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

2.95

.887

8

2. Literature has motivating,
and inspiring role
in language pedagogy

20

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.05

.826

6 14

3. Literary texts are treated
as learning sources like any
other classroom materials

20

1.40

.821

16

4

20

3.00

.858

7 13

4. The integration of language 20
and literature maximizes
learning experience

1.70

.979

13

7

20

2.95

.887

8

12

5. Literature can be used
in language teaching
programs

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.15

.933

7

13

20

12

D: Disagree A: Agree
Like Group 1, the students in Group 2 showed strong preference for the use of literature in
language classes in the post-survey questionnaire. Although table 4.9 depicts that the number of
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students in Group 2 who agreed that literature and language learning could work in tandem rose
considerably, it can be evidently seen that the students in Group 1 felt the need for the inclusion
of literature in foreign language teaching more than the students in Group 2 (statement 5). While
14 students in Group 1 agreed that literature was accessible and comprehensible, 12 students in
Group 2 agreed with this statement. 16 students in Group 1 considered literature to be
motivating, inspiring and interesting; however, the number of students agreed with this statement
in Group 2 is 14. 14 students in Group 1 saw the benefits of literature to language classes, yet 6
students indicated otherwise. In Group 2 on the other hand, 13 students agreed that both
language and literature were mutually supporting experiences, yet 7 students indicated otherwise.
Table 4.10. Group 3: The incorporation of literature in language teaching
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D A

1. Literature is accessible
and comprehensible for
language learners

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.45

.887

5

15

2. Literature has motivating,
and inspiring role
in language pedagogy

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

3.60

.821

4

16

3. Literary texts are treated
as learning sources like any
other classroom materials

20

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.60

.821

4 16

4. The integration of language 20
and literature maximizes
learning experience

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.65

.745

3 17

5. Literature can be used
in language teaching
programs

1.40

.821

16

4

20

3.70

.733

3

20

17

D: Disagree A: Agree
Evidently, the value of literature is apparent to a large number of students in Group 3 after the
study. A majority of the students supported the incorporation of literature in language teaching in
the post-survey questionnaire. It is worth noting that, the responses of students in Group 3 are
notably high. The responses are heavily weighted on the positive side indicating that students
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found literature to be accessible, comprehensible, motivating, inspiring and interesting. It is
noticeable that 17 students are in favor of using literature in the language classroom. When
students‟ responses to the first 5 questions are closely examined, one can conclude that students
in Group 3 who received the instruction that included mixed-methods showed more preferences
to the use of literature in language teaching than the students in Group 2 who received the
instruction that included content-based and literature based components and the students in
Group 1 who received the instruction that included form-focused and literature-based
components.
Table 4.11. Comparison of groups about the use of literature in language teaching
Group 1
Pairs

Questions

t

Group 2

df

P-Value

t

df

P-Value

Group 3
t

df

P-Value

Pair 1 Pre-survey 1
Post Survey 1

-7.906

19

.000*

-8.102

19

.000*

-8.373

19

.000*

Pair 2 Pre-survey 2
Post Survey 2

-8.396

19

.000*

-10.100

19

.000*

-8.324

19

.000*

Pair 3 Pre-survey 3 -7.768
Post Survey 3

19

.000*

-9.491

19

.000*

-9.200

19

.000*

Pair 4 Pre-survey 4 -8.461
Post Survey 4

19

.000*

-7.109

19

.000*

-9.731

19

.000*

Pair 5 Pre-survey 5 -8.373
Post Survey 5

19

.000*

-8.396

19

.000*

-10.510

19

.000*

*Significant at P<.05
The first part of the questionnaire was designed to reveal the attitudes of students towards
incorporating literature into language curriculum. A paired samples t-test showed that the
difference between pre-survey and post-survey questionnaires was statistically significant in all
groups. All p-values are less than 0.01, therefore, all pairs show statistically significant
differences. The test revealed a statistically significant increase in attitudes of students in all
groups towards the use of literature in language teaching. However, the analysis of the students‟
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responses in the post-survey questionnaire demonstrate that Group 3 showed more preferences
than the other two groups for the incorporation of literary texts into language education.
4.2.1.2 The Role of Literature in Promoting Personal Growth
Table 4.12. Group 1: The role of literature in promoting personal growth
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D A

6. Literature improves
learners‟ cultural awareness

20

1.80

.951

13

7

20

3.50

.889

5

15

7. Literature deepens
learners‟ awareness of
social factors

20

1.85

.988

12

8

20

3.60

.821

4

16

8. Literature promotes
learners‟ academic literacy
and thinking skills

20

1.65

.933

14

6

20

3.50

.889

5

15

9. Literature fosters
learners‟ interpersonal
and intercultural attitudes

20

1.55

.826

16

4

20

3.25

.910

6

14

10. Literature extends
personal experience

20

1.85

.955

12

8

20

3.30

.979

7

13

D: Disagree A: Agree
Results in table 4.12 show that, in general, the students in Group 1 in the post-survey
questionnaire agreed that literature was an excellent medium to promote cultural awareness,
academic literacy, thinking skills and awareness of social factors. It is noteworthy that, in Group
1 the responses to the preliminary and final survey questionnaire differ significantly. More than
half of the students in the post survey questionnaire seemed to eradicate negative thoughts and
believe that literature helped them in enhancement of personal growth. 15 students in the post
survey reported agreement that literature improved cultural awareness and 16 students reported
agreement that literature deepened awareness of social factors. 13 students agreed that literature
was an excellent means of extending personal experience. However, 6 students disagreed that
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literature fostered their interpersonal and intercultural attitudes, and 7 students disagreed that
literature extended their personal experience.
Table 4.13. Group 2: The role of literature in promoting personal growth
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD D A

6. Literature improves
learners‟ cultural awareness

20

1.95

.999

11

9

20

3.50

.889

5

15

7. Literature deepens
learners‟ awareness of
social factors

20

1.95

.999

11

9

20

3.60

.821

4

16

8. Literature promotes
learners‟ academic literacy
and thinking skills

20

1.70

.923

14

6

20

3.40

.940

6

14

9. Literature fosters
learners‟ interpersonal
and intercultural attitudes

20

1.60

.883

15

5

20

3.10

.912

7

13

10. Literature extends
personal experience

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

3.15 .875

6

14

D: Disagree A: Agree
As in the previous table, in the post-survey questionnaire there is a strong showing of agreement
among students in Group 2 that they are at an advantage to improve their personal growth
through literature. Although a moderately high number of responses showed disagreement before
the treatment session, a considerable number of responses showed agreement toward the positive
after the treatment session. 15 students reported agreement that they saw benefit in using
literature for its role in the development of cultural awareness, 16 students reported agreement
that literature offered an extensive range of enrichment in enhancement of awareness of social
factors, 14 students reported agreement that literature was ideal for promoting academic literacy
and thinking skills, and 13 students reported agreement that literature provided an avenue for
coming to good terms with enhanced interpersonal and intercultural attitudes. In contrast, 6
students reported disagreement that literature provided occasion for extending personal
experience.
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Table 4.14. Group 3: The role of literature in promoting personal growth
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N Mean SD D A

6. Literature improves
learners‟ cultural awareness

20

1.85

.988

12

8

20

3.60

.821

4 16

7. Literature deepens
learners‟ awareness of
social factors

20

1.95

.999

11

9

20

3.70

.733

3

17

8. Literature promotes
learners‟ academic literacy
and thinking skills

20

1.55

.887

15

5

20

3.70

.733

3

17

9. Literature fosters
learners‟ interpersonal
and intercultural attitudes

20

1.65

.933

14

6

20

3.50

.889

5

15

10. Literature extends
personal experience

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

3.55

.826

4

16

D: Disagree A: Agree
The responses to these statements seem to suggest that the development of personal growth is
one of the favorable reasons for using literature in Group 3. As shown here, the vast majority of
the responses weighted on the positive side after the study. The significant difference between
preliminary and final survey questionnaire responses suggests the fact that they defend the merits
of literature as a valuable source to boost their personal growth. While less than half of the
students reported disagreement before the treatment session that exposure to literature resulted in
the development of personal growth, a large number of them after the treatment session reported
agreement that literature endorsed personal growth. 16 students agreed that literature could be an
inviting way for improving cultural awareness and another 17 viewed literature as a potentially
worthwhile source to promote academic literacy and thinking skills. Again 16 students agreed
that personal growth became feasible through reading literature; however, 4 seemed to believe
otherwise.
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Table 4.15. Comparison of groups about the role of literature in promoting personal growth
Group 1
Pairs

Questions

t

df

Group 2

P-Value

t

df

Group 3

P-Value

t

df

P-Value

Pair 1 Pre-survey 6
Post Survey 6

-8.233

19

.000*

-7.815

19

.000*

-8.097

19

.000*

Pair 2 Pre-survey 7
Post Survey 7

-8.097

19

.000*

-7.906

19

.000*

-8.097

19

.000*

Pair 3 Pre-survey 8
Post Survey 8

-8.373

19

.000*

-8.233

19

.000*

-9.731

19

.000*

Pair 4 Pre-survey 9
Post Survey 9

-9.488

19

.000*

-9.747

19

.000*

-8.373

19 .000*

Pair 5 Pre-survey 10 -7.855
Post Survey 10

19

.000*

-9.448

19

.000*

-8.373

19

.000*

*Significant at P<.05
The second part of the questionnaire was designed to reveal the opinions of students in all groups
about the role of literature in promoting personal growth. A paired samples t-test showed that the
difference between pre-survey and post-survey questionnaires was statistically significant in all
groups. All p-values are less than 0.01, therefore, all pairs show statistically significant
differences. The test revealed a statistically significant increase in opinions of students in all
groups towards the use of literature in language teaching. However, the analysis of the students‟
responses in the post-survey questionnaire indicates that the number of the students in the mixedapproach group who reported agreement that literature offers a motivating medium for the
development of cultural awareness, personal growth, and thinking skills is more than the students
in the other two groups.
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4.2.1.3 Literature Offers an Extensive Range of Enrichment to Acquire Language
Knowledge
Table 4.16. Group 1: Literature offers an extensive range of enrichment to acquire language
knowledge
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD D A

11. Literary texts help
learners master
grammatical rules

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.25

.910

6

14

12. Literature fosters
learners vocabulary
development

20

1.85

.988

11

9

20

3.20

.951

7

13

13. Literature is an
important element to
engage in communication

20

1.40

.821

16

4

20

3.30

.923

6 14

14. Literature meets
the standards of
authenticity

20

1.85

.988

11

9

20

3.40

.883

5 15

15. Literature has the
potential to build
language awareness

20

1.30

.733

17

3

20

3.40

.940

6 14

D: Disagree A: Agree
As regards the use of literature in the language classroom to acquire profound knowledge of
language, a great number of students agreed that literature offered a motivating medium for
language learning. The positive great shift towards language through literature indicates that the
students deemed it necessary to take heed of literature use in language teaching for building up
language skills. While 6 students at the beginning agreed with the potency of literature in
furnishing knowledge about grammar rules, 14 students agreed with this statement at the end. 9
students agreed at the beginning with the role of literature in the development of vocabulary
knowledge, and the number rose to 13. The response to item 13 showed the major improvement;
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only 4 students agreed that literature was an important element to engage in communicative
functions in the pre-survey, the number rose to 14 in the post survey.
Table 4.17. Group 2: Literature offers an extensive range of enrichment to acquire language
knowledge
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD D A

11. Literary texts help
learners master
grammatical rules

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

2.90

.912

9

11

12. Literature fosters
learners vocabulary
development

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

3.35

.933

6

14

13. Literature is an
important element to
engage in communication

20

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.45

.887

5 15

14. Literature meets
the standards of
authenticity

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.40

.940

6 14

15. Literature has the
potential to build
language awareness

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.25

.967

7 13

D: Disagree A: Agree
It is apparent that the empowerment of language knowledge by means of literature is favorable
among students in Group 2 because at the end of the study many students changed their views in
the opposite direction. They displayed considerable disagreement at the beginning; however, the
post-survey questionnaire results showed that the responses fell more on the positive side. While
7 students at the beginning agreed with the positive effects literature demonstrated on grammar
rules, 11 students reported agreement with this statement at the end. In addition, 7 students
agreed at the beginning with the notion that literature played primary importance in the
development of vocabulary knowledge, the number rose to 14 at the end. The major
improvement occurred in the merits of literature to engage them in communicative functions.
The number of students who reported agreement with this statement rose from 5 to 15.
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Table 4.18. Group 3: Literature offers an extensive range of enrichment to acquire language
knowledge
Pre-survey

