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ABSTRACT

Grammar teaching is one of the fields of study related to language-
oriented teaching. What grammar is and with what content and how it
should be taught has long been a matter of discussion both in linguistics
and in the field of educational science since the antique age. These issues
have been discussed in terms of linguistics and pedagogy. Grammar
teaching, which is sometimes seen as equivalent to language education,
has been accepted as a language teaching tool today. In this study,
current issues in mother tongue teaching are discussed and compared in
terms of different views. The results show that discussions on what
grammar is and with what content and how it should be taught remain
its currency. Theories that are at the center of current discussions are
generally discussed along with the application dimension. According to
the results obtained it has been seen that that many contemporary
grammar teaching approaches, especially functional grammar and
constructivism cannot be adequately reflected in the teaching processes.
Accordingly, it is revealed that although some current approaches are
put forward, language teachers cannot break away from traditional
practices for different reasons. It is seen as a necessity to show concrete
ways to practitioners in the field by synthesizing the views put forward
on grammar teaching.
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167 Discussions about grammar teaching today

Introduction

What grammar is and with what content and how it should be taught has long been
a matter of discussion both in linguistics and in the field of educational science. Many
linguistic and educational theories have been put forward about the philosophy on which
grammar teaching is based, the definition, scope, teaching approach, and methods of
grammar. In the literature today, while there remains no consensus on the necessity of
grammar teaching, the content, and the linguistics and teaching approach that should be
applied, there has been a shift in the perceptions of grammar as a goal in itself to being seen
as a tool for language use.

There are a variety of discussions on grammar in schools, but the general emphasis
is that grammar teaching should improve native language skills, contribute to critical
thinking processes, and support foreign language learning (Gelderen, 2010: 111). However,
there is a common understanding that grammar teaching should also not ignore social and
regional variations, and that rather than presenting the whole description of a language, it
should include studies that contribute to the development of students’ reading, listening,
speaking, and writing skills and their thinking processes. The onging discussions on
grammar teaching in the 21st century focus on:

a) The differences in policies or beliefs on which grammar teaching is based
b) The theory on which grammar is based and its definition, content, and scope
c) Learning approaches

d) The structure and implementation of the curriculum

These discussion topics are multifaceted and vary according to the understanding
taken as the basis in teaching. Gelderen (2006) states that discussions on grammar teaching
should be addressed from multiple perspectives and summarizes the views and contrasts in
the field as follows:

1. Inherent validity versus instrumental validity

2. explicit knowledge versus implicit knowledge

3. Product-oriented reflection versus process-oriented reflection

4. Prescriptive-deductive pedagogy versus descriptive/inductive pedagogy

5. Systematic curriculum versus incidental curriculum

Other contrasts include cultural values in mother tongue, sentence analysis, cross-
cultural comparisons, linguistic idioms (dialects, subdialects and written language),
sociolinguistics, comparison between native and foreigners, strategies for comperehension
and use of language, attitudes toward speakers of other languages and language other
variations, pragmatic aspects of everyday language use.

Given the range of discussion topics in grammar teaching, it is not easy to
scientifically reveal the place of grammar in mother tongue teaching. Leaving this aside,
grammar has historically been used in teaching to improve students’ language ability —
although this aim is wider in scope today — and to solve language problems, after reviewing

the practices and models related to grammar teaching, Fontich & Camps (2014) argue that
grammar teaching needs to do the following:
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a) Provide analytical tools to improve students' verbal use and analysis
b) Create a simple framework to ensure both functional and universal knowledge

This may not seem very easy because the various linguistic and educational theories
on the teaching of grammar evaluate these issues from different perspectives, offering a
variety of solutions and influencing global policies in different ways. Given this complexity,
this study will contribute to mother tongue education in schools today by revealing the
perspectives on which it is based in order to forward our understanding of current grammar
teaching around the world. The aim of this study is to present the controversial issues in
mother tongue grammar teaching and the lingusitic and educational theories on which they
are based. It is believed that such an analysis of the literature will provide policymakers,
academics, and educators with a perspective from which to devise the frameworks and tools
with which to address current issues in mother tongue grammar teaching in Turkey.

Beliefs and Policies Regarding Grammar Teaching

An historical examination of grammar teaching shows that different practices
emerged in line with policies developed on the basis of certain philosophical perspectives.
For example, during the Renaissance, learning grammar was seen as a condition for learning
the mother tongue and for understanding and interpreting high-level religious texts. This
was the same in the Ottoman Empire. Grammar teaching dominanted mother tongue
teaching, making the learning of grammar a goal in itself rather than a tool. Later, new
theories and approaches emerged and these were reflected in school grammar policies.
According to Hudson and Walmsley (2005), grammar teaching today is shaped by the
relationship between linguistic practice and politics, what society accepts, and external
social factors such as institutional trends. This has led today to two extreme perspectives on
grammar teaching:

a) Grammar does not contribute to learning the mother tongue and teaching it is
unnecessary.

b) Grammar learning has an important place in mother tongue teaching due to the
functions mentioned above.

Historically, there has been very little academic discussion in Turkey about whether
grammar is unnecessary. However, the issue of whether grammar teaching contributes to the
development of language skills has been a key discussion in academia around the world in
certain periods (Wyse, 2001: 422; Andrews et al. 2004; Negro & Chanquoy, 2005). For
example, in the USA in the 1960s, it was argued that teaching grammar was unnecessary
and, in particular, that it did not improve writing skills. It was even claimed that grammar
had a detrimental effect (Kolln & Hancock, 2005). Similar discussions were had in England,
and in the 1970s, grammar was replaced by literature in English language
curriculacurriculum (Hudson & Walmsley, 2005). Gelderen (2006) points to similar
ideological discussions in grammar teaching in the Netherlands and Finland. Perspectives
changed, however, these policies were replaced by the belief that grammar teaching is
important, particularly generative transformational grammar, and later new approaches
based on the functions of language began to be incorporated.
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It should be said that the issue remains unresolved and there are as many who believe
that grammar has an important place in mother tongue learning as there are those who do
not (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013). Tordior and Wesdrop (1979) examined 53 studies to
determine the contribution of grammar in the development of writing skills and found that
grammar teaching was particularly effective (cited by Gelderen, 2006: 49). Hudson and
Walmsley (2005: 594-595), who believe that grammar has an important place in mother
tongue learning and should be taught explicitly, list the reasons why students should learmn
grammar as:

1. Expanding the grammatical competencies that children will need in adulthood
2. Supporting students' speaking, writing, listening, and reading competencies

3. Supporting foreign language teaching

4. Developing students' thinking skills

5. Helping students to enhance their research skills

6. Enabling students to enjoy their own ideas

7. Making students aware of the languages spoken in their environment

Point 2 above includes two views related to grammar policy that grammar has a plae
in mother tongue education: a) form and accuracy in language, and b) usefulness in
language. Policy focused on language accuracy involves an approach in which the standard
language is correct and superior, while other language types are ignored. According to such
policies, the correct speech, writing, etc. are directly related to the correct use of the standard
language. In such an approach, the content is organized according to a single language type,
and lesson content focuses on form and accuracy. Based on prescriptive grammar, this view
holds that one language variation is superior to another and use of it can be either right or
wrong (McDonagh & Wilkinson, 2007). Any features that students have acquired that differ
from the standard are perceived as mistakes and teaching is based on revealing those
mistakes. In addition, written language is the main focus.

In descriptive grammar, on the other hand, language and the grammar in which its
rules are described are seen as a social phenomenon and the value of different language types
and language usage is accepted. This perspective brings the convenience and intelligibility
of a language to the fore and includes the social and historical status of language types. The
concept of right and wrong emerges in the use of language (McDonagh & Wilkinson, 2007).
It is an approach that highlights the use of language and therefore focuses on both written
and spoken language.

It is commonly accepted that policies affect beliefs and beliefs affect policies. Studies
in the literature show that the beliefs of policy makers, experts, teachers, students, the
general public, and even parents play an important role in grammar teaching. Worldwide,
politicians, experts, and the general public influence and direct the practice of grammar
teaching (Gordon, 2005). Examination of these studies shows that political beliefs affect
practices related to grammar teaching particularly in regard to the necessity or redundancy
of grammar, and the focus on form and accuracy of language or on its usefulness. One
example of this comes from New Zealand in the 1980s. The education committee put
forward a model based on a formal approach to grammar teaching that the public, politicians,
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academics, and teachers objected to and the policy was reversed. In the UK until 1960s,
school grammar policy was to teach correct sentence structures in written English (Myhill
& Jones, 2011). In the 1960s, this approach was replaced with creative writing and literature
and grammar teaching fell out of favor Hudson & Walmsley,2005). Later, grammar was
reintroduced by politicians who supported the teaching of correct English, citing failures in
mother tongue education (Paterson, 2010; Hudson & Walmsley, 2005). Bralich (2006) states
that parents and politicians believe that traditional grammar teaching is important because it
affects students’ success in central exams. Paterson (2010) argues that curriculum change is
sensitive to external influences and the political climate of the time is very important. Myhill
(2011) states that the general public and politicians tend to believe that grammar teaching
should be based on prescriptive grammar and the focus on accuracy (Jones, Myhill & Bailey,
2013). The reason why traditional grammar dominates education programs in the
Netherlands is argued to be the result of teachers, families, and authors adopting the
traditional grammar teaching approach (Myhill, 2010: 110). In the Australian example
above, even the press participated in the discussion. Accordingly, conservative views argued
that teachers could not teach the newly applied grammar correctly, while the politicians took
the opposite view in support of teachers in order to reassure the public (Horarik-Macken,
2012).

Hancock cites the US folk logic that grammar is about mistakes in language and
mistakes in language are related to grammar (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013). In his study
examining the social and political context of grammar teaching practices in New Zealand,
Gordon (2005), argues that grammar was reintroduced to the schools curriculum in the 1980s
as a result of the failure of prior policies. This led to big discussions between the general
public, politicians, and educators on what this would mean: which grammar and how much
would be taught? (Gordon, 2005).