Post-survey

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD
D
A

students agreeing/disagreeing
with each statement
N
Mean SD D A

11. Literary texts help
learners master
grammatical rules

20

1.50

.889

15

5

20

3.50 .889

5

15

12. Literature fosters
learners vocabulary
development

20

1.55

.887

14

6

20

3.55 .826

4

16

13. Literature is an
important element to
engage in communication

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.65 .745

3

17

14. Literature meets
the standards of
authenticity

20

1.70

.979

13

7

20

3.55 .826

5

15

15. Literature has the
potential to build
language awareness

20

1.60

.940

14

6

20

3.6 .821

4

16

D: Disagree A: Agree
The responses with regard to the motivating medium of literature for language learning weighted
more on the positive side in Group 3 than in the other two groups in the post-survey
questionnaire. 15 students reported agreement that literature served as the basis for enhancing
grammar rules; however, 5 reported otherwise. 16 students agreed that a proper grasp of
vocabulary is witnessed through exposure to literature. Once again, the major improvement is
demonstrated on the idea that literature provides occasions for them to engage in communicative
functions. While only 6 students agreed with the potency of literature in the pre-survey
questionnaire, 17 students in the post-survey questionnaire agreed that literature constituted an
arena to promote the ability to function in communicative situations.
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Table 4.19. Comparison of groups about the role of literature in language acquisition
Group 1
Pairs

Questions

t

df

Group 2
P-Value

t

Group 3

df

P-Value

t

df

P-Value

Pair 1 Pre-survey 11
Post Survey 11

-8.432

19

.000*

-13.077

19

.000*

-8.718

19

.000*

Pair 2 Pre-survey 12
Post Survey 12

-9.000

19

.000*

-7.906

19

.000*

-9.189

19

.000*

Pair 3 Pre-survey 13
Post Survey 13

-7.933

19

.000*

-8.732

19

.000*

-9.180

19

.000*

Pair 4 Pre-survey 14
Post Survey 14

-8.396

19

.000*

-6.728

19

.000*

-8.373

19 .000*

Pair 5 Pre-survey 15
Post Survey 15

-9.200

19

.000*

-5.638

19

.000*

-8.718

19 .000*

*Significant at P<.05
The third part of the questionnaire was designed to reveal whether literature offered possibilities
of language proficiency development.

A paired samples t-test showed that the difference

between pre-survey and post-survey questionnaires was statistically significant in all groups. All
p-values are less than 0.01, therefore, all pairs show statistically significant differences. The test
revealed a statistically significant increase in the opinions of the students in all groups towards
considering literature as a potential source of meaningful input for the development of language
skills. However, the analysis of the students‟ responses in the post-survey questionnaire show
that the students in group 3 reported more agreement than the other groups regarding the
supportive role of literature in language proficiency development. The number of the students in
the post-survey questionnaire in Group 3 who agreed that literature helps with the enhancement
of vocabulary mastery, grammar awareness, and communication skills is more than those in the
other two groups.
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Figure 4.4. Pre- and post-survey questionnaire means
Figure 4.4. illustrates the means of each part of the survey questionnaire. Analyses of the
responses elicited from the students show that there is significant difference between the means
of the pre-survey questionnaire and the post-survey questionnaire. The widespread assumption in
the pre-survey questionnaire was that literature had little impact on language learning; therefore,
incorporating it in language teaching was not supported by the students. However, post-survey
data indicate that literature and language learning could work in tandem for the purposes of
building the language functioning that are essential for the development of language proficiency.
The preliminary data show that a great number of students did not believe that they could accrue
tangible benefits from access to literature. The data collected in the final questionnaire indicate
that there was an increased attention devoted to literature on the premises that it enriched the
ground for teaching literature for the purpose of moving towards advanced-level proficiency.
The pre-survey questionnaire results of the first part, which included the first five statements,
with regard to incorporation of literature in language teaching in all groups were respectively
1.54, 1.56, and 1.54. The post-survey data demonstrated a move towards the use of literature in
language teaching and the students considered literature as an excellent medium for extending
language usage and increasing an awareness of language use because the means of all groups
rose to 3.25, 3.02, and 3.6 respectively. The major improvement in the first part of the survey
questionnaire was witnessed in the experimental group (Group 3) in which the mean rose from 1,
54 to 3.6. The second best improvement in the first part of the survey questionnaire was
witnessed in Group 1 in which the mean rose from 1, 54 to 3.25. While the means of the second
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part in the pre-survey questionnaire, which included statements from 6 to 10, with regard to the
use of literature for personal growth were respectively 1.74, 1.78, and 1.74, the means of all
groups rose to 3.43, 3.35, and 3.61 respectively in the post-survey questionnaire. Compared with
other parts of the survey questionnaire the means of the second part in all groups in the presurvey questionnaire is higher. The major improvement in the second part of the survey
questionnaire was witnessed in the experimental group again (Group 3) in which the mean rose
from 1, 74 to 3.61. The second best improvement in the second part of the survey questionnaire
was witnessed in Group 1 in which the mean rose from 1, 74 to 3.43. Finally, the means of the
third part in the pre-survey questionnaire, which included statements from 11 to 15, with regard
to the potency of literature in exploring linguistic forms and communicative functions were
respectively 1.6, 1.62, and 1.59. The means of all groups rose to 3.31, 3.27, and 3.57 respectively
in the post-survey questionnaire. Once again, the major improvement in the third part of the
survey questionnaire was witnessed in the experimental group (Group 3) in which the mean rose
from 1, 62 to 3.57. The second best improvement in the third part of the survey questionnaire
was witnessed in Group 1 in which the mean rose from 1, 6 to 3.31.
Table 4.20. Pre-and post-survey questionnaire means of the important statements
Group 1
(Control Group)
FFI

Group 2
(Control Group)
CBI

Mean
Statements

Mean

Group 3
(Experimental Group)
Mixed Approach
Mean

Pre-survey Post-survey Pre-survey Post-survey Pre-survey Post-survey

Literary texts help
learners master
grammatical rules

1.60

3.25

1.70

2.90

1.50

3.50

Literature fosters
learners vocabulary
development

1.85

3.20

1.70

3.35

1.55

3.55

Literature is an important
element to engage in
communication

1.40

3.30

1.50

3.45

1.60

3.65

Literature has the
potential to build
language awareness

1.30

3.40

1.60

3.25

1.60

3.60

118

The introduction of language forms in communicative interaction nurtures the practice of target
forms. The major improvement in the acquisition of grammatical forms is witnessed in Group 3
since attention to both form and meaning provides the strongest rationales for language
acquisition. In line with this perspective, the integration of form-focused and literature-based
instructions provides continuous exposure to grammatical input which forms a strong potential
foundation for students in Group 1 for effective use of language; thus, students in Group 1
demonstrated more effectiveness in learning grammar than the students in Group 2. Depriving
students in Group 2 of pedagogy based upon language may be a hindrance to focus on specific
language features. The instruction in Group 3 incited the students to foster their vocabulary
development; hence the major improvement in vocabulary growth is witnessed in Group 3 again.
Literature works in an integrated approach which focuses on both language form and content
meaning appear to be efficient in terms of the development of grammatical accuracy, and
vocabulary knowledge. It is noteworthy that, students in Group 2 are at an advantage in
enhancing their vocabulary knowledge compared with the students in Group 1.
The integration of language and content learning is an optimal condition for students in Group 3
into some interaction and push them for more language output in meaningful communicative
contexts; thereby, they reported strong agreement that literature is a worthwhile endeavor to
engage in communicative functions. Students in Group 2 reported stronger agreement than
students in Group 1 concerning the role of literature in generating more output practice within
communicative contexts because high levels of language competence is acquired by engaging
learners in meaningful use of the target language.
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4.2.2 The Results of the Pre- and Post-Assessments
Table 4.21. Reliability analysis for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test for Group 1
Skewness

Kurtosis

Cronbach‟s alpha

Pre-test Grammar

.026

-.849

.988

Post-test Grammar

-.364

-.622

.986

Delayed-test Grammar

-.394

-.687

.988

Pre-test Vocabulary

-.334

-.896

.986

Post-test Vocabulary

-.196

-.948

.987

Delayed-test Vocabulary

-.093

-.792

.988

SPSS 20 was used to conduct reliability analysis in the study. Kurtosis and skewness statistics
were used to examine the normality of variables. The acceptable range for kurtosis and skewness
is between -2 and +2. The kurtosis and skewness of each variable fell within acceptable limits in
the study. Cronbach‟s alpha was used to assess the reliability and internal consistency. For a
classroom exam, a reliability coefficient of .70 or higher is an acceptable value for Cronbach‟s
alpha. The reliability coefficients for all tests were .988, .986, .988, 9.86, .987, and .988
respectively (See Appendix E for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test scores of the students in
Group 1).
Table 4.22. Descriptive statistics for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test for Group 1
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Pre-test Grammar

20

42.0

88.0

64.0

13.50

Post-test Grammar

20

52.0

92.0

74.8

11.74

Delayed-test Grammar

20

52.0

94.0

77.0

12.50

Pre-test Vocabulary

20

40.0

80.0

60.4

11.67

Post-test Vocabulary

20

46.0

84.0

64.8

10.92

Delayed-test Vocabulary

20

48.0

86.0

66.4

10.92
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Table 4.22 illustrates descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation)
for tests for Group 1. The results show that students in Group 1 increased their scores on all tests.
The means showed high improvement for post-test grammar and delayed-test grammar and
increased from 64.0 to 74, 8, and 77 respectively. With regard to vocabulary tests, the means
showed slight improvement and increased from 60.4 to 64.8 in the post-test grammar, and 66.4
in the delayed-test grammar.
Table 4.23. Reliability analysis for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test for Group 2
Skewness

Kurtosis

Cronbach‟s alpha

Pre-test Grammar

-.382

-.196

.951

Post-test Grammar

-.362

-.205

.951

Delayed-test Grammar

-.272

-.075

.959

Pre-test Vocabulary

.030

-1.090

.950

Post-test Vocabulary

-.162

-.838

.948

Delayed-test Vocabulary

-.285

-1.107

.955

The kurtosis and skewness of each variable fell within acceptable limits in the tests Group 2 had.
The reliability coefficients for all tests were .951, .950, .959, 9.50, .948, and .955 respectively.
The alpha coefficient for all items is higher than .70, suggesting that the items have relatively
high internal consistency. (See Appendix F for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test scores of the
students in Group 2).
Table 4.24. Descriptive statistics for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test for Group 2
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Pre-test Grammar

20

44.0

86.0

66.1

10.84

Post-test Grammar

20

52.0

88.0

69.3

9.86

Delayed-test Grammar

20

52.0

90.0

70.8

9.78

Pre-test Vocabulary

20

40.0

76.0

58.9

10.73

Post-test Vocabulary

20

48.0

90.0

69.9

12.30

Delayed-test Vocabulary

20

52.0

92.0

72.9

13.001
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Table 4.24 illustrates descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation)
for tests for Group 2. The results indicate that students in Group 2 increased their scores on all
tests. The means showed high improvement for post-test vocabulary and delayed-test vocabulary
and increased from 58.9 to 69.9, and 72.9 respectively. With regard to grammar tests, the means
showed slight improvement and increased from 66.1 to 69.3 in the post-test grammar, and 70.8
in the delayed test grammar.
Table 4.25. Reliability analysis for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test for Group 3
Skewness

Kurtosis

Cronbach‟s alpha

Pre-test Grammar

-.667

-.199

.990

Post-test Grammar

-.967

.494

.988

-1.122

.276

.991

Pre-test Vocabulary

.355

-.619

.991

Post-test Vocabulary

-.688

.437

.988

Delayed-test Vocabulary

-.962

.414

.989

Delayed-test Grammar

The kurtosis and skewness of each variable fell within acceptable limits in the tests Group 3 had.
The reliability coefficients for all tests were .990, .988, .991, 9.91, .988, and .989 respectively.
The alpha coefficient for all items is higher than .70, suggesting that the items have relatively
high internal consistency. (See Appendix G for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test scores of the
students in Group 3).
Table 4.26. Descriptive statistics for pre-test, post-test and delayed-test for Group 3
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Deviation