Kolln & Hancock’s article (2005) is a striking example of how grammar in the United
States has been shaped by various linguistic theories and politics over the past century.
Crystal (2017) argues similarly for the UK, describing the left and right wing political
debates on grammar teaching that occurred in the 1990s. While those on the right focused
on correct English, those on the left argued that correctness in language politics is a tool for
the establishment that enables them to socially enslave children. Cosson (2007) relates the
situation in Brazil which turned into an ideological war, involving official policy makers,
media, families, educators, between those who defended the traditional approach and those
who defended the socio-interactive paradigm. Discussions on this issue have been so heated
in the literature that books have been published titled Grammer Wars (Mitchell, 2001),
Beyond the Grammar Wars (Locke, 2010), and 200 Years of Grammar (Walker, 2011).
These books describe how in various countries grammar is shaped by educators, the general
public, academics, and politics.

It is clear that the different values and beliefs about the meaning attributed to the
concept of grammar are the main source of discussions on grammar teaching. In fact, the
basis of political debates about grammar is about value judgments much higher than itself.
In other words, in a political sense, grammar teaching represents the beliefs and perceptions
of the political groups. That is, groups that are more traditionalist or policy-makers of the
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upper strata of society evaluate grammar in terms of accuracy. Socialist or left-wing groups
have an understanding that includes usage and language variations. For example, according
to the Queen’s English Society, which is responsible for preserving English in the UK,
grammar plays an important role in detecting errors (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013). Myhill
(2000) says that the subject of grammar teaching often tends toward polarities based on
political or ideological views. She argues that grammar teaching has lost its rationality due
to the decrease in moral standards, the need for order, and political authority.

The word grammar evokes concepts such as correct, good, and bad. It indicates
standards for judging a language or its users (Horarik-Macken, 2012). Looking at the history
of grammar teaching in the United States in the 1960s, this tradition was perceived as an
elite policy, promoting a single "correct" way for each rule or utterance, as traditional school
grammar was historically based on normative rules and regulated English standards. The
understanding based on the grammar of the standard language has been seen as a judgment
tool for students in the use of dialect, and teachers have been encouraged to understand the
legitimacy of the home language (Kolln &Hancock 2005).

However, the political understanding of and discussions about grammar are not
carried out in the same way in different countries. For example, in Germany and the
Netherlands, teaching grammar in the traditional sense is not seen as much of a
contradiction; it is perceived as part of the curriculum (Gelderen, 2006, 2010; Myhill &
Watson, 2014). There is a similar situation in Turkey. When we look at the history of Turkish
teaching, there was no discussion about grammar in terms of politics until 2005 (in terms of
content, approach, model, etc.). The understanding of grammar teaching was rearranged and
changed in the programs in 2005, and the understanding of teaching rules in primary
education was restricted, but it is controversial how much this understanding is reflected in
practice (Anilan, 2014).

Experts play an important role in grammar-related policies. Myhill and Watson
(2014) state that discussions about grammar turned into grammar wars regarding curricula
in English-speaking countries, a debate arising from the struggle between politicians and
professionals, and among professionals themselves (Myhill & Watson, 2014). One study
determined that despite the many studies and researches on grammar, grammar programs
serve the opinion of the policy-making experts of the period (Clark, 2010). The same is true
in Turkey. When examining the academic studies on grammar teaching since the 2000s and
the restructuring of education programs in Turkey, it is clear that these studies are mostly
shaped according to expert opinion, which is dominated by the constructivist approach,
which constitutes the official view. However, the results of research reveal that the
traditional method of grammar teaching is still carried out in schools and other approaches
to grammar teaching are little discussed, and grammar teaching by intuition is the solution
(Glines, 2013-a; Giines, 2013-b ; Anilan, 2014).

In addition to the political views of politicians, experts, and the general public, the
beliefs and perceptions of teachers and students have an impact on grammar learning and
in-class practices. In his study investigating secondary school teachers' beliefs on grammar
teaching in England, Watson (2015) found that teachers' beliefs about grammar affect their
classroom behaviors and practices. In a study looking at primary school teachers' practices
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in grammar teaching, Anilan (2014) found that perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes are related
to classroom practices. Yarrow (2007) states that when asked to prospective teachers, they
see grammar as confusing and difficult to understand. Giines (2013-b) states that studies on
grammar teaching in Turkey show that memorizing rules predominates and little attention
is paid to student psychology, causing anxiety in students toward grammar. Looking at
students’ views, Harris (1962: 51-52) found that grammar is demotivating and ranks last in
popularity of subjects taught in the mother tongue. Akay and Toraman (2015) say that
students' attitudes toward grammar in foreign language learning have an important place in
their classroom activities, motivations, and concerns about using their learning experiences.

Grammar Content and What It Is

One of the discussions about grammar teaching in the literature is about what
grammar is and what its content should be. Indeed, the definition of grammar and what and
how much to teach is an important issue as grammar is not just related to school. Different
perspectives in the field of linguistics play a role in understanding its scope and definition.
For example, structural linguistics sees grammar differently as do the generative and
functional currents in linguistics. Some models cover all areas of the language, some focus
on syntax or morphology, some deal with the rules of the language, while others emphasize
usage. While some prioritize written language, others may emphasize spoken language or
abstract grammar in the brain.

In addition to the theoretical dimension, what grammar is and its scope differs in
terms of the purpose for which it is used. That is, in instructional grammar, for instance,
does the description of a language or the scientific field reveals its rules or its use? Hartwell
(1985) says that grammar has five different meanings:

1. The set of patterns that a language's words form to construct and interpret larger
meanings.

2. The field of linguistics that attempts to describe, study, and formulate formal language.
3. Etiquette that dictates how to use language.
4. School grammar.
5. Stylistic grammar (the terms and concepts used to teach prose style).
Giines (2013-b) refers to Cuq’s (2003) categorization of grammar into four groups:
1. A set of regulatory principles and rules created to speak a language correctly
2. Educational activities examining the principles of a language, the art of speaking, and
writing correctly
3. A theory developed on the internal functions of language as well as a tool for observation
4. Descriptive, procedural, and conditional information about the language to be taught
The concept of instructional grammar considers why and for what purpose grammar
is taught. At first glance, the subject of why grammar will be taught contributes to listening,
reading, speaking, and writing skills, and grammar itself contributes to the development of
students' high-level thinking skills (Giines, 2013-a; Gilines 2013-b). However, although this
understanding is accepted, a complete unity has not been achieved in theory and practice.
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For example, from what perspective are these mother tongue skills developed? Secondly,
which grammar should be used and how much? The answer to the first question elicits the
prescriptive and descriptive grammar discussion about form and accuracy. As explained
above, prescriptive grammar gives importance to teaching the fixed, correct rules of a higher
language. Rules for how to use the language are determined and grammar usage is seen as
"right" or "wrong". The important thing here is to correct students’ mistakes according to
the upper language form. In this approach, analysis and decomposition exercises and
activities are important as a teaching method.

Descriptive grammar aims to describe how language is used as accurately and
comprehensively as possible. In this approach, any language form is likely to acquire
superior status, and non-linguistic social and historical factors play an important role in
obtaining this status. Language can be studied from both written and oral or even combined
perspectives (McDonagh & Wilkinson, 2007). In addition, it takes into account that a
language may have different variants (social and regional dialects, for example).

The answer to the second question, that is, how much grammar should be taught,
also differs according to the theoretical approach. Traditional grammar, new grammar,
language awareness, and generative transformational grammar all approach these issues
differently. So the underlying understanding of grammar affects the content and scope.
However, the general view of the experts in grammar teaching today is that rather than a
grammar which only includes the descriptions of rules and exercises and activities related
to them, grammar should be taught from literary works as well as functionally from the
reflection of cultural and social differences in the language and language variations besides
sentence and word analysis (Hudson & Walmsley, 2005; Gelderen, 2006; McDonagh &
Wilkinson, 2007; Yarrow, 2007; Cosson, 2007; Paterson, 2010; Giines, 2013-b; Fontich &
Camps, 2014).

Gelderen (2010: 112) states that three perspectives are dominant: 1) the formal
perspective for teaching the direct word and sentence rules of the language, 2) the semantic
perspective in which the meaning of the words and sentences of the language is taught by
taking into account the context and out of context, and 3) communicative context, the
pragmatic perspective for the functions of language use. He adds that they can be classified
in two ways as declarative knowledge and predictive knowledge.

Another problem with content in grammar teaching is related to terms and
definitions. These problems can be summarized as follows:

1. Definition and term differences
2. Which and the number of terms and definitions
3. How to teach terms and definitions

Definition and term differences are also related to grammatical description and
model. The terms and definitions of a language approach based on grammar teaching are
also reflected in education. For example, programs based on traditionalist, structuralist, or
generative transformative grammar define it according to their own foundations and
understandings. In Turkey, unity in understanding of terms and definitions in traditional
Turkish grammar has not been achieved and differences remain even in traditional grammar
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teaching. This is also refelcted in education. Although differences in definitions and terms
are related to a particular grammar description and model, even in traditional teaching, for
example, what one expert calls an adjective phrase another calls a noun phrase without a
suffix, and this can be reflected in the curricula in different ways in different periods
(Pehlivan, 2003). In fact, in teacher training programs, the description of grammar and the
Ministry of National Education (MoNE) description of grammar may not match (Pehlivan,
2003; Bulut, 2014).

A separate problem that has emerged through all these discussions is how many
definitions and terms should be included in grammar teaching, particularly in primary
education. Those who teach implicit grammar tend to favor keeping the number of
definitions and terms to a minimum. Those who supportt explicit instruction, on the other
hand, tend to give a greater number of terms and definitions. While how to teach terms and
definitions is related to grammar teaching approaches, the following can be said: In current
grammar teaching in schools, the understanding is dominated by teaching the functions of
grammar rules together with context, rather than giving comprehensive definitions of
grammar terms.