Pre-test Grammar

20

40.0

78.0

63.8

10.38

Post-test Grammar

20

50.0

94.0

78.1

12.02

Delayed-test Grammar

20

48.0

96.0

80.8

14.25

Pre-test Vocabulary

20

40.0

78.0

61.8

10.25

Post-test Vocabulary

20

46.0

92.0

75.4

11.80

Delayed-test Vocabulary

20

46.0

94.0

78.8

13.16
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Table 4.26 illustrates descriptive statistics (minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation)
for tests for Group 3. The results indicate that students in Group 3 increased their scores on all
tests. The means showed high improvement for all tests. The means for grammar tests increased
from 63.8 to 78.1 in the post-test grammar, and 80.8 in the delayed-test grammar. With regard to
vocabulary tests, the means showed improvement and increased from 61.8 to 75.4 in the post-test
vocabulary, and 78.8 in the delayed-test vocabulary.
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Figure 4.5. Means of pre-test, post-test and delayed-test grammar for all groups
Figure 4.5 displays comparison of means for grammar tests which reveal that students in Group
3 showed better improvement than the other two groups and demonstrated significant gains in
scores from pre-test to post-test and maintained this improvement in delayed post-test. Similarly,
Group 1 outperformed Group 2 and made significant gains over time. Group 2 could not make
significant gains in grammar tests.
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Figure 4.6. Means of pre-test, post-test and delayed-test vocabulary for all groups
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Comparison of means for vocabulary tests which appear in figure 4.6 reveals that students in
Group 3 showed better improvement than the other two groups and made significant gains
between pre-test and post-test. Likewise, Group 2 outperformed Group 1 and made significant
gains over time. Group 1 could not make significant gains in vocabulary tests.
Table 4.27. Comparison of gain scores in three groups in grammar test
Group 1

Group 2

Subject Post-test Delayed Gain
Post-test

Group 3

Post-test Delayed Gain
Post-test

Post-test Delayed Gain
Post-test

1

54

58

+4

52

54

+2

76

80

+4

2

74

76

+2

68

64

-4

78

84

+6

3

66

70

+4

68

72

+4

64

62

-2

4

68

70

+2

66

68

+2

78

82

+4

5

78

74

-4

72

76

+4

74

78

+4

6

82

86

+4

76

78

+2

86

90

+4

7

76

80

+4

72

72

0

80

86

+6

8

74

76

+2

64

68

+4

82

84

+2

9

90

92

+2

76

72

-4

92

94

+2

10

84

86

+2

78

80

+2

86

92

+6

11

66

68

+2

52

52

0

70

74

+4

12

76

80

+4

66

68

+2

78

82

+4

13

52

52

0

68

72

+4

54

54

0

14

90

94

+4

80

82

+2

90

94

+4

15

76

82

+6

72

76

+4

86

90

+4

16

84

86

+2

76

72

-4

88

94

+6

17

92

94

+2

88

90

+2

94

96

+2

18

60

58

-2

52

56

+4

50

48

-2

19

66

66

0

60

62

+2

68

60

-8

20

88

92

+4

80

82

+2

88

92

+4

Mean

2.2

1.5

124

2.7

Table 4.27 displays the mean gain scores obtained by all groups in all grammar tests. Group 3
demonstrated higher learning gains than the other groups. Similarly, Group 1 demonstrated
higher learning gains than Group 2.
Table 4.28. Comparison of gain scores in three groups in vocabulary test
Group 1

Group 2

Subject Post-test Delayed Gain
Post-test

Group 3

Post-test Delayed Gain
Post-test

Post-test Delayed Gain
Post-test

1

48

50

+2

50

54

+4

70

74

+4

2

68

64

-4

72

76

+4

76

82

+6

3

56

56

0

56

52

-4

62

62

0

4

64

66

+2

68

74

+6

72

76

+4

5

72

74

+2

70

76

+6

68

72

+4

6

74

76

+2

76

82

+6

84

88

+4

7

66

70

+4

70

68

-2

78

84

+6

8

60

64

+4

66

70

+4

76

82

+6

9

74

72

-2

84

86

+2

88

92

+6

10

72

74

+2

86

88

+2

80

86

+6

11

52

52

0

54

56

+2

68

72

+4

12

62

64

+2

90

92

+2

78

84

+6

13

52

54

+2

62

66

+4

60

60

0

14

80

84

+4

84

88

+4

92

94

+2

15

68

72

+4

60

60

0

86

92

+6

16

74

72

-2

78

84

+6

82

84

+2

17

84

86

+2

84

88

+4

92

94

+2

18

46

48

+2

48

52

+4

46

46

0

19

52

56

+4

68

72

+4

64

62

-2

20

72

74

+2

72

74

+2

86

90

+4

Mean

1.6

3.0
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3.5

Table 4.28 displays the mean gain scores obtained by all groups in all vocabulary tests. Group 3
demonstrated higher learning gains than the other groups. Similarly, Group 2 demonstrated
higher learning gains than Group 1. Group 3 demonstrated higher learning gains than the other
two groups in both grammar and vocabulary tests. Taking the gains of the students both in
grammar and vocabulary tests into account, it can be concluded that, the mixed-approach the
students in Group 3 had enabled them to retain newly acquired knowledge for a long time.
Table 4.29. Comparison of test scores
Decreased

Unchanged

Increased

Increased by ≥ 6 points

Group 1 (n=20)
Post-test Grammar
Delayed Post-test Grammar
Post-test Vocabulary
Delayed Post-test Vocabulary

0
2
0
3

0
2
0
2

20
16
20
15

19
1
6
0

Group 2 (n=20)
Post-test Grammar
Delayed Post-test Grammar
Post-test Vocabulary
Delayed Post-test Vocabulary

0
3
0
2

0
2
0
1

20
15
20
17

2
0
20
3

Group 3 (n=20)
Post-test Grammar
Delayed Post-test Grammar
Post-test Vocabulary
Delayed Post-test Vocabulary

0
3
0
1

0
1
0
3

20
16
20
16

20
4
20
6

As table 4.29 shows, all grammar test scores of students in Group 1, 2 and 3 increased. While all
students‟ scores in post-test grammar increased by 6 points in Group 3, 19 students‟ scores
increased by 6 points in Group 1. In delayed post-test grammar, 16 students‟ scores increased
and 1 of these increased by 6 points in Group 1 and again 16 students‟ scores increased and 4 of
these increased by 6 points in Group 3. However, in Group 2 only 2 students‟ scores increased
by 6 points in post-test grammar. All vocabulary test scores of students in Group 1, 2 and 3
increased. The scores of all students in both Group 1 and 3 increased by 6 points in post-test
vocabulary. 6 students‟ scores increased by 6 points in Group 3 in delayed post-test; however, 3
students‟ scores increased by 6 points in Group 2.
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Table 4.30. Grammar tests group comparison
Group 1
Pairs

Tests

Pair 1 Grammar Pre-test 1

t

df

Group 2
P-Value

t

Group 3

df

P-Value

t

df

P-Value

-14.769

19

.000*

-8.718

19 .000*

-24.430 19 .000*

-4.222

19

.000*

-2.517

19

-3.500

Grammar Post-test 1
Grammar Post-test 1

.021*

19 .002*

Pair 2
Grammar Delayed Post-test 1

*Significant at P<.05
A paired samples t-test revealed a statistically significant difference between pre-test and posttest grammar results in Group 1: t (19) = -14.8, p<.001; Group 2: t (19) = -8.8, p<.001; and
Group 3: t (19) = -24.430, p<.001. Similarly, the test revealed a statistically significant difference
between post-test and delayed post-test grammar results in Group 1: t (19) = -4.222, p<.001;
Group 2: t (19) = -2.517, p<.05; and Group 3: t (19) = -3.500, p<.005.
Table 4.31. Vocabulary tests group comparison
Group 1
Pairs

Tests

Pair 1 Vocabulary Pre-test 1

t

df

Group 2

P-Value

t

df

P-Value

Group 3
t

df

P-Value

-12.815 19 .000*

-15.983 19 .000*

-20.168 19 .000*

-3.238 19

-5.090

-6.240

Vocabulary Post-test 1
Vocabulary Post-test 1

.004*

19 .000*

19 .000*

Pair 2
Vocabulary Delayed Post-test 1

*Significant at P<.05
A paired samples t-test revealed a statistically significant difference between pre-test and posttest vocabulary results in Group 1: t (19) = -12.815, p<.001; Group 2: t (19) = -15.983, p<.001;
and Group 3: t (19) = -20.168, p<.001. Similarly, the test revealed a statistically significant
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difference between post-test and delayed post-test vocabulary results in Group 1: t (19) = -3.238,
p<.005; Group 2: t (19) = -5.090, p<.001; and Group 3: t (19) = -6.240, p<.001.
Table 4.32. A comparison of students‟ pre-assessment and post-assessment speaking scores
Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

FFI

CBI

Mixed-Approach

Pre-Assessment
(Before the experiment)

65

66

68

Post-Assessment
(After the experiment)

80

76

89

Achievement (%)

23

15

31

n=20 for each group
The study analyzed the number of accurate utterances produced by the students who were
exposed to different treatments. Table 4.32 illustrates a comparison of the students‟ preassessment and post-assessment speaking scores. The averages of the students‟ speaking scores
before and after the experiment in all three groups are shown (see Appendix H for speaking
rubric). The average of speaking scores for Group 1 before the experiment was 65 and it rose by
23 % after the experiment. The average of speaking scores for Group 2 before the experiment
was 66 and it rose by 15 %. Finally, the average for Group 3 before the experiment was 68 and it
rose by 31 %. The averages of speaking scores for all groups after the experiment were
respectively 80, 76 and 89. The highest achievement is witnessed in Group 3. Table 4.32
indicates that Group 1 made better progress than Group 2. When the students‟ achievements are
compared with the number of accurate utterances in table 4.38 once again we see that Group 3
made the best progress.
4.2.3 Classroom Discussion Results
This study explored how classroom discussions of literature worked to generate quality talk in
the context of language instruction. For this, the most important part of the data came from
literature discussions that were conducted over a three-month period. The audio-taped
discussions allowed gaining an understanding of the students‟ experiences with language
learning.
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Table 4.33. Schedule of classroom discussions across three months of instruction
Months

Recording
(non-treatment instruction)

Non-recording
(treatment instruction)

October

10/5

10/12

10/19 10/26

10/4 10/6 10/11 10/13 10/18 10/20
10/25 10/27

November

11/3

11/10

11/17 11/24

11/1 11/2 11/8 11/9 11/15 11/16
11/22 11/23 11/29 11/30

December

12/7

12/14

12/21 12/28

12/1 12/6 12/8 12/13 12/15 12/20
12/22 12/27

Total

12 days

26 days

Advanced speaking competence may not be enacted in large group discussions. Small group
discussions were used in this study to provide the students more time for talk, thus each group
involved 20 students. Classroom discussions of literature offered the students the potential to
express arguments, opinions and counterarguments. The students are stimulated to produce
extended commentary on the issues under discussion. Table 4.33 shows the dates of the
discussions held in the classroom for all groups. Table 4.34 illustrates the number of the students
in each group who participated in literary discussions across 12 days. By means of the discussion
participation, the individual English proficiency level of the students was investigated. Literature
discussions are useful to gauge the level of involvement with the text and express responses.
This study was not only interested in the number of responses of students to the text alone but
also how those responses promote language development. In all groups the students participated
actively in the discussions and made significant contributions. The data revealed that the students
in Group 3 participated in discussions more than the students in other groups.
Table 4.34. Participation in classroom discussions across three months of instruction
Months
October
Date
Group 1

November

December

10/5 10/12 10/19 10/26 11/3 11/10 11/17 11/24 12/7 12/14 12/21 12/28 Total %
10 12
9
11
11 12 10
11
13 12
13
11
135 .29

Group 2

9

11

13

11

10

13

14

11

14

13

11

14

144

.31

Group 3

13

15

14

16

15

17

13

16

17

15

18

16

184

.40

for all groups n=20
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Students were inspired to make judgments about the plot, style, setting, symbols, motifs, literary
movements and character development of the works under study by means of evaluating the text
critically. Table 4.35 demonstrates that most utterances were produced during theme analysis
activities. Theme analysis involves careful examination of thought, opinion, concept and belief
the author crafts in literary pieces. Implications about these tools embedded in the novels
stimulated students to communicate their own thinking meaningfully. The second most frequent
activity was character analysis and the third most frequent activity was motifs and symbols. As
shown in table 4.35, students in all groups totally produced 5536 utterances during all these
activities in classroom discussions.
Table 4.35. Percentages of each major activity in classroom discussions
Activities

Utterances

%

Setting Analysis

625

.11

Theme Analysis

1491

.27

Character Analysis

1387

.25

Literary Movements

453

.08

Motifs and Symbols

1168

.21

412

.07

Real-life Examples
Total

5536

As table 4.36 indicates, a total of 678 questions were asked to the students across 12 days in all
groups. Students vehemently asserted their views and developed evaluative responses. The data
show clear preference for simple yes/no and analysis questions. 129 (19 %) of the questions were
simple yes/no questions, 126 (18 %) of the questions were analysis questions, 120 (17 %) of the
questions were display questions, 108 (16 %) of the questions were evaluative questions, 92 (13
%) of the questions were interpretive questions, 103 (15 %) of the questions were clarification
questions. These large percentages clearly indicate the attempt of the researcher to stimulate the
students to produce more utterances. The highest number of the questions was asked to the
students in Group 1. Group 1 received 244 (36 %) of the questions. The number of the questions
asked to the students in Group 3 was more than those asked to the students in Group 2. While
Group 3 had 226 questions, Group 1 had 208 questions.
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Table 4.36. Researcher‟s question types in oral production across three months of instruction

Question Type
Display questions

Months
October
November
December
Date
10/5 10/12 10/19 10/26 11/3 11/10 11/17 11/24 12/7 12/14 12/21 12/28 Total %

Group 1

3

4

3

3

4

3

3

4

4

3

4

4

42(.17)

Group 2

4

2

3

4

4

3

2

3

4

3

2

4

38(.18)

Group 3

3

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

4

3

3

4

40(.17)

Group 1

3

4

4

3

3

4

4

4

4

3

4

4

44(.18)

Group 2

4

3

4

3

4

3

3

3

3

3

4

3

40(.19)

Group 3

3

3

4

3

3

3

4

4

4

3

4

4

42(.18)

Analysis questions

Evaluative questions
Group 1

2

3

3

3

3

3

4

4

3

4

3

4

39(.15)

Group 2

2

2

3

3

2

2

3

3

3

3

4

3

33(.16)

Group 3

1

2

3

3

3

3

4

3

3

4

3

4

36(.16)

Interpretive questions
Group 1

1

2

2

2

3

3

4

3

4

3

4

3

34(.13)

Group 2

1

2

2

3

2

2

2

3

3

2

3

3

28(.13)

Group 3

1

2

3

2

2

3

3

3

3

3

2

3

30(.13)

Clarification questions
Group 1

2

3

3

3

3

4

4

3

2

3

4

3

37(.15)

Group 2

2

2

3

3

2

2

3

3

2

3

3

3

31(.14)

Group 3

2

2

2

3

3

3

4

3

2

4

3

4

35(.15)

Simple yes/no questions
Group 1

4

3

4

4

3

4

4

4

4

5

5

4

48(.19)

Group 2

3

3

3

4

3

3

2

3

3

4

3

4

38(.18)

Group 3

3

3

3

4

3

4

3

4

5

4

3

4

43(.19)

Group 1

15

19

19

18

19

21

23

22

21

21

24

22

244(.36)

Group 2

16

14

18

20

17

15

15

18

18

18

19

20

208(.30)

Group 3

13

15

18

18

17

19

22

21

21

21

18

23

226(.33)

Total

Total of 678 questions in 12 days in three groups

Table 4.37 illustrates the number of utterances produced by the students in all groups. It was
found that the use of tenses was dominant over other grammatical structures. In other words, 19
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% of the utterances (1078) included the use of English tenses. 394 of them were produced by the
students in Group 3. A possible explanation for this finding is the potential area of literature
discussions to advance speaking functions in major time frames. Questions such as why did the
problem occur? how do you think the protagonist will solve it? what would you do if you were in
the same situation? allow students to narrate actions in the literary pieces. The number of
utterances that included the use of nouns, adjectives and adverbs was 668; the number of
utterances that included the use of modals was 573; and the number of utterances that included
the use of if/wish clauses was 502.
Table 4.37. Use of grammatical structures in utterances across three months of classroom
discussions
Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Total %

Tenses

323

361

394

1078 (.19)

Passive Voice

143

165

189

497 (.09)

Reported Speech

108

158

172

438 (.08)

Adverb Clauses

129

143

167

439 (.08)

If/wish Clauses

138

171

193

502 (.09)

Modals

159

180

234

573 (.10)

Adjective Clauses

146

162

176

484 (.08)

Nouns, Adjectives, Adverbs

185

224

259

668 (.12)

Prepositions, Pronouns

124

149

167

440 (.07)

Others

117

139

161

417 (.07)

Total

1572

1852

2112

5536

Total of 5536 utterances in 12 days in three groups
Table 4.38 shows that the total number of utterances at all levels is 5536. However, 4382 of them
were accurate. The majority of the accurate utterances were produced at sentence level (67 %).
The percentage of accurate utterances at discourse level was 20 %, and at phrase level was 12 %.
The table illustrates that in total Group 1 produced 1572 utterances, Group 2 produced 1852
utterances and Group 3 produced 2112 utterances. In other words, 28 % of the utterances were
produced by Group 1, 33 % of the utterances were produced by Group 2 and 38 % of the
utterances were produced by Group 3.
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Table 4.38. Percentages of student utterances across three months of classroom discussions
Utterances in total

Accurate Utterances

Phrase Level

Total

Sentence Level

Discourse Level

%

Achievement

Group 1

1572

147

875

247

1269

.80

Group 2

1852

193

765

326

1284

.69

Group 3

2112

174

1308

347

1829

.87

Total

5536

514

2948

920

4382

Table 4.38 as a whole demonstrates that students found classroom discussions useful to develop
their speaking skills. The great majority of the accurate utterances were clustered at sentence
level. In a social context, the use of spoken language which is longer than a single sentence is
preferable. However, the number of the accurate utterances at discourse level is not even half of
the accurate utterances at sentence level. It is noteworthy that, except for phrase level the
students in Group 3 produced the highest number of accurate utterances at all levels. Group 2
produced more accurate utterances at phrase level and outperformed the other groups. The
number of accurate sentences in total was the highest in Group 3. When the number of accurate
utterances is examined, it is evident that the best accuracy was obtained by the students in Group
3. The accuracy ratios obtained by the students in Group 1 and 2 are quite close. Although the
number of the utterances in total and the number of accurate utterances produced by Group 2 is
more than those produced by Group 1, accuracy of Group 1 is higher.
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4.2.4 Interview Results
Table 4.39. Data emerging from the analysis of the students‟ experiences with literature
Major Categories

Frequency

Associated Concepts

A new experience with
language learning

.92

Student-centered learning
Communicative learning
Enriched learning

Engagement

.87

Involve in classroom activities
Motivation

Personal
Development

.85

Critical ability
Building or renewing self-esteem
Improving social abilities
Master communication with Other People
Enrich knowledge of others
Understanding diversity
Accept others/other cultures
Learning values of others
Shape relationships

.85

Comfortable use of language
Express oneself articulately
Communicate effectively

Accuracy

.82

Vocabulary development
Proper grammar usage
Improvement of pronunciation

Learner autonomy

.78

Fluency

Set appropriate learning goals
Take charge of one‟s own learning
Independent learning
Self-instructed learning

N=60
Table 4.39 illustrates the major categories and associated concepts found in the interview. The
most three important findings from the self-assessment of the students in the interviews are
language learning with literature is a new experience for the students, engagement and personal
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development. The frequency of interviews indicate that the students who took part in this study
found discussions a new experience in language learning, besides they highlighted the role of
discussions in being a motivating factor to engage in discussions. The table also shows that the
students reported literature as catalysts for its role in personal development.
4.2.4.1 Major Categories of Interview Findings
4.2.4.1.1 A New Experience with Language Learning
The use of literature for language proficiency development was considered as a new experience
for a large number of students who took part in this study. The combination of form and meaning
through interactions in the classroom discussions of literature received an increasing attention
from the learners. The fact that, learners had substantial amount of opportunities to develop their
accuracy and fluency simultaneously raised their level of attention to classroom discussions of
literature.
Table 4.40. A new experience with language learning assessed by the students
Major factor

Group

Frequency

Group 1

.90

A New Experience

Group 2

.90

with Language Learning

Group 3

.95

n=20 for each group
I used to learn English by memorizing grammar and vocabulary which did not help me
with my practice. But the use of literature discussions not only helped me with my linguistic
competence development but also communicative competence development. (Student 9, Group
3)
I never thought that language learning and teaching would be interesting by speaking in
the classroom. Literature discussions showed that language learning could be conducted in a
useful and enjoyable way. You do not have to make a great deal of effort to develop your
language skills in this method. In a natural way you acquire them. You read before the class, and
use the information you have learnt in discussions. This new experience is more useful for me.
(Student 13, Group 1).
I remember studying grammar, vocabulary and communication courses separately. With
classroom discussions of literature we combined them all. It was easier and more fun to learn.
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We were learning all elements of the language at the same time. This was totally new for me.
(Student 5, Group 2)
The incorporation of language and literature was considered as a new experience by almost all
students; however, a very small number of them stated negative opinions about the inclusion of
literature in language teaching.
Table 4.41. Negative opinions expressed by the students about the new experience with language
learning
Negative Opinions Expressed

Group

Preference of traditional methods

All groups

Frequency
.08

I always learnt English by memorization. I had to memorize vocabulary and grammar to
be successful. Our teachers never created us an environment to speak in English. Now I had a
weird feeling that I had to learn English by speaking in discussions. Sometimes I even do not
know what to study (Student 8, Group 1)
It was not easy for me to participate in the classroom discussions of literature because it
was a totally new experience for me. I always learnt English by reading and memorizing. Our
teacher explained us everything in our native language. It was easy to understand. (Student 10,
Group 2)
4.2.4.1.2 Engagement
Classroom discussions of literature provide a venue for students to engage in lively discussions
about literary texts they have read. The creation of classroom literacy environment boosts
engagement and stimulates dialogic talk in which students express their interpretations of
literature (Hickman, 1981). Holding classroom discussions is an optimal setting for students to
engage in learning and switch their roles from knowledge-consumers to knowledge-constructors
(Nystrand, 2006). Literature discussions spawn engagement and create a space for students in
which they verbalize multiple interpretations that initiate language learning. The great majority
of the students in all groups in this study reported increased engagement as an important aspect
of classroom discussions of literature. Table 4.42 demonstrates that students in Group 3 have the
highest engagement rate in literature discussions. The engagement rate of Group 2 is higher than
that of Group 1. The lowest engagement rate was witnessed in Group 1.
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Table 4.42. Engagement assessed by the students
Major factor

Engagement

Group

Frequency

Group 1

.80

Group 2

.85

Group 3

.95

n=20 for each group
Classroom discussions increased my willingness to engage in learning. Observing others
sharing their ideas triggered my interest and incited me to take participate in discussions. As I
saw my friends producing language, I was motivated to involve in the discussions. (Student 3,
Group 3)
I was energized by literature discussions and I found the discussions totally engaging. I
took visible delight in participating literature discussions. The more I engaged in dialogues, the
more vocabulary and grammar knowledge I gained. The discussions allowed me to practice what
I know. (Student 15, Group 3)
I always tried to show involvement in literature discussions. I never thought of
withdrawing from learning opportunities provided by the discussions. Classroom discussions of
literature are a useful way of integrating your linguistic knowledge into communication.
(Student 3, Group 2)
The use of literature discussions in the language classroom improved my engagement.
Seeing other students bringing different perspectives and providing meaningful input inspired me
to involve in discussions. It was like we motivated each other to involve in the discussions. Even
I had nothing to say, the ideas expressed by my friends encouraged me to express my own ideas
(Student 12, Group 1).
A much lower percentage did not seem to believe the potency of literature discussions to foster
engagement in learning. Table 4.43 demonstrates that the students reported two obstacles that
hindered their engagement in the discussions.
Table 4.43. Negative opinions expressed by the students that hindered their engagement
Negative Opinions Expressed

Group

Frequency

The discussions went by
quickly

All groups

.08

Being unprepared

All groups

.05
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I was not always prepared, therefore I was unable to pay attention in the class, and of
course it hindered my involvement in the content. (Student 11, Group 1)
The discussions went by quickly. I could not immerse myself in classroom discussions.
Before I understood the story, they were talking about another topic. (Student 7, Group 2)
Some students were always ready for discussions. They always had something to say.
Although I found classroom discussions of literature useful for continued language development,
I was not always ready to take part in them. (Student 19, Group 3)
4.2.4.1.3 Personal Development
Literature is viewed as an excellent medium to develop critical abilities, trigger imagination and
enhance emotional development (Lazar, 1993). Literature encourages students to take the
advantage of improving cultural awareness and intellectual development. Literary encounter
allows students to become aware of social factors around the world. Students deepen their
understanding of the world while reading literature. They perceive ideological and cultural
differences between people and develop interpersonal and intercultural attitudes. Literature is an
inviting way for students to promote their personal development. Many students in this study
reported literature as a catalyst for personal development. Group 3 reported the highest rate of
personal development.
Table 4.44. Personal development assessed by the students
Major factor