Grammar Teaching Approach

Over time, various opinions in linguistic and educational sciences have been put
forward about the teaching approach of grammar. Since there are different ways of learning
about grammar teaching, the grammar teaching approach, like the concept of grammar itself,
has not been clearly defined. There are many approaches in the literature to grammar
teaching which can be categorized under two general headings. The first of these is teaching
grammar with an explicit understanding (explicit learning), and the second is teaching
grammar in an implicit way (implicit learning). Another related issue is whether the teaching
of grammar should be inductive or deductive. In fact, it is necessary to evaluate the theories
related to mother tongue and foreign language acquisition to determine an approach to teach
grammar. While someargue that the rules should be given with a clear understanding, others
propose applying the process of mother tongue acquisition to teaching language
(Krashen,1981; Ellis; 2006; Ellis, 2015; Rebuschat, 2015).

Explicit learning or explicit grammar teaching is based on the direct teaching of the
rules of the language. The most familiar explicit learning method is the traditional grammar
approach. However, today, explicit grammar teaching cannot be explained only with the
traditional approach. Rather, explicit knowledge is a concept other than traditional grammar
learning. In traditional grammar teaching, explicit teaching is also essential. It is based on
the direct teaching of the rules of the language, but when the literature is examined, it can
be said that the traditional approach is not accepted by many academics today (Hudson &
Walmsley, 2005; Gelderen, 2006; Fontich & Camps, 2014). The language rules taught in
traditional grammar teaching remain abstract and are not functional (McDonagh &
Wilkinson, 2007) and therefore they do not reflect on language use, they ignore the cultural
elements of the language, have little contribution to foreign language teaching, offer learning
away from the language need and use of the student, and negatively affect students' attitudes.
Therefore, it differs from modern metacognitive explicit grammar teaching (Gelderen,
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Couzijn & Hendrix, 2000). Also, traditional grammar teaching does not look at language
from a system point of view; it does not analyze language in a holistic system. Carter (1990:
104-107) summarizes the deficiencies of traditional grammar teaching as follows:

° Defining and classifying grammatical forms without real, efficient use, often as
discrete elements

° The process of teaching and memorizing grammatical facts, including meta-
grammar, through numerous exercises and transference

° Cognitively demanding methods, suitable for academically successful students that
do not develop cognitive writing ability (Allford, 2003)

What is meant by explicit teaching today is the explicit teaching of the structural,
semantic, and usage-related components of a language and the role that language plays in
human life. Explicit knowledge is declarative knowledge about language and its use. Explicit
grammar teaching refers to learning grammar rules in accordance with the purpose in order
to use the language components efficiently and correctly (Ling, 2015). In explicit grammar
teaching, it is assumed that students need metacognitive language and clear rules that explain
how to apply the learned concepts (Gelderen, 2010: 111). With metacognitive grammar,
student needs and what is important in using the language have gained importance. Explicit
knowledge refers to explicit knowledge of the phonetic, lexical, morphological, syntactic
usage, and socio-critical features of language.

Metacognitive grammar is based on a clear demonstration of the rules and functions
of the language. It emphasizes that knowledge about language (meta-linguistic knowledge)
should be handled in the same way as the human conceptualization process. Through
language, people develop the ability to perceive the world, to conceptualize language
consisting of language. According to N. Ellis (2015: 14), this explicit memory also guides
the conscious construction of new linguistic expressions through analogy processes. The
teaching of formulas, patterns, exercises, and pedagogical grammar rules all contribute to
the formation of implicit learning later on. In this understanding:

1. The use of language in speaking and writing should be emphasized.
2. All kinds of texts should be considered in teaching, not just literary texts.
3. Descriptive rather than prescriptive grammar should be taught.

4. Rules should be taught explicitly rather than implicitly (Hudson & Walmsley, 2004;
Gelderen, 2006).

Today, the concept of metacognitive grammar is known by different names in the
field of psycholinguistics and education. In the literature, the concepts of explicit grammar,
knowledge about language, language awareness, and focus on form terms are mostly used
in relation to metacognitive grammar. This study will try to reveal and explain language
awareness for explicit grammar teaching in the modern sense as this is not currently accepted
in practice in mother tongue education in Turkey. Language awareness is defined as clear
knowledge about language, language learning, language teaching, conscious perception, and
sensitivity in language use (Association for Language Awareness). Language awareness
based on Halliday's theory is based on systematic and functional linguistics. According to
Halliday, there is a need for functions rather than structures, meaning rather than syntax,
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language as a flexible structure rather than specific rules, and text-oriented grammar rather
than sentences. This approach differs from grammar in the traditional sense by presenting a
functional-purpose meta-language, talking and discussing on meaning from the word level
to the text level (Jones & Chen, 2016).

Today, although a contentious issue, many authors in the literature argue that
traditional grammar does not meet the language needs of learners, so an approach based on
language awareness should be applied as an alternative. In fact, it is the failures in mother
tongue and foreign language teaching that have led to the emergence language awareness
(Hudson & Walmsley, 2005). James and Garrett (1992) mention five main areas that justify
the application of knowledge of language:

(1) Affective domain: attitude formation and motivation and curiosity development
(1)  Social space: promoting social cohesion in multilingual/multicultural contexts

(iii)  Power: the liberation of the individual from the pressures and manipulations of
language use

(iv)  Cognitive domain: development of linguistic and general skills, particularly in
relation to language learning and use

(v) Performance: developing an effective language proficiency
In language awareness:
1. Language is a system of interrelated components.
2. Language is not a static but a changing phenomenon.
3. Language is a signification process.
4. Language should be explained not only in terms of structure but also in terms of usage.

5. The student should be aware of the social and cultural context and language diversity in
which the language is located.

Language awareness is primarily viewed as an interrelated system. In this system,
the structure, meaning, and use of language are intertwined. It views language as a system
in which meanings are created. In this approach, language is not a static phenomenon but a
changing system and this change should be shown to the student because the interpretation
becomes concrete when this change is recognized. In addition, it should be clearly shown to
the student how signification is carried out in language analysis. Therefore, descriptive
activities and out-of-context teaching should be avoided in grammar teaching and language
should be approached as an intertwined and interrelated system (White, 2000).

The purpose of language awareness is to be consciously aware of the working order
of the language. In order to be an effective language user, the student should be able to
analyze and describe the language correctly. Language awareness is based on a clear
demonstration of the rules and functions of the language that enable students to use the
language. According to Hicks-Donmall (1985), language awareness is based on a conscious
awareness of the nature of language and its role in human life. Language awareness includes
taking into account the relations between languages, children’s language development, the
nature of social relations, personality and language preference, individual and social
bilingual or multilingualism, language variations, language use in social control, and the
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contribution to mother tongue and foreign language teaching. (Tulasiewicz, 2000; Hudson
& Walmsley, 2005). Language awareness should include:

1. Being aware of the features of the language,

2. Being aware of the place of language in culture,

3. Being conscious about the language forms used,

4. Awareness of the relationships between ideology and language (Carter,1990; 1997).

These explanations suggest that, through language awareness, the student first
becomes aware of the function and use of language. Therefore, unlike traditional grammar
teaching, they learn the functions of the language consciously and in connection with real
life. This is done by talking about and discussing language. Discussion about language also
contributes to the student's ability to think critically. In addition, with language awareness,
the student internalizes the cultural and related usage dimension of the language. The student
is able to develop a positive attitude toward cultural differences by learning that there are
different languages and language variations (dialects, multiculturalism, etc.) and their usage
areas by drawing attention to and discussing different cultural and social uses. Awareness
of the rules and operation of their own language and the different working order of different
languages also contributes to foreign language teaching. In practice, students who are
consciously aware of the functioning of language without memorizing the spelling, word
pronunciation, semantic appearance, and usage situation becomes aware of the same or
similar processes while learning another language, so that they can operate the language
learning mechanism consciously (Gelderen, Couzijn & Hendrix, 2000).

The content of grammar teaching based on language awareness sees language as a
changing phenomenon, as a systematic structure consisting of the sound, structure, meaning,
and usage of the language, including its social and cultural elements. In this structure, visuals
such as writing, pictures, and photographs are also meaning carriers. In the analysis,
sentences and texts showing the personal, social, and cultural context are used. Stagnant,
boring, and meaningless analyzes of grammar detached from these contexts make no sense.
White (2000) argues that a grammar teaching based on language awareness should consist
of six interrelated parts: graphology, phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics,
pragmatics. In such a model, the personal, social, and cultural dimensions of the language
are included.

The teacher and student, classroom practices, and assessment and evaluation system
(eg central exams) are effective in grammar teaching, but the most important factor is the
curricula and the philosophy underlying it (Anilan, 2014). While different countries apply
different curricula and practices related to language awareness, the scope generally focuses
on the above-mentioned topics. To give an example, in the Netherlands in 1993, language
awareness according to the language awareness approach is presented in 5 categories in the
primary education mother tongue education program: 1. Sounds and structure of language,
2. Various texts and use of language, 3. Language variations, 4. Vocabulary and 5. Word
classifications and sentence analysis (Gelderen, Couzijn & Hendrix, 2000). The primary
education program in England was also created to support similar content (Paterson, 2010;
Clark, 2010).
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The primary education mother tongue curriculum in Australia is divided into three:
literature, literacy, and language awareness. In the language awareness section, the structure
of the language and the meaning-making process are examined from a social and cultural
point of view (Horarik-Macken, Love & Horarik, 2018). Hawkins (1984), in hir book
Awareness of Language, lists the benefits of the language awareness-based program as
follows:

(1) Encouraging students to discuss and ask questions about language,

(i)  Language origin, language change, dialects, borrowing etc. to provide answers to
questions,

(iii))  Building a bridge in terms of language teaching in primary and secondary education,

(iv)  Bridging the gap between different aspects of language education (between
English/foreign languages and minority languages).