Personal development

Group

Frequency

Group 1

.85

Group 2

.80

Group 3

.90

n=20 for each group
I always put myself in the characters‟ place and asked myself what I would do if I were
him or her? I always tried to imagine how they felt. (Student 15, Group 2)
I read about other people, other cultures. I know something about their values, their
cultures. I think it is worth learning about other people and cultures because we have a lot in
common. (Student 6, Group 1)
When I read the story I always thought clearly what the character had to do or what
decisions he had to take to solve the problems. I learnt from the experiences of the characters.
(Student 18, Group 3)
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I enjoyed literature discussions very much. They made me think about a lot of issues.
While reading I was escaping from myself and looked at the world from the perspective of the
characters. (Student 9, Group 3)
Table 4.45 shows the negative opinions expressed by the students in all groups why literature did
not help with personal development.
Table 4.45. Negative opinions expressed by the students that hindered personal development
Negative Opinions Expressed

Group

Frequency

Lack of focus on values
for personal development

All groups

.09

The books were not inspiring

All groups

.06

My major goal was to read and understand the text. I just focused on the characters and
the story to say something in discussions. (Student 13, Group 1)
I just concentrated on understanding the story. I didn‟t pay attention to other things
while reading. (Student 12, Group 2)
The books chosen for the classes were not inspiring. I could almost found nothing to
learn about life, other people and cultures. I could not empathize with the characters. (Student 5,
Group 3)
4.2.4.1.4 Fluency
Fluency depends on quick access to syntactic and lexical devices of a language for effective
operation of its system (Nation, 1989). The flow and speed of language production is a
prerequisite to use the language appropriately and efficiently. Accuracy and fluency are pivotal
factors to communicative techniques. That language accuracy is performed fluently is essential
to language learning. The data reveals a slight difference between students‟ assessment of
accuracy and fluency; however, the preeminence of fluency is apparent. In other words, the
number of students who reported that literature discussions have boundless possibilities to
improve their fluency is more than the number of students who reported that literature
discussions open up infinite possibilities to develop their accuracy. The great number of students
in Groups 2 and 3 reported that literature discussions are potentially worthwhile to improve
fluency. However, the rate of Group 1 is lower than the other groups. Group 3 reported the
highest rate of fluency assessments.
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Table 4.46. Fluency assessed by the students
Major factor

Fluency

Group

Frequency

Group 1

.80

Group 2

.85

Group 3

.90

n=20 for each group
I had to stop during speaking activities in the classroom to think of what to say next. But
literature discussions gave me the opportunity to develop my fluency. Interactions with the
teacher enabled me to use the target language more fluently. The discussions helped me to use
English more effectively. (Student 9, Group 3)
I developed fluency in literature dicussions because they pushed me to towards the
delivery of a message. Through creating meaning and delivering it to others helped me enhance
my communicative competence. Transmitting ideas in discussions promoted my fluency.
(Student 13, Group 2)
That my attention was communicating the message with other students in literature
discussions helped me develop fluency. Being in need of expressing my ideas encouraged me to
communicate. This need developed fluency. (Student 7, Group 1)
I was very interested in discussions. They always gave me the desire to communicate in
classes. Communicating with the teacher and my peers enabled me to speak the language
fluently. I always had to use English to share my ideas in the discussions. (Student 12, Group 3)
Communication in English always frustrated me. Saying something in English in the
classroom was a hard thing for me. But literature discussions helped me to get over it. There is a
topic you need to discuss. All you need is encouragement. (Student 18, Group 3)
Table 4.47 shows the negative opinions expressed by the students in all groups why literature did
not help them with fluency development.
Table 4.47. Negative opinions expressed by the students that hindered their fluency
Negative Opinions Expressed

Group

Frequency

Anxiety

All groups

.07

Lack of subject matter

All groups

.05

The domination of quick learners

All groups

.03
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It is hard to communicate when you are overwhelmed with anxiety. Although I found
literature discussions very useful to develop language proficiency I could not reduce my stress
and anxiety in the classroom. (Student 5, Group 1)
I was discouraged because in the discussions the strong learners dominated the slow
learners. I was shy and intimated so I couldn‟t express my thoughts. (Student 19, Group 2)
I was not prepared for classroom discussions. I didn‟t know how to answer the questions
so I did not get enough chance of speaking in the classroom. (Student 11, Group 3)
4.2.4.1.5 Accuracy
It is worth noting that accuracy determines the success of language learners. Literary texts offer a
motivating medium for language learning through engaging learners in linguistic forms and
communicative functions. Students delve into a variety of grammatical structures and vocabulary
by means of literary texts that leads to an extensive range of enrichment in linguistic knowledge.
Literature enriches the fertile ground to discover grammatical, lexical or discoursal categories
that can be used as a springboard for language acquisition (Lazar, 1993). The provision of
adequate linguistic resources through literature is associated with linguistic accuracy. The
acquisition of grammatical accuracy provides clear advantages to develop native-like abilities in
written or oral language proficiency (Millard, 2000). The great majority of students in Groups 1
and 3 reported that literature is a valuable input-rich source to improve accuracy. The rate of
Group 3 is slightly higher than Group 1. Students in Group 2, on the other hand, reported that the
use of literature in language instruction was not an optimal way of improving accuracy.
Table 4.48. Accuracy assessed by the students
Major factor

Accuracy

Group

Frequency

Group 1

.85

Group 2

.70

Group 3

.90

n=20 for each group
Literature helped me enhance linguistic accuracy and classroom discussions were ideal
for practicing grammatical structures. I had a lot of opportunities to see how sentences occur in
texts. (Student 8, Group 1)
Literature helped me with acquisition of linguistic elements and in literature discussions
I was immersed in practice of these features. (Student 14, Group 2)
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Accuracy is essential in language learning. Without it successful learning does not
occur. Literature provided me a great deal of opportunities to develop accuracy. I saw how
linguistic elements are used in context. And classroom discussions enabled me to practice these
features and develop accuracy. (Student 18, Group 3)
Table 4.49 shows the negative opinions expressed by the students in all groups why literature did
not help them with accuracy development.
Table 4.49. Negative opinions expressed by the students that hindered their accuracy
Negative Opinions Expressed

Group

Frequency

Limited vocabulary knowledge

All groups

.08

Bad grammar habits

All groups

.06

Insufficient opportunities
to improve pronunciation

All groups

.04

I was unable to express my ideas effectively because of limited vocabulary knowledge. I
didn‟t know enough vocabulary to participate in the classroom discussions and utter my ideas.
(Student 15, Group 1).
I now realize that some of the grammatical rules I learnt when I was in high school was
not exactly accurate. It is now difficult for me to correct the grammatical errors. (Student 7,
Group 1)
A lot of students wanted to participate and make comments so there was little time to
correct the pronunciation errors. (Student 11, Group 3)
4.2.4.1.6 Learner Autonomy
Learner autonomy is the ability to take charge of one‟s own learning (Holec, 1981). The concept
of learner autonomy has come to be used for situations in which learners control over their own
learning and study entirely on their own (Benson & Voller, 1997). In the same vein, the idea of
learner autonomy consists of independent action and decision-making (Little, 1991). In a way,
learner autonomy is associated with a shift from directed teaching to self-instructed learning
(Little, 2007). Autonomous learners are motivated and can independently set their goals. Their
capacity to oversee their own learning enables them to take active role in their own learning
process. Once autonomous learning is achieved, learners can avail of learning opportunities
without teacher dependence. However, within the context of education teachers have a crucial
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role to play in encouraging students to attain autonomy (Sheerin, 1997). Little (2007) argues that
the promotion of learner autonomy in language learning is determined by learner involvement,
learner reflection and appropriate target language use. Literature and literature discussions in the
learning process engage learners to act responsibly and share responsibility, stimulate to think
critically and provide an ideal language learning in which the target language is used as the
principal medium. In this study, more than half of the participants viewed literature reading and
literature discussions useful means of self-instructed learning. They reported that literature
motivated them to set goals independently for language proficiency and allowed them to control
of their learning. Group 3 once again reported the highest rate of learner autonomy.
Table 4.50. Learner autonomy assessed by the students
Major factor

Learner Autonomy

Group

Frequency

Group 1

.75

Group 2

.75

Group 3

.85

n=20 for each group
Classroom discussions allowed me to understand why I had to learn English effectively.
It enabled me to discover my weaknesses. I have to review my learning. I guess it is time to
accept responsibility for my own learning. (Student 20, Group 1)
Literature reading and literature discussions showed me that I need to increase my
language skills. It is important for me now to continue my learning outside the classroom.
(Student 3, Group 2)
I believe that classroom discussions are the best way to develop learning strategies. First
you read a text to understand; you discover new features and practice them in discussions.
Literature showed me that I can control my own learning. (Student 6, Group 3)
One of the biggest challenges that I experience while learning English is not deciding
what to study. I sometimes think I have to develop grammar, the other day I decide to study
vocabulary. Or I just watch films in English language but I cannot learn grammar. But classroom
discussions of literature have been very useful for me as it has showed me how to control my
own learning. It has showed me that reading and discussing benefits language learners a lot.
Classroom discussions encourage you to read and participate in discussions. By doing so, I read
and learn and at the same time apply the newly inquired information in discussions. (Student 12,
Group 3).
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Table 4.51 shows the negative opinions expressed by the students in all groups why literature did
not help them develop learner autonomy.
Table 4.51. Negative opinions expressed by the students that hindered their autonomous learning
through literature
Negative Opinions Expressed

Group

Frequency

Preference for different resources
to promote language proficiency

All groups

.12

Lack of motivation

All groups

.05

Pacing

All groups

.04

There is no doubt that reading is useful but I prefer watching films to develop my
language skills. (Student 4, Group 1).
I prefer online English learning sources to improve my language skills. It is much better
than reading. (Student 7, Group 2)
Reading requires motivation. It is not easy to develop a reading habit. And when I do
not understand what I read, I give up. (Student 16, Group 2).
Literature discussions were quick. There was little time to think what to say. The other
students were quick so they participated in the discussions more. (Student 17, Group 3)
4.3 Discussion of the Findings
The discussion of findings is divided into four subsections. A rationale for the use of literature in
language development presents the findings of the questionnaire and the interview which address
the issues of welcoming literature for maximizing the mastery of the target language; A rationale
for the use of literature in cultural development and a rationale for the use of literature in
personal development present the findings of the questionnaire and the interview which hinge
upon the use of literary texts as catalysts for cultural enrichment and personal growth; and finally
the role of literature discussions in promoting communicative skills presents the findings of the
classroom discussions of literature which are directly related to the primary purposes of the
study. The study of literature in the foreign language class is a useful context for developing
advanced language competence. The findings from the survey questionnaire and the interview
suggest that literature is an important component of language curriculum to develop language
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proficiency. The results of the study indicate that advanced-level foreign language competencies
become feasible through an integrated curriculum in which language, content and literature are
taught as a continuous whole. Literature-based approach will be maximally effective, if
combined with a mixed approach. Out of three approaches which were employed in the study,
the mixed approach was the most useful in order to develop communicative skills of the
students. The exploration of using literary texts in the language classroom raises several issues.
This part of the study will comprehensively deal with these issues.
4.3.1 A Rationale for the Use of Literature in Language Development

Table 4.52. The findings about the use of literature for language development
Areas
The use of literature
enhances language
development

Categories






Numeric Findings

The use of literature is
a valuable strategy
Learner Autonomy
Authentic materials
Acquisition-rich
learning setting
Student Engagement



Responses to the first five
questions (1-5) in pre-and
post-survey questionnaire in
all groups
FFI (mean rose from 1.54 to
3.25)
CBI (mean rose from 1.56 to
3.02)
Mixed Approach (mean rose
from 1.54 to 3.6)



Interview Results
Language learning with
literature is a new experience
.92
Engagement .87
Learner Autonomy .78

The application of literature is a valuable strategy in EFL instruction for upper-intermediate and
advanced level learners. Examination of the statistics showed that students indicated strong
agreement with the incorporation of literature into language curriculum as it offers linguistic,
methodological and motivational medium for learning. The findings from the survey
questionnaire and the interview in the present study show that the use of literature in the
language classroom became favorable after the treatment sessions among the students who
participated in the study. Literature provides a new experience with language learning. The
interviews revealed that the students in the present study experienced language learning through
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the traditional grammar-translation method before they started language education at the
university. It is increasingly clear that literature-oriented classes advance reading skills, writing
competence, develop critical awareness, and raise willingness to discuss the issues embedded in
texts (Durant, 1995). Moreover, literature-based language activities engage students in linguistic
forms and communicative functions to decipher language patterns. Literary encounter motivates
and inspires students for language learning and makes students sensitive to the reading process.
The study revealed findings similar to those of Collie and Slater (1987) who argue that the use of
literature in language learning is an enormous source for language development.
Engaging in the act of reading and interactions in classroom discussions of literature develop
learners autonomy. The findings of the interview reveal that the percentage of the participants
who reported that reading literature develops autonomy was comparatively higher than that of
participants who deny it. One of the objectives in classroom settings is empowering students to
gain autonomy. Through shifting our role as teachers from “sage on the stage” to “guide on the
side” (Olson, 2003, p.51), we can help students develop into autonomous learners and make
them “responsible agents for learning” (Blau, 2003, p.5). It would be unlikely that without
providing massive reading opportunities, students become good readers. Entering the world of
literary pieces, understanding the complexities that arise in them, creating meaning from them
through reader-response questions increase willingness in taking risks to seek process for acting
independently. This finding is in consistent with that of Lasagabaster (1999) who argues that
literary texts are authentic materials which promote student autonomy.
Literary texts expose students to a rich sample of input of linguistic information and foster
language learning. More than 70 % of the students in the survey questionnaire showed
agreement that literature fosters language learning; in the same vein, more than 80 % of the
students in the interview showed agreement that literature enhances linguistic accuracy. These
findings are consistent with those of McKay (1982); Ghosn (2002); Lazar (1993); and Liaw
(2001) who argue that the use of literature in the language classroom fosters linguistic accuracy,
facilitates language learning, enhances language development and allows learners to use
language skills in the target language. Literature illustrates language use and can offer students
an acquisition-rich learning setting in which all language applications can function. The rewards
of studying literature in a language learning context are countless. Language resources are
skillfully used in literature. There is no blinking to the fact that students are exposed to grammar
and other aspects of structure of language by the way of resorting to literature. Literature
provides a broader range of benefits to students for the improvement of all language skills. The
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use of literature in language classes is a teaching aid that enhances listening skills when used
aurally, fortifies oral practice when used in discussions, and extends linguistic knowledge when
used for language learning. The attainment of these qualities paves the way for mastery of the
language. The development of oral and written language hinges upon literature-based pedagogy
(Hoecherl-Alden, 2006). Literature-based curriculum spawns skills of lexical and grammatical
structures, and enhances conceptual understanding. All of the above indicate that, the
acquaintance of literature can be used for the purposes of language acquisition.
Literary texts serve as authentic materials. A considerable number of the students viewed
literature useful means of language learning. The high number of the positive views of literature
in the language classroom in the survey questionnaire shows that the use of authentic materials
was more suitable to language learning which is consistent with the findings of Collie and Slater
(1987); Swaffar (1985); and Elliott (1990). Lasabagaster (1999) also argues that literary texts
serve as authentic materials and have been a sine qua non condition to raise language awareness.
Authentic texts are intended to communicate meaning and they are tailored to engage students in
decoding language systems for themselves (Swaffar, 1985). Authentic texts have been criticized
not only for their syntactical and lexical intricacy but also cultural density (Young, 1999). The
use of simplified texts have been supported as researchers have come to believe that students are
exposed to the language features as long as the input is understood by them (Krashen, 1981;
Shook, 1997; Hill, 1997). However, authentic texts introduce natural examples of language
(Larsen-Freeman, 2000) and provide occasions for students to explore language use in real
context. They are not linguistically sanitized; thereby, students become sensitive to language
features by facing the texts continuously.
Literary texts and literature discussions can sustain student engagement to create meaningful
understandings. The finding from the interview shows that literacy environment boosts
engagement. 87 % of the students who participated in the study stressed the importance of using
literary texts for providing a venue to engage in learning. The acquisition-rich environment of
literature increases students‟ familiarity with the language. It goes without saying that, language
learning is best advanced through displaying active engagement in meaningful communication.
The instructional potential of classroom discussions of literature in the language classroom offers
students an avenue to integrate linguistic knowledge into communicative practice. The building
of a dialogic classroom in this study encouraged students to participate actively in literature
discussions and verbalize their interpretations. These practice arenas in which students utilized
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the linguistic knowledge they acquired from literary texts spawned engagement and developed
their sensitivity how language could be used to communicate.
4.3.2 A Rationale for the Use of Literature in Cultural Development
Table 4.53. The findings about the use of literature for cultural development
Areas
The use of literature
fosters cultural
development

Categories


Numeric Findings

Exposure to
cultural and
social values of
others



Responses to the questions 6 and 9
in pre-and post-survey
questionnaire in all groups
Question 6
FFI (mean rose from 1.80 to 3.50)
CBI (mean rose from 1.95 to 3.50)
Mixed Approach (mean rose from
1.85 to 3.60)
Question 9
FFI (mean rose from 1.55 to 3.25)
CBI (mean rose from 1.60 to 3.10)
Mixed Approach (mean rose from
1.65 to 3.50)

Literature is valued as a tool for raising cultural awareness because it has the potential to
expose students to cultural and social values of others. The findings from the survey
questionnaire indicate that a great number of the students considered literature as an enormous
source of cultural enrichment. At this point, the findings are consistent with those of
Lasagabaster (1999); Collie and Slater (1987); Alvstad and Castro (2009). When students are
triggered by cultural issues, they grow curiosity over other people with differing cultural
backgrounds and become willing to pose questions to learn about cultural practices that are
unfamiliar to them (Kim, 2004). Literature fosters cross-cultural understandings (McGroarty &
Galvan, 1985) that aids students to overcome even insurmountable cultural barriers between
people and lead them to tolerate cultural diversity. Literary texts depict cultural aspects that lead
students to think about the characteristics of the foreign culture and eventually turn their thinking
into appreciation of the values of the foreign culture. Literature has the potential power to
eradicate negative feelings students have towards other cultures and build bridges across cultures
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that promotes empathy and tolerance. Moreover, the indissoluble relation between language and
culture uncover the idea that cultural competence nurtures communicative competence
(Lasagabaster, 1999). It seems safe enough to assert that students need an orientation to the
culture of the target language in the process of learning the language. Literature helps students
attain cultural insights so that they become more responsive to cross-cultural barriers and
develop their communication across cultures.
4.3.3 A Rationale for the Use of Literature in Personal Development
Table 4.54. The findings about the use of literature for personal development
Areas

Categories

The use of
literature provides
personal
development

Enhance
imagination/
critical thinking

Numeric Findings


Responses to the questions 7, 8 and 10 in preand post-survey questionnaire in all groups
Question 7
FFI (mean rose from 1.85 to 3.60)
CBI (mean rose from 1.95 to 3.60)
Mixed Approach (mean rose from 1.95 to 3.70)
Question 8
FFI (mean rose from 1.65 to 3.50)
CBI (mean rose from 1.70 to 3.40)
Mixed Approach (mean rose from 1.55 to 3.70)
Question 10
FFI (mean rose from 1.85 to 3.30)
CBI (mean rose from 1.70 to 3.15)
Mixed Approach (mean rose from 1.70 to 3.55)



Interview Results
Personal development .85

The lure of literature is its valuable contributions to personal development. The findings from
the survey questionnaire and the interview show that a great number of the students reported that
literature has a pivotal role for personal development. In the survey questionnaire the students in
all groups reported agreement that literature extended their personal experience. Literature
reflects people‟s needs, concerns, and values. It depicts situations that are familiar to all human
beings. It brings out feelings common to numerous people. It discusses human condition and
exhibit experiences of people. Daily activities carried out by people are the root of literature. The
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universality of literature extends to issues, significant ideas and attempts to unravel them.
Literature offers students a natural milieu to develop the understanding of the world. Students
gain insight into feelings of other people and experience their difficulties. When dealing with
conflicts of others students are given the opportunity to discover solutions to their own
difficulties. Interactive with others and experiences lead to the development of emotional
intelligence (Goleman, 1995). Students by literary exposure develop insights into feelings of
their own and those of others which will enable them to make right decisions.
Students exert their imagination to interpret the hidden meaning. From participants‟ responses in
the survey questionnaire it can be concluded that the use of literature in the language classroom
is a viable approach to enhance imagination and critical abilities. Particularly, 85 % of the
participants in Group 3 reported that literature has the potential to promote thinking skills.
Literature makes an interactive demand on students (Gajdusek, 1988). In reading literature,
students are obliged to create meaning from the text. An interaction between the reader and the
text occurs in the reading process (Widdowson, 1979). This interaction necessitates students to
negotiate meaning by concept comprehension and language decoding. Literature inspires
learners to seek for discovering deep meaning in the text through going beyond the literal
meaning. Students can take the advantage of boosting their interpretative skills through an
attempt to elucidate a text in their own way. Students identify themselves with the characters in
the story and awaken their curiosity and interest to find out what is going to happen next. In
doing so, students are involved in enhancing their imagination and critical abilities. Literature
embraces the full range of mental traits that motivate students to demonstrate their critical
thinking skills.
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4.3.4 The Role of Literature Discussions in Promoting Communicative Skills
Table 4.55. The findings about the use of literature for the development of communicative skills
Areas
The use of literature
promotes
communicative
skills through
interactions in
classroom
discussions of
literature

Categories




Numeric Findings

Develop oral
communication
Promote accuracy
Promote fluency
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Responses to the questions (11-15)
in pre-and post-survey questionnaire
in all groups
FFI (mean rose from 1.60 to 3.31)
CBI (mean rose from 1.62 to 3.27)
Mixed Approach (mean rose from
1.59 to 3.57)



The results of pre-test, post-test and
delayed post-test in grammar
FFI 64, 74.8, and 77
CBI 66.1, 69.3, and 70.8
Mixed-Approach 63.8, 78.1, and
80.8



The results of pre-test, post-test and
delayed post-test in vocabulary
FFI 60.4, 64.8, and 66.4
CBI 58.9, 69.9, and 72.9
Mixed-Approach 61.8, 75.4, and
78.8



The number of utterances produced
in each group
FFI 1572
CBI 1852
Mixed-Approach 2112



The number of accurate utterances in
each group
FFI 1269
CBI 1284
Mixed-Approach 1829