(v)  Promoting respect for linguistic diversity and reduce language biases,

(vi)  Developing foreign language learning skills by giving students the ability to analyze
and compare language patterns,

(vii) Providing an understanding of spelling and the distinction between written and
spoken language by comparing orthographic traditions.

Today, there is another rather controversial understanding apart from explicit
learning. This understanding is based on the implicit teaching of grammar. The starting point
is that individuals acquire their mother tongue as a basis. N. Ellis (2015) emphasizes that
mother tongue acquisition occurs implicitly without a specific learning goal. During the
acquisition of the mother tongue, a child first learns the rules unconsciously and after making
it conscious, applies it to different situations. However, it should be noted here that Ellis
argues that language acquisition can be accelerated by explicit learning. Richards and
Schmid (2010: 274) define implicit knowledge as unspoken, intuitive knowledge,
knowledge that people (behaviors, judgments about grammar, etc.) have intuitively but
cannot express. In this sense, implicit knowledge contrasts with explicit knowledge, which
can be verbalized. Gelderen (2006) argues that explicit grammar teaching — whether
traditional or rule-awareness — doesn't work when looking at students' language use. Instead,
implicit grammar teaching is advocated. The author points out that there are five different
forms of diminutive in the Dutch language, and although they are not taught in school, they
are used properly by children. Implicit grammar is unconscious and procedural and can only
be expressed verbally if made explicit. It is thought that implicit learning provides fast and
easily accessible, fluent communication (Ellis, 2006). Here, procedural knowledge is
consciously used to mean unknown knowledge (Richards & Schmid, 2010: 156). In her
experimental study, Wong (2004) investigated whether structured input and explicit
information were effective during learning sentence.. Her study revealed that there was no
difference between the control group and the experimental group in terms of explicit
instruction. Experimental groups that receive explicit information alone have less success in
interpretation and production tests. According to Krashen (1981), an advocate of implicit
learning over explicit learning, believes explicit grammar teaching is not sufficient in using
language structures. Language cannot be developed by giving structural information about
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it. Knowledge and acquisition exist as different systems in the brain and there is no
connection between them. Language learning is an acquisition process and requires time and
readiness (Krashen, 1981).

R. Ellis (1994: 355-356) mentions that there are two types of implicit knowledge, the
first being consist of ready-made chuncks of language, which he calls formulaic knowledge,
and the other is rule-based implicit knowledge that consists of internalized, generalized, and
abstract structures. A further distinction in relation to implicit learning and explicit learning
is the induction and deduction method. In the inductive method, the student is first exposed
to examples about the grammar rule and is then expected to make their own metacognitive
generalization about the rule. In the end, the rule may or may not be made explicit.

Learning is unconscious. In teaching, it focuses on understanding and fluency rather
than form, and attaches importance to the functions of language in communication. The main
purpose here is to understand what the grammar rules of the students are and the role of
language elements in realizing functional and communicative purposes. Context is important
when learning grammar and is based on a text-based approach (Pongpairoj, 2004; Uyumaz
& Bayat, 2020: 259-280). According to the understanding of grammar teaching in Turkey,
teaching grammar by intuition, especially with reference to texts, in other words, induction
of the rule based on texts and examples. Of course, although the practice in Turkey is based
on induction, it doesn’t completely reject deduction. Giines (2013-a), while explaining the
intuition method, says, “Information about the structure of language, operations and rules
cannot be conveyed to students like verbal information. Students explore them through
activities of various experimental types, just like scientific knowledge. In this process, they
try to understand the functions and general rules of the language. These operations are
combined with the inductive model, but deductive thinking is also felt.”

In the deductive method, as opposed to induction, information about language
structure is clearly presented to the student and teaching is conscious and systematic. After
the grammatical structure is clearly presented, the situation or examples are given (Giines,
2013-b). However, it is not clear whether the inductive or deductive approach should be
used in grammar teaching today. While some researchers talk of the success of the inductive
method, others argue for the usefulness of the deductive method (Ellis, 2006).

As a result, different arguments about both implicit and explicit teaching are still
being discussed today, and studies on the nature of language learning continue. Some
researchers make arguments in favor of implicit teaching, while others argue in favor of
explicit teaching. However, questions remain that need to be answered by both positions.
Hulstijn (2015: 25-46) states that there are inadequacies in the evidence of the arguments
put forward to explain the nature of grammar teaching today. The complexity of the
language, the fact that children cannot learn some language forms at school, individual
differences in acquiring language, the complexity of the brain, theories about learning see
reality differently, etc. indicates that it is effective. In addition, there is an approach that
states that it can be used implicitly and explicitly according to its place. Derewianka (2012),
for example, says that it would be more appropriate to use an approach in which the two
methods are used together, depending on the place. Perhaps the answer to the question about
whether explicit knowledge or implicit teaching are more beneficial when used together
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should be sought in the interface hypothesis. According to this hypothesis, there are three
situations. In the claim that there is no interface, explicit and tacit knowledge are different,
and there is no conversion of explicit knowledge into implicit knowledge. There is an
interface, on the other hand, that argues that explicit knowledge becomes implicit knowledge
if students have ample opportunities for communicative practice. Another argument is the
weak interface possition. The weak interface possition claims that explicit knowledge can
turn into implicit knowledge if the student is ready to acquire the targeted feature and realizes
a set of basic acquisition processes (Ellis, 2006). Pongpairoj (2004) emphasizes that when
the two approaches are used together, the explicit teaching approach raises the student's
awareness of a particular grammatical structure, while the implicit approach can encourage
the student to understand how to use form in communicative texts.

Structure of Curricula and Grammar

Curricula, methods, and techniques used in teaching, tools, and materials, teacher's
plans, applications, and evaluation strategies also play an important role in effective
grammar teaching (Anilan, 2014). The philosophy the curriculum is based on and the
learning, teaching, and assessment approaches it depends on play an important role in
grammar teaching. Another important point is the program design model. That is, the
perspectives of the programs that are the basis of one of the educational philosophies of
perennialism, essentialism, reconstructionism, and progressivism differ. For example, in the
program based on the philosophy of perennialism, a structure based on accuracy, a single
and unchangeable standard written language is dominant in grammar teaching. In a program
based on the philosophy of progressivism, grammar teaching should offer a structure that is
related to life, bringing the functional aspects of language to the fore. In addition, curricula
design models also affect grammar teaching. In a subject-centered, goal-centered, or
competency-based program, the content of grammar, teaching, and assessment approaches
and the possibilities offered in practice differ. When this issue is evaluated in relation to
Turkey, for example, the understanding of constructivism, which has been applied since the
2000s, is also reflected in the grammar teaching in the programs. The understanding of
grammar teaching with the aim of developing language problems and thinking is the
reflection of the approach that suggests following an inductive path based on intuition and
less on content.

Gelderen (2006) mentions two types of programs in grammar teaching. Incidental
program and systematic program. In the systematic program, the grammatical content is
given with a certain systematic. How the content will be delivered is also predetermined
cyclical or linear. Grammar teaching is viewed more as explicit instruction. In the incidental
curriculum, the systematic about grammar teaching is looser. Topics take place according to
context. In teaching, a cyclical content and inductive method come to the fore. Grammar
teaching should be aimed at solving language problems.

The current situation in the world today is that there are differences between the
official programs and the curricula implemented in many countries. There are two main
reasons for this. The first is that the theoretical understanding underlying the program is not
well understood in practice or the theory is not valid in practice (Mulder, 2011; Fontich,
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2014; Milian, 2015; Rijt &Coppen, 2017; Myhill, 2018; Rijt, Swart & Coppen, 2019;
Benzer, 2019;). The other reason is that this theoretical understanding is due to differences
in belief between politics, academics, teachers, the press, and families (Borg, 2003; Devos
& Vooren, 2014; Crystal, 2017; Boivin, 2018; Horarik-Macken, Love & Horarik, 2018).
The official curriculum remains on paper. As a result, compliance with the program cannot
be achieved either in practice or in teaching materials, and, in practice, the traditional
understanding still maintains its place in grammar teaching and cannot be changed (Couzijn
& Hendrix, 2000; Fontich & Camps, 2014; Gelderen, Hlebec, 2017; Rijt, Swart & Coppen,
2019).

Conclusion

Grammar teaching, which is one of the oldest issues of language teaching, is still
controversial today. Discussions focus on what grammar is and its content, and what kind
of learning path should be followed in its teaching. However, the inconsistency of grammar
teaching policy and practice, curriculum approach, practice and evaluation approaches are
still the focus of discussions in grammar teaching (Crystal, 2017). Teachers' knowledge of
current practice can also be added to these discussions (Borg, 2003). However, it should be
noted here that in the historical process, there has been an evolution from teaching grammar
as the purpose of language learning to contribute to the child's thinking skills with reading,
writing, listening and speaking skills by focusing on the functions of language. Today, no
one equates learning grammar with learning a language anymore. However, although
everyone talks about a functional grammar, there are opinions that it is not clear what this
type of teaching is (Crystal, 2017).

A further point regarding grammar teaching is the inconsistency of theory and
practice. Data revealed by theorists does not always come to life in practice because theorists
and practitioners' expectations and beliefs and student needs are not always in line.
Therefore, the views put forward by theory either remain abstract in practice or remain on
paper because it is not thoroughly understood or even properly known. Some studies support
this idea (Anilan, 2014; Crystal, 2017; Coppen & Rijt, 2017; Rijt, Swart & Coppen, 2019;).
Rijt, Swart and Coppen (2019) say that grammar teaching today is problematic because the
data of theoretical linguistics does not match policy and classroom practice. The fact that
theory often does not find a place in practice causes both functionality not to be adopted in
the classroom and the continuation of traditional grammar. What needs to be done in this
regard is to offer a solution by bringing together educational science, linguists, and
practitioners.

In parallel with the ongoing developments in mother tongue education in Turkey, it
would be beneficial to synthesize the practices around the world and to organize it with an
approach that takes into account the 2 1st century human competencies. There also needs to
be consideration of a teaching based on the beliefs of the policy, teachers, students, and even
parents on this issue. In short, there is a need for a contemporary grammar teaching that does
not exclude tradition. The total exclusion of the traditional approach would mean pursuing
policy that will not be implemented, and teaching based on the opposite tradition will not be
an effective tool in raising individuals equipped with today's language competencies.
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MAKALE BILGISI OZET

Gelis 29.12.2021 Dil dgretimi ile ilgili ¢alisma alanlarindan birini de dilbilgisi 6gretimi
Kabul 26.04.2022 olusturmaktadir. Antik dénemden itibaren dilbilgisi 6gretiminin nasil ve
Doi:10.31464/jlere.1050268 hangi yontemle yapilmasi gerektigi konusunda birgok goriis ileri

stirilmiistiir. Bu goriisler hem dilbilimsel hem de egitimbilimsel agidan
ele alinarak tartigilmistir. Kimi zaman dil egitimiyle esdeger goriilen
Anahtar kelimeler: dilbilgis? Ogretimi, gﬁnﬁn.lﬁz'de' Qil 6gr§timinin bir‘ araci olarak kabul
Dilbilgisi Gretimi, edilmistir. Bu ¢alismada dilbilgisi 6gretimine yonelik giincel tartismalar
dilbilgisi Ggretim yontemleri, ele alinmis, farkl goriisler birlikte degerlendirilerek karsilastirilmistir.
dilbilgisi 6gretim yaklasimlar: Elde edilen sonuglar, dilbilgisi dgretiminin nasil ve hangi ydntemle
yapilmasi gerektigi konusunun giincelligini korudugunu goéstermektedir.
Giincel tartigmalarin odaginda yer alan kuramlar genellikle uygulama
boyutuyla birlikte tartisilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar -basta islevsel
dilbilgisi ve yapilandirmacilik olmak tizere- birgok ¢agdas dilbilgisi
Ogretimi yaklagiminin dgretim siireglerine yeterince yansitilamadigini
ortaya koymaktadir. Alanda kimi giincel yaklasimlarin ileri siiriilmesine
karsin dil 6gretmenlerinin geleneksel uygulamalardan farkli nedenlerden
dolay1 kopamadigi goriilmektedir. Dilbilgisi 6gretimi {izerine ileri
stirlilen goriislerin sentezlenerek sahadaki uygulayicilara somut yollar
gosterilmesi bir gereksinim olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Yayin Etigi Beyam Bu ¢aligma bilimsel yayn etigine uygun olarak yapilmistir.
Yazarlarin Katki Oram Makale ilk agamadan son agsamaya kadar iki yazar tarafindan ortak bigimde
olusturulmustur.
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Giris

Dilbilgisinin ne oldugu, hangi icerikle ve nasil 6gretilmesi gerektigi 6teden beri hem
dilbilimde hem de egitim bilimi alaninda tartisma konusudur. Bu tartigsmalar 1s181nda tarih
boyunca dilbilgisi 6gretiminin dayandig1 felsefe, dilbilgisinin tanimi, kapsami, 6gretim
yaklagimi, yontemleri ile ilgili birgok goriis ortaya atilmis, birgok dilbilim ve egitim kuram1
bunlar1 ortaya koymaya calismistir. Gilinimiizde de durum farkli degildir. Dilbilgisi
ogretiminin gerekliligi, neyi igermesi, dilbilgisi 6gretiminde hangi dilbilim ve 6gretim
yaklasiminin uygulanmasi gerektigiyle ilgili bir uzlag1 olmamakla birlikte, tarihsel stiregte
alanyazinda dilbilgisinin amag olarak algilanmasindan bir arag olarak goriilmesine dogru bir
seyir aldig1 sdylenebilir.

Glintimiizde okullardaki dilbilgisi ile ilgili ¢esitli goriis ve tartismalar olsa da
okullardaki dilbilgisi 6gretiminin anadili becerilerini gelistirmesi, elestirel diistinme
stireclerine katki saglamasi, yabanci dil 6grenimini desteklemesi gerekliligi iizerinde
durulmaktadir (Gelderen, 2010: 111). Bununla birlikte dilbilgisinin sosyal ve bolgesel
degiskeleri de goz ard1 etmemesi gerektigi, bir dilin tiim betimlemesinin yerine 6grencinin
okuma, dinleme, konusma ve yazma becerilerinin gelistirilmesi, 0grencinin diisiinme
siireclerine katki saglayacak ¢alismalara yer verilmesi seklinde ortak bir anlayis vardir. 21.
ylizyildaki dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili tartigmalar heniiz son bulmamistir. Bu konudaki
siiregelen tartigmalar,

a) Dilbilgisi 6gretiminin dayandigi politika veya inanc¢lardaki farklilik,

b) Dilbilgisinin dayandigi kuram ve buna bagli olarak tanimy, icerigi veya kapsami,
¢) Ogrenme yaklasimi,

d) Ogretim programlarinin yapisi ve uygulama iizerinde yogunlagsmaktadir.

Bu tartisma konular1 ¢ok yonlii olup ogretimde temel alinan anlayisa gore
degismektedir. Gelderen (2006) de dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili tartismalarin ¢ok yonlii ele
alimmas1 gerektigini belirtmis, alandaki goriis ve karsitliklari su sekilde 6zetlemistir:

1. Dogal gegerlilik (inherent validity), ara¢sal gegerlilik (instrumental validity) karsithgi.

2. Agik veya belirtik bilgi (explicit knowledge), ortiik bilgi (implicit knowledge) karsithg.
3. Uriin odakli dilbilgisi (product-oriented reflection), siire¢ odakli dilbilgisi (process-
oriented reflection) karsitligi.

4.Y dnlendirilmis/tiimdengelimci pedagoji (prescriptive-deductive pedagogy),
betimleyici/tiimevarimci pedagoji (descriptive/inductive pedagogy) karsitligi.

5. Sistematik miifredat (systematic curriculum), rastlantisal miifredat (incidental

curriculum) karsithigi.

6. Diger karsitliklar: Ornegin; anadilinde kiiltiirel degerler, ciimle analizi, kiiltiirler arasi
karsilagtirmalar, dilbilimsel deyisler (Iehgeler, agizlar ve yazi dili), toplum dilbilim, anadili
ve yabanci arasinda karsilastirma, dili kavrama ve kullanma stratejileri, diger dil/(diger
degiske) konusmacilarina yonelik tutumlar, giinliik dil kullaniminin pragmatik yonleri.
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Dilbilgisi 6gretiminde yukarida siralanan tartigma konularina bakildiginda anadili
ogretiminde dilbilgisinin yerini bilimsel olarak ortaya koymak ¢ok kolay degildir.

Dilbilgisinin anadili egitiminde etkisinin olup olmadig1 bir yana birakilirsa tarih
boyunca dilbilgisi, 6gretimdeki yerini temelde O6grencinin dil yetenegini gelistirmek—
giinlimiizde bu ama¢ daha genis kapsamda olsa da- ve dil sorunlarin1 ¢6zmek amaciyla
almistir, (Fontich & Camps, 2014) dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili uygulama ve modelleri gézden
gecirdikten sonra giinlimiizde dilbilgisi gretiminin su sorunlara ¢6ziim bulmasi gerektigini
sOylemektedir:

a) Ogrencilerin sézel kullanimlarin1 ve inceleme yapmalarmi gelistirecek analitik
araclar saglama,

b) Edinilen bilginin hem islevsel hem de evrensel olmasini saglamak i¢in basit bir
cerceve olusturma.

Fontich & Camps'm (2014) bahsettigi sorunlara ¢6ziim yolu bulmak ¢ok da kolay
degildir, ¢iinkii diinyada dilbilgisi 6gretimine degisik politikalar, anlayislar etki etmekte,
konuya dilbilim ve egitimbilimi kuramlar: farkli agilardan bakmakta, farkli ¢6ztimler ortaya
koymaktadir. Bu bakis acisiyla giinlimiizde diinyada dilbilgisi 6gretiminin hangi anlayisla
uygulandiginin, hangi bakis agilarini yansittiginin goriilmesi okullardaki anadili egitimine
katki saglayacaktir. Bu calismanin amaci, gliniimiizde; alanyazinda gelinen asamada anadili
ogretiminde dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili tartigmali konular1 ve bunlarin dayandigi temelleri
sunmaktir. Alanyazindaki tartigmalarin ortaya konmasinm, Tiirkiye’de anadili egitiminde
dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili sorunlarin ¢6ziimiinde politika {iretenlere, akademisyenlere ve
egitimcilere katki saglayacagina inanilmaktadir.

Dilbilgisi Ogretimi ile ilgili inang ve Politikalar

Tarih boyunca dilbilgisi 6gretimi incelendiginde birtakim inanglara bagli olarak
gelistirilen politikalar dogrultusunda farkli uygulamalarin ortaya ¢iktig1 goriilmektedir.
Ornegin, Ronesans’ta dilbilgisi 6grenme, anadili 6grenmenin kosulu olarak goriilmektedir.
Yiiksek seviyedeki dini metinleri anlama ve yorumlama dilbilgisi ile iligkilidir. Osmanli’da
da durum bdyledir. Dilbilgisi 6gretimi anadili 6gretiminde basat konumdadir. Bu anlayista
dilbilgisi 6grenmenin bir ara¢ degil amag¢ olduguna inanilmaktadir. Daha sonralar1 degisik
kuram ve yaklasimlar ortaya c¢ikmis ve bunlar da okullardaki dilbilgisi politikalarina
yansimistir. Hudson & Walsley'ye (2005) gore gilinlimiizde dilbilgisi 6gretimi, dilbilimsel
uygulamayla politika, toplumun kabulleri ve kurumsal egilimler gibi digsal sosyal faktorler
arasindaki iligkilerin etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Bu agidan bakildiginda dilbilgisi 6gretimi
ile ilgili iki farkli u¢ politikanin oldugu sdylenebilir:

a) Dilbilgisinin anadili 6grenmede katkis1 yoktur ve bunu 6gretmek gereksizdir,
b) Dilbilgisi 6grenmenin yukarida belirtilen islevlerinden dolay1 anadili 6gretiminde 6nemli
bir yeri vardir.