Accuracy achievement
FFI .80
CBI .69
Mixed-Approach .87

In the language classroom, literature forms the basis for discussions (Long & Porter, 1985); and
encourages oral practice (Enright & McCloskey, 1985). This study closely analyzed to what
extent literary texts and classroom discussions of literature pushed students to elaborated
language use. The findings from the classroom discussions of literature show that the discussions
played primary importance on the development of oral language. The finding is consistent with
that of Shanahan (1997); Barnitz et al. (1999); Davidheiser (2007) who argued that exposure to
literature culminates in communicative competence development. Literature is rich in real-life
language examples; therefore, offers a motivating medium for communication development. The
variety of models that occur in different situations demonstrate students how to use the language
for communication. It is worth mentioning that literature discussions provide ample
opportunities for more meaning-focused interactions (Johnson, 1995). Students constantly
engage in constructing, expressing and clarifying meaning and produce more extended output
that helps them with the development of communicative competency of the target language
(Swain, 1985). The opportunity of generating different possible interpretations of the same text
compels students to participate in the process of communication. Even more importantly,
literature discussions have the potential to be a tool of great use to lead students towards fluency.
The next three sections provide a comprehensive account of the findings concerning the use of
classroom discussions of literature under different treatments.
4.3.4.1 Form-Focused Group
The findings of this study indicated that the provision of corrective feedback in Group 1
negatively influenced flow of communication. Corrective feedback is believed to be beneficial to
reformulate the erroneous utterances of learners (Ammar & Spada, 2006). In the light of the
findings obtained in this study, the flow of communication was intruded with corrective
feedback. Although 80 % of the utterances produced by the students in Group 1 were accurate,
the number of their utterances was less than those of other groups. Attending to form within
communicative practice raises awareness of form-meaning connection and help students express
more accurate and more effective messages (Lyster, 1998). Successful acquisition of target
language features is facilitated by meaningful comprehensible input (Paesani, 2005). However, a
notable improvement in communicative ability cannot be achieved through exposure to language
forms. Students‟ fluency can be improved by restricting the amount of attention to form;
however, by regularly focusing on form, students run the risk of inhibiting their fluency though
they build their linguistic competence (Ellis et al., 2002). The research also showed that, the use
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of both recasts and prompts demonstrated effectiveness on their language development but the
students were unable to produce large number of utterances. In other words, on-the-spot
reformulations and pushing the students to elicit self-repair did not encourage them for
substantive talk. Important to stress is that, the integration of literature-based and form-focused
instructions created conditions for the students to attain high level of accuracy in language
acquisition; however, the incorporation of these approaches did not play a significant advantage
for practice of language within communicative contexts.
4.3.4.2 Content-Based Group
This study shows that the implementation of CBI in language learning was a worthwhile context
because the number of utterances produced by the students in Group 2 was more than those of in
Group 1 whose instructional treatment included form-focused and literature-based components.
The use of CBI was a favorable condition for the students for its advantages to encourage more
language output. The impetus of CBI impacted the students to engage in more verbal interaction.
However, compared with Group 1 the accuracy rate was lower as the students attached priority
to meaning rather than form. Based on Krashen‟s (1982) theory of second language acquisition,
which is grounded on the principle that language learners should be exposed to meaningful use
of the target language, CBI disregards grammar teaching and it is based on the fact that language
development is promoted by learning of subject matter. CBI is premised on the belief that
comprehensible input should be at the core of language acquisition. Content-based instruction
involved the teacher and the students to use the target language to discuss content rather than
form.
The findings indicate that attention of learners to meaning came to the fore in content-based
classrooms. The use of CBI in the language classroom provided the students occasions to interact
with more knowledgeable peers for the development of expressive abilities. To put it another
way, language usage practice was reinforced to push students for more language output which
resulted in acquisition of substantial language. In the light of evidence this study found, the
students switched their attention from language learning toward participating in classroom
discussions to communicate. This study also found that the integration of CBI in the language
classroom prompted the students to participate in classroom discussions of literature and
indorsed them for self-confidence and motivation development towards language learning;
additionally, they used the target language with less anxiety than the students in Group 1.
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4.3.4.3 Mixed Approaches
The findings of this study indicate that attention to both form and meaning simultaneously in the
language classroom provided an ideal context for language acquisition. On all measures, the
experimental group that was exposed to the integrative pedagogy excelled through showing
significant gains. Additionally, in oral production the experimental group outperformed the other
groups. Once students make form-meaning connections, they produced the target grammatical
structures competently. The highest number of utterances was produced under this approach. In a
similar vein, the highest accuracy rate was also achieved under this approach.
A solution that proved effective to promote communicative competence was the provision of
language forms in meaning-based tasks. Integrating language and content demonstrated
impressive results in language learning. This integrative pedagogy enabled students to practice
language forms within communicative contents. The use of FFI in content-based classrooms was
an optimal path for grammatical accuracy development (Day & Shapson, 2001). Productive use
of the target language relies on the incorporation of grammar into the CBI syllabus (Brinton &
Holten, 2001). The core premise of attention to both form and meaning is that students attend to
language forms within communicative practice. Both form and meaning are important features
and complement each other in language learning. During communicative activities in the study
attention to both form and content did not disrupt the communication flow. On the contrary, the
students improved their confidence in using the target language and engaged in collaborative
dialogue which resulted in making the classroom discussions flow more smoothly. Literary texts
are valuable sources of comprehensible input and they provide strong rationales to acquire
language forms for the production of meaningful discourse. And the acquisition of language
forms through exposure to communicatively-based practice was conducive to language learning.
It is worth considering that attention to both form and meaning in literature discussions built an
ethos for students to explore language functions to perceive the connection between language
and communication. Integrating language and content brought about taking cognizance of target
language features through noticing. This approach was an effective inviting way for students to
discover language forms and practice talking. Literature study and language learning can work in
tandem for the purposes of language proficiency development and the findings of this study
clearly indicate that combining attention to form as well as to meaning in classroom discussions
of literature led to real gains in achieving the desired outcomes for the development of oral
language.
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4.4 Implications of the Study
The results of the study indicated that the students demonstrated learner investment in
communication in the target language through listening to each other‟s utterances and showing
engagement with the conversation. It was observed that students exhibited an ambivalent desire
to further communication in the target language during classroom interactions. It appears that
literature-based language instruction was effective in EFL programs for the mastery of the target
language. With this in mind, this study suggests that learner investment is not relevant only to
ESL contexts where learners interact with native speakers of the target language and expose
themselves to the target culture. Many studies on learner investment emphasize the direct contact
of students with native speakers or target cultures (Norton & Kamal, 2003; Russell & Yoo, 2001;
Potowski, 2004).
The integration of FFI and CBI enhanced the learning experience and helped students to take
advantage of all aspects of language to the fullest extent possible in classroom discussions of
literature. Teachers should be aware of the discourse in the learning setting since language and
content learning as Gibbons (2006) argues relies on the nature of the dialogue between the
teacher and students. The discussions supported students to self-assess the growth of their skills
and provided them opportunities to raise language awareness about their utterances and
reformulate their ill-formed utterances through corrective feedback. The students benefited from
whole-class discussions of literature and used them as a springboard for learner investment in
target language communication. In addition, these communicative activities drew students‟
attention to practice the target language in EFL classrooms and helped them to become fluent
English speakers. It was a worthwhile effort to give students a way to interact with their peers
and the teacher. Classroom discussions of literature created learning opportunities in the
language classroom and helped students to reach their target goals.
The importance of literary texts in the foreign language learning has been confirmed in this
study. The results supported that the needs of the students can be accommodated by the
incorporation of literature in the language classroom. Further, the content syllabus of a foreign
language could be based upon literature (Brumfit, 1985). Sage (1987) claims that knowledge of
all past and present disciplines is intrinsically accessible by means of literature. Therefore,
through literature learners avail themselves of all learning in addition to language learning (Sage,
1987).
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For a successful integration of language and literature, the selection of literature is worthy of
consideration. For that reason, it is of utmost importance to acquaint students with appropriate
literary texts that appeal to their interests. The literary background, linguistic proficiency, and
cultural background of students are essential elements to consider before selecting the literary
pieces. In the same vein that teachers are equipped with appropriate teaching methods,
background experience in literature and the ability to raise questions about characteristics of
literary texts result in language learning.
Lastly, it is of teachers‟ concern to develop motivation in students since it is one of the affective
variables that determines language learning outcomes. Teachers should embrace the needs of
infrequent participants, reduce anxieties of speaking during discussions and seek ways to
motivate students to actively engage in literature discussions and encourage them to find their
voices in this setting. Teachers can come up with entertaining literature-based activities to
encourage students to enthusiastically engage in the learning process. Teachers should realize
their own part of the responsibility to ensure that students like, know and use English. Learning
becomes more purposeful if teachers enhance students‟ active engagement in discussions.
4.5 Limitations of the Study
Findings from the present study may not be generalized to EFL learners in other settings where
literature is studied as one of the subjects with teachers who are non-native speakers. It would be
a mistake to generalize the findings as practices and attitudes of students were unique to 60
students where the study was conducted and they do not represent the overall practices and
attitudes of other EFL learners. Further, ideas and comments of students during classroom
discussions of literature do not reflect a general opinion or any certain assumptions.
It was desirable to have a large sample size to yield more varied data that would render more
accurate information. However, the study is limited to both a small number of participants and
small sample of materials. The study was conducted at a university and all senior-year students
in ELT department took part in it. Although participants had similar backgrounds across all three
groups, the control for initial differences was not possible in pretest scores.
The researcher‟s dual role as teacher and researcher might have created some personal biases in
the research; however, I took every measure to keep an objective eye throughout the study and
made every effort to reflect the reality as closely as possible. This study analyzed the
effectiveness of FFI and CBI on the development of speaking skills in literary discussions at the
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university level. The findings represent only a small portion of the methodological framework
employed in the current study.
4.6 Recommendations for Further Research
Throughout the classroom discussions of literature some capable students joined in classroom
talk and contributed to the classroom discourse more than the others. These students were
knowledgeable and reflective as a results they were more verbal thus supported their investment
in the target language communication; however, a small number of students needed opportunities
to articulate their ideas in this study. This study examined oral production data of students with
their teacher and peers from discussions of literature during FFI and CBI activities. Therefore,
this study calls for further investigation on speech production in which learners are encouraged
to use the target language with more engagement and greater investment through utilizing
discursive practices. It is recommended that future research for further investigation be
administered to a broader sample of participants from wider contexts with teachers who teach in
different settings and levels to discover the roles of literature discussions in the development of
speaking skills. Put another way, a more comprehensive analysis with an increased number of
classes would provide more robust results and better insights into the effectiveness of classroom
discussions of literature to measure gains of students in oral language development.
It would be also interesting to carry out studies that deal with the integration of literature into
language instruction from different literary genres. Studies of genre-based language teaching
would reveal insights regarding their potency in language acquisition. Most importantly, research
should focus on literature-based activities that would address to the needs of students who cannot
demonstrate proficiency in oral communication. It would be truly beneficial to see further
research focus more on dialogic aspects of literature-based instruction at the university level.
Also, the findings from this study suggest that future research studies should be conducted to
integrate the role of literature-based instruction in the development of creative abilities. Studies
on the development of critical thinking and interpretative ability through integrating language
and content would activate students‟ enthusiasm for learning. It is also advisable that further
research explore the integration of literature-based instruction into other approaches to pave the
way towards more language practice that would enhance the likelihood of success in language
acquisition.
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Conclusion to Chapter 4
The present study investigated the role of literature under different treatments in speaking skills
development. The students in Group 1 received instruction that included form-focused and
literature-based components. The students in Group 2 received instruction that included contentbased and literature-based components. Finally, the students in Group 3 received instruction that
included mixed-methods. A pre-survey and a post-survey questionnaire were administered to
reveal students‟ attitudes towards the inclusion of literature in language teaching. 70 % of the
students in Group 1, 65 % of the students in Group 2, and 85 % of the students in Group 2
showed preferences to the use of literature in the language classroom. At the same time, the
questionnaires provided information about how the students assessed the use of literature for
cultural awareness enhancement and personal development. 15 students in Group 1, 15 students
in Group and 16 students in Group 3 reported agreement that literature improves cultural
awareness. The differences between pre-survey and post-survey results showed that the students
found the use of literature in language teaching useful for language and personal development.
Pre-and post-assessments were conducted to measure students‟ progress under different
treatments. The results of the tests showed that the experimental group (Group 3) which was
exposed to mixed-approach made noticeable gains compared with the other two groups. In all
tests the students in Group 3 made the best progress. The findings illustrated that once again the
students in the experimental group produced more language output than the other groups.
Besides, they engaged in the classroom discussions more and achieved more accuracy. When the
accurate utterances of all groups are compared, it is clearly seen that the highest achievement
was performed by the students in Group 3 (87 %). Finally, the results of the interview
demonstrated that the incorporation of literature into the language classroom was a new
experience for the students who participated in this study and enabled them to make better
progress in language proficiency development.
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Conclusion
The present study set out to determine whether a literature-based approach combined with formfocused and content-based instructions constitutes an ideal medium to promote communicative
competence of learners. The findings of this study illuminated the effects of literature
discussions on language learning outcomes. The results suggest that literary texts were
considered as a new material in target language learning by a vast majority of the participants.
The big difference between the preresponses and postresponses in the survey questionnaire
provided further insight into attitudes of the participants towards the use of literary texts in the
language classroom. Those participants who showed favorable attitudes toward literature-based
instruction purported that literature is a potentially worthwhile source of comprehensible input
that enables them to become proficient in the target language. The results of the questionnaire
highlighted the premise that the incorporation of literature into foreign language teaching
program was shown to be a powerful tool for offering motivational basis for language learning,
creating a medium to venture into other cultures and delve into social interactions and dialogues,
and more importantly building an ethos for extending linguistic knowledge and promoting
language awareness. A large majority of the survey participants indicated vested interest in the
inclusion of literature in language learning owing to its effectiveness as a valuable tool on
personal development and augmentation of language learning.
The findings from the interview revealed similar results to those from the survey questionnaire.
Although a small number of the participants questioned the effectiveness of literature for the
development of language proficiency, a large number of the participants, regardless of the
treatment, enumerated several reasons why literature was worth considering in language
instruction. For them, literature was a new language learning experience and it was suitable to
improve accuracy and fluency, promote engagement, enhance personal development and develop
learner autonomy that enabled them to assume more responsibility to regulate their own learning.
Pre-assessment and post-assessment results showed that learner made measurable gains in
language learning outcomes. The findings of the study support the claim that literature is an
effective means of developing grammar and vocabulary knowledge. The findings demonstrated
that the value of literature is its merit to integrate attention to language form and content
knowledge to render learners‟ form and meaning connection. Also it was seen that, the students
were able to retain newly acquired knowledge for a long time when form and content was
integrated in the language classroom.
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The study found that classroom discussions of literature were essential grounding for producing
output in meaningful communicative contexts. Classroom discussions offered a continuum for
dialogic talk that stimulated learners to construct and argue for their interpretations and build
knowledge. The combination of grammar instruction by means of FFI with communicative
language through literature discussions helped learners express more accurate messages although
a notable improvement in the quantity of the utterances could not be achieved. Similarly, the
study showed that the implementation of CBI in literature discussions encouraged learners to
engage in more verbal interaction. Although more language output was produced in this
approach, a noteworthy development of accuracy was not accomplished. However, collaborating
FFI and CBI within classroom discussions of literature created learners occasions to negotiate
form and meaning that provided that the strongest rationales for attending to linguistic accuracy
and fluency simultaneously to involve in effective communication.
Overall, this study revealed the potential of using literature in language instruction. In particular,
it unveiled that the improvement of communication skills through holding classroom discussions
of literature was not negatively affected by the inclusion of language and content. By contrast,
the study demonstrated that creating a classroom environment that placed literature discussions
at the heart of language learning by combing form and meaning brought in the essential
knowledge and skills necessary for successful language acquisition. The provision of language
forms in meaning-based tasks is an optimal path for language learners to attend to language
forms within communicative practice. Literature discussions built an ethos for language learners
to achieve the desired outcomes for oral language development through enabling them to
perceive the connections between language and communication. Also a comparison of preassessment and post-assessment speaking scores of the students revealed that the best progress
was made by the students who attended to form and meaning simultaneously during speech
production.
The number of participants and materials in the study is limited. A large sample size would
reveal more accurate information; thereby, the study calls for further investigation with an
increased number of participants and materials to have better insights into the effectiveness of
literature discussions in the language classroom on speech production. The present study used
novels in discussions. Further research would be truly beneficial in which different literary
genres are used to measure gains of students in the development of speaking skills.
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APPENDIX A

Letter of Consent to Conduct Research
September 25, 2016

Dear Çağrı Tuğrul Mart

Your request to conduct a research study on the topic “A comparison of form-focused, contentbased and mixed approaches to literature-based instruction in English as a foreign language to
develop learners‟ speaking skills” in ELT department-4th year students has been accepted.
It has been approved that depending on their wishes all 60 students in ELT department can
participate in the research study in three different groups for one semester under three different
conditions, complete a survey questionnaire, have pre- and post-assessment tests to collect the
required data, and finally you can have an interview with each participant.