Tiirkiye’de tarihsel siiregte dilbilgisi 6gretiminin gereksiz oldugu ile ilgili -bu
calisma yapilirken- akademik anlamda pek bir tartisma bulunmasa da diinyada bu durum
cok tartisilmis, bazi donemlerde de dilbilgisinin dil becerilerini gelistirmede katkis1 olmadigi
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goriisleri ortaya atilmistir (Wyse 2001: 422; Andrews vd. 2004, Negro & Chanquoy, 2005,).
Omegin, ABD’de 1960’larda dilbilgisinin dgretiminin gereksiz oldugu &zellikle yazma
becerisini gelistirmedigi yoniinde goriisler ortaya atilmis hatta dilbilgisinin zararh etkisi
oldugu iddia edilmistir (Kolln & Hancock, 2005). Ingiltere’de de benzer tartismalar
yasanmis, 1970’11 yillardaki programlarda dilbilgisinin yerini edebiyat almistir (Hudson ve
Walmsley, 2005). Gelderen (2006), Hollanda’da ve Finlandiya’da da ingiltere’deki gibi
dilbilgisi 6gretiminde ideolojiyle ilgili karsit ve yandas tartismalarin varligindan soz
etmektedir. Daha sonra bu politikalar yerini dilbilgisi 6gretiminin énemli oldugu inancina
birakmis, tiretken doniisimli dilbilgisi, sonralar1 da dilin islevlerine yonelen yaklagimlar
ogretimde yerini almigtir.

Burada su sdylenebilir, dilbilgisinin anadili 6greniminde yerinin énemli olduguna
inananlar da inanmayanlar kadar ¢coktur (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013). Tordior ve Wesdrop
(1979), dilbilgisinin yazma becerisinin gelistirilmesine yonelik katkisini belirlemek i¢in 53
caligmay1 incelemis, dilbilgisi 6gretiminin 6zellikle yazma 6gretiminde etkili oldugunu
bulmustur (Akt. Gelderen, 2006: 49). Dilbilgisinin anadili 6greniminde yerinin 6énemli
olduguna ve belirtik olarak 6gretilmesi gerektigine inanan Hudson & Walmsley (2005: 594-
595), 6grencilerin neden dilbilgisi 6grenmesi gerektigini su sekilde siralar:

1. Cocuklarin yetiskinlikte lazim olacak dilbilgisel yetkinliklerini genisletmek,
2. Ogrencilerin konusma, yazma, dinleme ve okuma yetkinliklerini desteklemek,
3. Yabanci dil 6gretimini desteklemek,

4. Ogrencilerin diisiinme becerilerini gelistirmek,

5. Ogrencilerin arastirma becerilerini kazanmasina yardime1 olmak,

6. Ogrencilerin kendi fikirlerinden zevk almasini saglamak,

7. Ogrencilerin ¢evrelerinde konusulan dillerin farkina varmasini saglamak.

Yukaridaki ikinci goriisle yani dilbilgisinin anadili egitiminde yeri oldugu bakis
acisiyla degerlendirildiginde dilbilgisi politikasiyla iliskili iki goriis ortaya ¢ikar: a) dilde
bi¢im ve dogruluk, b) dilde kullanighlik. Dilde dogruluk politikasi bir dilin 6l¢iinlii tiirtiniin
dogru ve {iistiin oldugu, diger dil tiirlerinin gérmezden gelindigi yaklagimdir. Bu politikaya
gore dogru konusma, yazma vb. 6lgiinlii dilin dogru kullanimiyla dogrudan iligkilidir. Boyle
bir yaklasimda igerik tek bir dil tiirline gore diizenlenmekte, icerik agisindan bigim ve
dogruluk 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Kuralci dilbilgisi esas alinmaktadir. Bu bakis agis1 bir dilin
digerinden tistiin olduguna ve dogru veya yanlisa dayanir (McDonagh & Wilkinson, 2007).
Ogrencilerin edindigi dil agisindan ortaya koydugu ozellikler yanhslik olarak algilanir ve
okullarda birtakim yanlislarin dogrularin1 6gretmek temel alinir. Betimlemede yazi dili 6n
plandadir. Bunun karsit1 goriiste ise dile, dolayisiyla onun kurallarinin betimlendigi
dilbilgisine sosyal bir olgu olarak bakilmakta, dil tiirlerine ve dilin kullanim alanlarinin
ogretimine yer verilmektedir. Bu bakis agisinda bir dilin kullanim uygunlugu ve anlasilirlig:
on plana ¢ikmakta, dil tiirlerinin sosyal ve tarihsel statiistine yer verilmektedir. Bu anlayista
dogruluk ve yanlishk kavrami dilin kullaniminda ortaya ¢ikmaktadir (McDonagh &
Wilkinson, 2007). Dilde kullanimin 6n plana alindig1 yaklasimda dile hem yazili hem de
sozli dil perspektifinden bakilmaktadir.

© 2022 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 8(1), 166-206



190 Ahmet PEHLIVAN & Ibrahim Seckin AYDIN

Bilindigi gibi politikalar inanglari, inanglar da politikalar1 etkilemektedir.
Dilbilgisinin 6gretimiyle ilgili alanyazindaki ¢caligmalar politika olusturanlarin, uzmanlarin,
ogretmenlerin, 0grencilerin halkin hatta velilerin inanglarinin uygulamalarda 6énemli rol
oynadigin1 gostermektedir. Dilbilgisi O0gretiminin diinyadaki seyrine bakildiginda
politikacilarin, halkin ve uzmanlarin uygulamay1 etkiledikleri, uygulamaya yon verdikleri
goriiliir (Gordon, 2005). Bu dogrultuda yapilan ¢alismalar incelendiginde politik inanglara
gore dilbilgisi 6gretimiyle ilgili uygulamalarin,

1. Dilbilgisine gereklilik veya gereksizlik,
2. Bigim ve dogruluk veya kullaniglilik agisindan degisebildigi goriilmektedir.

Yeni Zelanda’da 1980’lerdeki uygulama buna oOrnek gosterilebilir. Halkin,
politikacilarin, akademisyenlerin ve 6gretmenlerin dilbilgisi 6gretiminde temel alinan resmi
yaklasimi benimsememesi sonucunda egitim komitesinin 6ne siirdiigli model
uygulanmaktan vazgegilmis, geriye doniis yapilmistir. Bununla birlikte Ingiltere’de II.
Diinya Savasti’ndan 1960°lara kadar okullarda izlenen politikadan dolayi dilbilgisinin amaci,
yazili ingilizcedeki dogru ciimle yapilarini gretmekken (Myhill, 2011), 1980°lerden sonra
bunun yerini yaratic1 yazarlik ve edebiyat 6gretimi almis, dilbilgisi 6gretimi ortadan
kaldirilmistir. Daha sonra (Hudson & Walmsley, 2005), okullardaki anadili egitimindeki
basarisizliklar gerekce gosterilerek politikacilarn da dogru Ingilizce politikalarini
desteklemesiyle dilbilgisi okullara yeniden girmistir (Paterson, 2010; Paterson, 2010;
Hudson & Walmsley, 2005;). Bralich (2006), merkezi sinavlarda basariy1 etkiledigi
gerekgesi ile ebeveynler ve politikacilarin geleneksel dilbilgisi 6gretiminin okullarda 6nem
arz etmesini gerektigine inandiklarini belirtmektedir. Paterson (2010), miifredat degisiminin
dis etkilere duyarli oldugunu ve zamanin politik ikliminin olduk¢a O6nemli oldugunu
sOylemektedir. Myhill (2011) halkin ve politikacilarin genelde dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili
egiliminin kuralcit gramer dogrultusunda oldugunu, yani dilde dogrulugun temel alinarak
uygulama yapmasi gerektigine inandiklarini soylemektedir. Hollanda’da geleneksel
dilbilgisinin egitim programlarina egemen olmasmin nedeni Ogretmen, aile ve Kkitap
yazarlarinin geleneksel dilbilgisi 6gretimi yaklasimini benimsemesi olarak goriilmektedir
(Myhill, 2010: 110). Avusturalya’da yeni dilbilgisi programina karsit ve destekleyici
politikalar tretildigi hatta bunlara basinin da katildigr belirtilmektedir. Buna gore
muhafazakar  goriistekiler  6gretmenlerin = yeni  uygulanan  dilbilgisini  dogru
ogretemeyeceklerine inanmis, iscileri temsil eden politikacilar ise bunun tam tersi goriisi
benimseyerek bu konuda halka giivence vermeye ¢alismislardir (Horarik, 2012). Handcok,
ABD’de halk mantiginda dilbilgisinin dilde yanlis ile, dilde yanlisin da dilbilgisi ile iliskili
oldugu goriisiindedir (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013). Gordon (2005) Yeni Zelanda’da
dilbilgisi 6gretimindeki uygulamalar1 politik ve sosyal baglamda incelemeyi amaglayan
caligmasinda, 1980’lerden Onceki modelin islemedigi gerekgesi ile dilbilgisinin okullara
kondugunu, bunun da ne anlama geldigi; hangi dilbilgisinin ne kadar Ogretilecegi
konularinda halk, politikacilar ve egitimciler arasinda genis tartismalara yol acgtigini
belirtmektedir (Gordon, 2005). Kolln & Hancock’un (2005) makalesi Amerika Birlesik
Devletleri’nde dilbilgisinin gecen ylizyilda ¢esitli dilbilim teorileri ve politika etrafinda nasil
sekillendigini anlatan garpic1 bir 6rnektir. Bir diger drnek de Ingiltere’den verilebilir.
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Crystal, (2017), 1990’larda Ingiltere’de dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili sol ve sag politik goriise
ait tartismalar1 ortaya koyar. Sag goriistekiler dogru Ingilizceye odaklanirken, sol
goriistekiler dilde dogrulugun politikanin {ist sinifi temsil eden ve g¢ocuklar1 sosyal
kolelestirmeye hizmet eden bir ara¢ oldugunu sdyler. Cosson (2007), Brezilya’da anadili
olarak dilbilgisi 6gretiminin gelenekseli savunanlar ile sosyo-etkilesimci paradigmayi
savunanlar arasinda bir savasa dondiigiinii belirttikten sonra; akademisyenlerin, resmi
politika yapicilarin, basinin, ailelerin, egitimcilerin bu kavgaya miidahil oldugunu
belirtmektedir. Alanyazinda bu konudaki tartismalar o kadar ateslenmistir ki Dilbilgisi
Savaslar1 “Grammer Wars” (Mitchell, 2001), Dilbilgisi Savaslarmin Otesi “Beyond The
Grammar Wars” (Locke, 2010), 200 Yillik Dilbilgisi “200 Years of Grammar” (Walker,
2011), ad1 altinda bu konuyu dogrudan isleyen kitaplar yazilmistir. Bu kitaplarda ¢esitli
iilkelerdeki egitimciler, halk, akademisyenler ve politikacilar arasindaki tartigmalar
yliziinden dilbilgisi 6gretiminin nasil sekillendigi anlatilmaktadir.

Dilbilgisi 6gretimine yonelik tartigmalarin ana kaynaginda dilbilgisi kavramina
yiiklenen anlam konusundaki farkli degerlerle inaniglarin etkisinin oldugu agiktir. Dilbilgisi
ile ilgili politik tartismalarin temeli kendisinden ¢ok daha iist diizeydeki deger yargilar ile
ilgilidir. Baska bir sdyleyisle politik anlamda dilbilgisi 6gretimi politikanin temsil ettigi
gruplarin inang ve algilarim1 temsil eder. Soyle ki daha gelenekselci veya toplumun {ist
katmanma yonelik politika lireten gruplar dilbilgisine dogruluk agisindan bakmaktadir.
Toplumsalc1 veya sol goriisteki gruplar ise dilbilgisi 6gretiminde kullanim veya dil
degiskelerini igerecek bir igerigin olmasi anlayisma sahiptir. Ornegin, Ingiltere’de
Ingilizceyi korumakla sorumlu Kralige Ingilizce Topluluguna (Queen English Society) gére
dilbilgisi, hatalarin belirlenmesinde 6nemli rol oynar (Jones, Myhill & Bailey, 2013). Myhill
(2000), dilbilgisi 6gretimi konusunun genellikle politik veya ideolojik goriislere dayanan
kutuplara yoneldigini sdylemektedir. Ahlaki standartlarin azalmasi, diizen ve siyasi
otoritelere duyulan ihtiya¢c nedeniyle dilbilgisi 6gretiminin rasyonelligini kaybettigini
savunmaktadir.

Dilbilgisi sozciigli; dogru, iyi, koti gibi kavramlart ¢agrigtirir. Bir dilin veya
kullanicisinin yargilanmasina iliskin standartlar1 gosterir (Horarik, 2012). ABD’deki
dilbilgisi O0gretiminin tarihine bakildiginda, 1960’11 yillarda geleneksel okul dilbilgisi
tarihsel olarak diizgiisel kurallara ve diizenlenmis ingilizce standartlara dayandigindan her
kural veya sdyleyis i¢in tek bir “dogru” yolu tesvik eden bu gelenek elit bir politika olarak
algilanmistir. Olgiinlii dilin dilbilgisini temel alan anlay1s, ag1z kullanan 6grencilere yonelik
bir yargilama araci olarak goriilmiis, 6gretmenlerin ev dilinin mesrulugunu anlamasi
saglanmaya ¢alisilmistir (Kolln & Hancock, 2005).

Bununla birlikte dilbilgisi ile ilgili politik anlayis ve tartigmalarin farkh iilkelerde
ayni sekilde siirdiigii soylenemez. Ornegin; Almanya ve Hollanda’da dilbilgisinin
geleneksel anlamda ogretilmesi biiyiik bir ¢eliski olarak goriilmez, programlarin bir pargasi
olarak algilanir (Gelderen, 2006; Gelderen, 2010; Myhill & Watson, 2014;). Tiirkiye’de de
benzer bir durum s6z konusudur. Tiirkge 6gretiminin tarihine bakildiginda politik agidan
dilbilgisi ile ilgili 2005°e kadar u¢ noktalarda (igerik, yaklasim, model vb. agidan) pek bir
tartisma oldugu sdylenemez. 2005 teki programlarda dilbilgisi 6gretimi anlayis1 yeniden

© 2022 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 8(1), 166-206



192 Ahmet PEHLIVAN & Ibrahim Seckin AYDIN

diizenlenmis, degistirilmis, ilkogretimde kural 6gretme anlayisinda kisitlama yoluna
gidilmistir fakat bu anlayigin uygulamaya ne kadar yansidigi tartismalidir (Anilan, 2014).

Dilbilgisi ile 1lgili politikalardaki aktdrlerden biri de uzmanlardir. Myhill ve Watson
(2014), ingilizce konusan iilkelerde ders programlarinda dilbilgisinin gramer savaslarina
dondiigiinii, bu tartigmanin politikacilarla profesyoneller ve profesyonellerin kendi
aralarindaki miicadeleden kaynaklandigini belirtmektedir. Bir bagska caligmada dilbilgisi
programlarinin tarihsel siirecte -dilbilgisi ile ilgili bir¢ok ¢aligma ve ¢aba olmasina ragmen-
dénemin politikasini olusturan uzmanlarinin goriisiine hizmet ettigi belirlenmistir (Clark,
2010). Tirkiye i¢in de aynt durum s6z konusudur, denilebilir. Tiirkiye’de egitim
programlarinin yeniden yapilanmasindan sonra 2000’li yillarin basindan beri dilbilgisi
ogretimi ile ilgili yapilan akademik c¢alismalar incelendiginde, bunlarin biiylik bir
cogunlukla resmi goriis olan yapilandirmaci anlayisin egemenligindeki uzmanlarin
goriisiine gore sekillendigi —arastirma sonuglarinda dilbilgisi 6gretiminin okullarda hala
geleneksel yontemle yiiriitiildiigiinin  belirlenmesine ragmen- sdylenebilir. Diinyada
dilbilgisi 6gretiminde uygulanan diger yaklagimlarin pek fazla tartisilmadigi, sezdirme
yoluyla dilbilgisi 6gretiminin sorunlara tek ¢6ziim olarak sunuldugu goriilmektedir (Gtines,
2013-a; Gilines, 2013-b; Anilan, 2014).

Politikacilar, uzmanlar ve halkin goriisii yaninda 6zellikle 6gretmen ve dgrencilerin
inan¢ ve algilarinin dilbilgisi 6grenmede ve smif i¢i uygulamalarda etkisinin oldugunu
gostermektedir. Watson (2015), Ingiltere’deki ortaokul 6gretmenlerinin dilbilgisi 6gretimi
lizerine inanc¢larini arastirdigi ¢alismasinda, 6gretmenlerin dilbilgisine yonelik inang¢larinin
smif i¢i davraniglarina ve uygulamalarina etki ettigini sdylemektedir. Giines (2013-b),
Tirkiye’de dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili aragtirmalarin bulgularinin kurallar1 ezberlemeye
yonelik oldugu, 6grenci psikolojisine dikkat edilmedigi ve bunun da ogrencilerin
dilbilgisinden korkmaya neden oldugunu sdylemektedir. Harris (1962: 51-52), 6grencilere
gore, dilbilgisinin demotive edici oldugunu ve anadili 6gretimindeki konular arasinda
popiilerlik siralamasinda en son sirada yer aldigini belirlemistir (Watson, (2015); dilbilgisi
O0gretiminde 6gretmenlerin inanglarinin sinif i¢i uygulamalar1 yonlendirmede 6nemli bir rol
oynadigini belirlemistir. Anilan’in (2014) ilkokul 6gretmenlerinin dilbilgisi 6gretimine
iliskin uygulamalarini belirlemeye ¢alisan arastirmasinin bulgulari; algi, inang ve tutumlarin
smif i¢i uygulamalarla iliskili oldugunu gostermektedir. Yarrow (2007), 6gretmen
adaylarinin  dilbilgisini kafa karistirict ve anlasilmasi zor olarak algiladiklarini
soylemektedir. Hanger ve Dilidiizgiin, (2022) de yaptiklar1 calismada 6gretmenlerin biiyiik
bir kisminin dilbilgisi 6gretimini 6nemli bulduklarini belirledikten sonra, 6gretmenlere gore
ogrencilerin dilbilgisi 6§renmeye yonelik olumsuz algilarinin bulundugunu sdylemektedir.
Akay ve Toraman (2015), ogrencilerin yabanci dil 6greniminde de dilbilgisine yonelik
tutumlarinin  stmif i¢i  etkinliklerinde, motivasyonlarinda, endiselerinde Ogrenme
deneyimlerini kullanmalarinda 6nemli yeri oldugunu belirtmektedir.