I would like to remind you that the information can be used for the research study purpose only.

Sincerely,
Dr. Mehmet Ozdemir
Vice President for Academic Affairs
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APPENDIX B
Survey Questionnaire
A

1. Literature is accessible and comprehensible for language learners
2. Literature has motivating, inspiring and interesting role in language pedagogy
3. Literary texts are treated as learning sources like any other classroom materials
4. The integration of language and literature maximizes learning experience
5. Literature can be used in language teaching programs

B
6. Literature improves learners‟ cultural awareness
7. Literature deepens learners‟ awareness of social factors
8. Literature promotes learners‟ academic literacy and thinking skills
9. Literature fosters learners‟ interpersonal and intercultural attitudes
10. Literature extends personal experience
C
11. Literary texts help learners master grammatical rules
12. Literature fosters learners vocabulary development
13. Literature is an important element to engage in communicative functions
14. Literature meets the standards of authenticity
15. Literature has the potential to build language awareness
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APPENDIX C
Interview Questions
1. Have you ever studied literature in the language classroom? If yes, describe the lessons
and activities.
2. In your opinion, the materials and teaching methods you had in your language classes
were effective and sufficient enough before this class to enable you to achieve your
language learning goals.
3. Do you think the use of literature is a good idea to use in language classes?
4. What do you think are the advantages of using literature in the language classroom?
5. What other advantages other than learning English did you gain from the use of literature
in language classes?
6. In your view, does the use of literature in language classes develop your linguistic
proficiency?
7. What do you think about your participation in discussions?
8. Is there a particular reason that prevented you from engaging in discussions?
9. Do you think the use of literature develops your communicative competence in language
classes?
10. How did classroom discussions of literature help you develop your communicative
competence?
11. Describe how classroom discussions of literature enabled you to practice the language in
meaningful interactions.
12. What do you think are the drawbacks or limitations of using literature in language
classes?
13. Do you think the use of literature in language classes can be considered successful?
14. What were the hardest and the easiest aspect of classroom discussions of literature?
15. Do you think this experience will help you control over your own learning?
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APPENDIX D
PRE-TEST
Choose the best option.
1. Piggy watched him -------- disgust.
a. at
b. in
c. within

d. on

2. He picked --------------- the conch and turned towards the forest.
a. up
b. at
c. on
d. with
3. I bet if I ----------------- the conch this minute, they ---------------- come running.
a. blow/would come
b. blew/would come
c. would blow/ would come d. blew/ came
4. Astonished ---- the interruption, they looked up at Simon‟s serious face.
a. with
b. on
c. in
d. at
5. Ralph sat in the sand. Piggy and the other two were by him. They were laden ------ fruit.
a. by
b. with
c. in
d. on
6. They boys peered ---- each other doubtfully.
a. with
b. on
c. of
d. at
7. How could anyone be wandering -------------------- in the forest at night?
a. for
b. about
c. by
d. of
“I got a pain in my head. I wish the air --------(9)------ cooler.”
“I wish the rain --------(10)----------.”
“I wish we --------(11)-------------.”
8. a. was

b. is

c. did

d. has been

9. a. will come

b. comes

c. would come

d. has come

10. a. could go

b. can go

c. will go

d. have gone

Fill in the blanks with correct question tag form.
11. “He wouldn‟t go into the forest by himself, --------------------?
12. Tell him we couldn‟t wait, ------------?
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Choose the best option.
13. “He just gives orders and expects people to obey -----------------nothing.
a. in
b. for
c. by
d. for
14. The tribe watched Ralph to see what he ------------------.
a. will do
b. is doing
c. does
d. would do
15. The two savages looked at each other, raised their spears together and ------------- in time.
a. spoke
b. were speaking c. are speaking d. have spoken
16. -------- the fire died down so did the excitement.
a. but
b. so
c. as

d. and

17. The littluns stopped singing --------- dancing and drifted away towards the sea or the fruit
trees or the shelters.
a. because
b. so
c. as d
d. and
18. He licked his lips and turned his head of an angle, ------------------ his gaze avoided the
embarrassment of linking with another‟s eye.
a. but
b. so that
c. because
d. so
19. The boys stirred uneasily, ------------------- something indecent had been raised.
a. as though
b. and
c. so that
d. if
20. Vividly he imagined Piggy by himself, huddled in a shelter that was silent ----------------the sounds of nightmare.
a. for
b. in
c. except for
d. at
21. --------------------------- the mist, we could see your home across the bay.
a. If
b. for
c. if it wasn‟t
d. because of
22. Don‟t let that waiter ---------------------- my coffee.
a. to take away b. took away
c. take away

d. has taken away

23. After you ------------------- home, she came into my room and woke me up.
a. went
b. had gone
c. have gone
d. go
24. Whenever he sees I‟m having a good time he ------------------- to go home.
a. wanted
b. wants
c. want
d. had wanted
25. Only gradually ----------------- aware that the automobiles stayed for just a minute and
then drove sulkily away.
a. I became
b. I become
c. did I become d. I have become
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Fill in the blanks with one of the words given below.
infuriatingly

indignantly

uneasy

inarticulate

confusedly

26. “I hit him” said Ralph -----------------. “I hit him with my spear, I wounded him”.
27. Simon became -------------------------- in his effort to express mankind‟s essential illness.
28. This repetition made jack ---------------------. He looked at the twins and then back at
Ralph.
29. Simon mumbled -----------------.: “ I don‟t believe in the beast.”
30. Ralph looked back at Jack, seeing him-------------------------, for the first time.
Fill in the blanks with one of the words given below.
identifiable

passionate

impenetrable

loathing

31. On their left was an -------------------------- tangle of creepers and trees.
32. Jack ----------------------------- by personality and red hair, was advancing from the forest.
33. Piggy sought in his mind for words to convey his ------------------ willingness to carry the
conch against all odds.
34. There was --------------, and at the same time a kind of feverish excitement in his voice.
35. We went in. To my --------------- surprise the living room was deserted.
a. graceful
b. desperate
c. miserable
d. overwhelming
36. He was ----------------- affected by the fact that Tom was there.
a. profoundly
b. humorously c. contemptuously d. crossly
Fill in the blanks with one of the words given below.
deficiency

vivid

reluctant

generous

37. He was ------------- to close the book reading each item aloud and then looking eagerly at
me.
38. One of my most ------------------- memories is of coming back West from prep school and
later from college at Christmas time.
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39. Tom and Gatsby, Daisy and Jordan and I, were all Westerners, and perhaps we possessed
some ------------- in common which made us subtly unadoptable to Eastern life.
40. He was very ----------- with me.
Fill in the blanks with one of the words given below.
by accident

handed indefinable

41. I came across this book ----------------------.
42. Daisy looked at Tom frowning an --------------- expression, at once definitely unfamiliar
and vaguely recognizable.
43. I picked it up with a weary bend and handed it back to her.
Choose the best option
44. I had one of those renewals of complete ---------------- him that I‟d experienced before.
a. faith in
b. faith with
c. faith by
d. faith of
45. He watched while the two men standing closest -------------------- each other and went
unwillingly into the room.
a. glanced on b. glanced at
c. glanced in d. glanced of
46. Ralph muttered the reply as if -------------.
a. on shame
b. at shame
c. in shame

d. of shame

Fill in the blanks with one of the words given below.
solemnly

inevitably

suspiciously

despairingly

47. Piggy said nothing but nodded, ---------------.
48. He looked at her very ---------------- as if she had done something wrong.
49. Daisy was shaking her head -------------------- as though she couldn‟t believe what she
heard.
50. Violence on the island will ------------------ emerge unless a leader is chosen.
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APPENDIX E
Pre-test, post-test and delayed-test scores of students in Group 1
Grammar

Vocabulary

Pre-test

Post-test

Delayed post-test

Student 1

44

54

58

42

48

50

Student 2

60

74

76

64

68

64

Student 3

48

66

70

52

56

56

Student 4

56

68

70

60

64

66

Student 5

64

78

74

68

72

74

Student 6

72

82

86

70

74

76

Student 7

66

76

80

64

66

70

Student 8

62

74

76

56

60

64

Student 9

82

90

92

72

74

72

Student 10

76

84

86

68

72

74

Student 11

52

66

68

48

52

52

Student 12

64

76

80

60

62

64

Student 13

42

52

52

44

52

54

Student 14

84

90

94

76

80

84

Student 15

68

76

82

62

68

72

Student 16

72

84

86

68

74

72

Student 17

88

92

94

80

84

86

Student 18

46

60

58

40

46

48

Student 19

58

66

66

46

52

56

Student 20

76

88

92

68

72

74
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Pre-test

Post-Test

Delayed post-test

APPENDIX F
Pre-test, post-test and delayed-test scores of students in Group 2
Grammar

Vocabulary

Pre-test

Post-test

Delayed Test

Student 1

50

52

54

44

50

54

Student 2

64

68

64

60

72

76

Student 3

66

68

72

48

56

52

Student 4

62

66

68

54

68

74

Student 5

70

72

76

56

70

76

Student 6

74

76

78

68

76

80

Student 7

68

72

72

62

70

68

Student 8

58

64

68

58

66

70

Student 9

74

76

72

72

84

86

Student 10

76

78

80

70

86

88

Student 11

48

52

52

46

54

56

Student 12

62

66

68

76

90

92

Student 13

64

68

72

50

62

66

Student 14

78

80

82

74

84

88

Student 15

68

72

76

52

60

60

Student 16

74

76

72

66

78

84

Student 17

86

88

90

72

84

88

Student 18

44

52

56

40

48

52

Student 19

58

60

62

54

68

72

Student 20

78

80

82

56

72

74
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Post-Test

Delayed Test

APPENDIX G
Pre-test, post-test and delayed-test scores of students in Group 3
Grammar

Vocabulary

Pre-test

Post-test

Delayed Test

Student 1

62

76

80

56

70

74

Student 2

60

78

84

58

76

82

Student 3

50

64

62

50

62

62

Student 4

64

78

82

58

72

76

Student 5

58

74

78

54

68

72

Student 6

70

86

90

68

84

88

Student 7

68

80

86

62

78

84

Student 8

66

82

84

66

76

82

Student 9

76

92

94

70

88

92

Student 10

72

86

92

70

80

86

Student 11

56

70

74

56

68

72

Student 12

62

78

82

64

78

84

Student 13

48

54

54

48

60

60

Student 14

74

90

94

76

92

94

Student 15

70

86

90

70

86

92

Student 16

74

88

94

72

82

84

Student 17

78

94

96

78

92

94

Student 18

40

50

48

40

46

46

Student 19

54

68

60

50

64

62

Student 20

74

88

92

70

86

90
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Pre-test

Post-Test

Delayed Test

APPENDIX H
Speaking Rubric

Category

Contributes to the overall score (%)

Speech is clear

20

Effective use of grammar and vocabulary

20

Ideas are clear

20

The student exhibits automaticity

20

Pronunciation

10

The responses fulfill task demands

10
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