Dilbilgisinin I¢erigi ve Ne Oldugu

Alanyazinda dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili tartismalardan biri de dilbilgisinin ne oldugu
ve igerigiyle ilgilidir. Gergekten de neyin, ne kadar dgretilecegi ve taniminin ne olacagi
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onemli bir konudur. Dilbilgisinin ne oldugu yalniz okulla baglantili degildir. Kapsam ve
tanimlamada dilbilim alaninda farkli bakis acilarinin rol oynadigi agikg¢a goriilmektedir. Bu
baglamda degerlendirildiginde yapisalc1 dilbilim, dilbilgisine farkli bir yonden bakarken
iiretici ve iglevsel dilbilim akimlarinda dilbilgisinin kapsami1 ve ne oldugu baska bir konudur.
Bazi1 modeller dilin tiim alanlarin1 kapsama alirken bazilar1 s6zdizimi veya bi¢imbilimini;
bazilan dilin kurallariyla ilgilenirken digerleri kullanim1 6n plana ¢ikarabilmektedir. Bir
kismi1 yazi dilini 6ncelikli kilarken bir digeri konusma dilini veya beyindeki soyut dilbilgisini
on plana ¢ikarabilmektedir.

Kuramsal boyutun yaninda dilbilgisinin ne oldugu ve kapsami farkli amaglar
acisindan da degiskenlik gosterir. SOyle ki okulda 6gretim amach dilbilgisinden mi, bir dilin
betimlenmesi veya kurallarini ortaya koyan bilimsel alanda mi1, yoksa kullanimdan m1 s6z
edilmektedir. Hartwell (1985), dilbilgisinin bes farkli anlama geldigini belirtmektedir:

1. Bir dilin sozciiklerinin daha biiylik anlamlar insa etmek ve yorumlamak igin
olusturduklar: oriintiiler kiimesi.

2. Resmi dili betimlemeye, incelemeye ve formiile etmeye ¢alisan dilbilimi alani.

3. Dilin nasil kullanilacagin1 belirten gorgii kurallar.

4. Okul dilbilgisi.

5. Stilistik dilbilgisi (diizyazi stilini 6gretmek i¢in kullanilan terimler ve kavramlar).

Giines (2013-b) de Cuq (2003)’un dilbilgisini dort grupta topladigini belirtmektedir:

1. Bir dili dogru konusmak i¢in olusturulan diizenleyici ilke ve kurallar biitiinii,

2. Bir dilin ilkelerini inceleyen egitsel etkinlikler, dogru konusma ve yazma sanatt,
3. Dilin ig islevleri {izerine gelistirilen bir teori ve ayni zamanda gdzlem araci,

4. Dile iliskin 6gretilecek aciklayici, stiregsel ve kosul bilgileri.

Ogretim amach dilbilgisi kavraminin altinda dilbilgisinin nigin, ne amagcla
ogretilecegi yatar. Giiniimiizde dilbilgisinin neden 6gretilecegi ile ilgili konu, dilbilgisinin
ogrencilerin dinleme, okuma, konusma ve yazma becerilerinin ve iist diizey diisiinme
becerilerinin gelistirmesinde katki koymasi beklentisi ile alakalidir (Giines, 2013-a; 2013-
b). Ancak bu anlayis kabul gorse de teoride ve uygulamada tam bir birliktelik saglanmis
degildir. Soyle ki, birincisi anadili becerileri gelistirilirken hangi bakis agisiyla bakilacak?
Ikincisi bu gerceklestirilirken hangi dilbilgisinden nasil, ne kadar yararlanilacak? Birinci
sorunun cevabi Bicim ve dogruluk ile ilgili kuralci dilbilgisi ve betimleyici dilbilgisi
tartismasini ortaya ¢ikarmaktadir. Oncesinde de belirtildigi gibi kuralc1 dilbilgisi bir iist dilin
degismez, dogru kurallarinin 6gretimine 6nem verir. Dilin nasil kullanilacagma dair kurallar
belirlenir ve dilbilgisine "dogru" ve "yanlis" kullanim penceresinden bakilir. Burada 6nemli
olan Ogrencinin yaptig1 hatalarin iist dil formuna gore diizeltilmesidir. Bu yaklasimda
O0gretim yontemi olarak ¢éziimleme ve ayristirma alistirmalari ve etkinliklerine 6nem verilir.

Betimleyici bir dilbilgisi, herhangi bir dilin miimkiin oldugunca dogru ve kapsamli
bir sekilde nasil kullanildigin1 anlatmay1 amacglamaktadir. Bu yaklasimda, herhangi bir dil
formunun iistiin statiisiinii almasi olasidir ve bu statiiyli almasinda dil dis1 sosyal ve tarihsel
faktorler onemli rol oynar. Dil hem yazili hem so6zli hatta kombine perspektiften
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incelenebilir (McDonagh & Wilkinson, 2007). Dilin degisik degiskelerinin (sosyal ve
bolgesel diyalektler) olabilecegi goz oniine alinir.

Ikinci sorunun yaniti, hangi dilbilgisinin ne kadar dgretilecegi ise farkli teorik
yaklagimlara gore de farklilik gostermektedir. Ornegin; geleneksel dilbilgisi, yeni dilbilgisi,
dil farkindalig1 (language awareness), liretken doniistimlii dilbilgisi bu konulara farkli
yaklagsmaktadir. Dolayisiyla dilbilgisi altinda yatan anlayis, igerigi ve kapsami
etkileyecektir. Ancak giiniimiizde dilbilgisi 6gretiminde igerikle ilgili uzmanlarin genel
goriisii sadece kurallarin betimlendigi, bunlarla ilgili alistirma ve etkinliklerin yapildig: bir
dilbilgisi yerine, dilbilgisinin sadece edebi eserlerden degil, islevsel olarak yasamdaki dilin
dilbilgisinin 6gretilmesi, climle, sdzciik analizi vb. yaninda kiiltiirel ve sosyal farkliliklarin
dile yansimasi, dil tiirleri, yabanct dil 6gretimi ile karsilastirmay1, dil kullanimini igine
almas1 gerektigi seklindedir (Hudson & Walmsley, 2005; Gelderen, 2006; McDonagh &
Wilkinson, 2007; Paterson, 2010; Yarrow, 2007; Cosson, 2007; Giines, 2013-b; Fontich &
Camps, 2014).

Gelderen (2010: 112), dilbilgisi 6gretiminde icerik ile ilgili olarak genelde birinci
olarak dilin direkt sézciikk ve climle kurallarinin 6gretimine yonelik formal perspektif
(formal perspective), ikinci olarak baglami ve baglam digin1 da dikkate alarak dilin sozciik
ve climlelerinin anlaminin 6gretildigi semantik perspektif (semantic perspective) ve li¢lincii
olarak iletisimsel baglamda dilin kullanim islevlerine yonelik pragmatik perspektif
(pragmatic perspective) olmak tizere {i¢ tiir perspektifin egemen oldugunu belirttikten sonra,
bunlarin dil hakkinda bildirimsel bilgi (declarative knowledge) ve yordama bilgisine dayali
olmak tizere iki sekilde siniflanabilecegini sdylemektedir.

Dilbilgisi 6gretiminde igerik ile ilgili bir diger sorun terimler ve tanimlamalarla
ilgilidir. Bu sorunlar su sekilde 6zetlenebilir:

1. Tanim ve terim farkliliklari,
2. Terim ve tanimlarin ne olacagi ve sayisi,
3. Terim ve tanimlarin nasil 6gretilecegi.

Tanilama ve terim farkliliklar1 dilbilgisi betimlemesiyle ve modeli ile de ilgilidir.
Dilbilgisi 6gretiminde temel almman dil yaklagimmin terim ve tanimlar1 egitime de
yansimaktadir. Ornegin gelenekselci, yapisalci, iiretken doniisiimlii dilbilgisini temel alan
programlar kendi temel ve anlayislarina gore tanimlamaya gider. Tiirkiye’de ise geleneksel
Tirk dilbilgisi alaninda bile terim ve tanim birlikteligine varilamadigindan geleneksel
dilbilgisi 6gretiminde bile birtakim ayrigsmalar ortaya g¢ikmaktadir. Bunun yansimalari
egitimde de goriilmektedir. Tanimlama ve terim farkliliklar1 dilbilgisi betimlemesiyle ve
modeliyle ilgili olmasina ragmen geleneksel anlamdaki 6gretimde bile bir uzmanin sifat
tamlamasi1 dedigine bir digeri takisiz ad tamlamasi diyebilmekte ve bu degisik donemlerde
programlara farkli bigimlerde yansiyabilmektedir (Pehlivan, 2003). Hatta okullardaki
dilbilgisi dersini verecek Ogretmeni yetistiren programlarda dilbilgisi betimlemesi ile
MEB’in dilbilgisi betimlemesi birbiriyle uyusmayabilmektedir (Pehlivan, 2003; Bulut,
2014).
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Bunun yaninda 6zellikle ilkdgretimde kag¢ tanim ve terimin yer almasi gerekliligi de
ayri1 bir sorun olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Sezdirme yoluyla dilbilgisini 6gretenler tanim ve
terim sayisinin minimum tutulmasindan yanadir. Belirtik yolla 6gretimi savunanlar daha ¢ok
terim ve tanimlarin verilmesini savunurlar. Terim ve tanimlarin nasil 6gretilecegi konusu ise
dilbilgisi 6gretme yaklasimlar: ile ilgilidir. Ancak burada su sdylenebilir: Giliniimiizde
dilbilgisi 6gretiminin geldigi asamada, okullardaki dilbilgisi 6gretiminde dilbilgisi
terimlerinin kapsamli tanimlarinin verilmesinin degil, dilbilgisi kurallarinin islevlerinin
baglamla birlikte 6gretilmesinin egemen oldugu bir anlayis s6z konusudur.

Dilbilgisi Ogretme Yaklasimi

Tarihsel siirecte dilbilim ve egitimbiliminde dilbilgisinin 6gretme yaklasimu ile ilgili
de cesitli goriigler ortaya atilmigtir. Dilbilgisi 6gretimiyle ilgili farkli 6grenme yollarinin
olmast nedeniyle dilbilgisi kavrami gibi dilbilgisi 6gretimi yaklasimi da net olarak
belirlenememistir. Dilbilgisi 6gretimiyle ilgili alanyazinda birgok yaklasim olsa da bunlar1
genel olarak iki baslk altinda toplamak miimkiindiir. Bunlardan birincisi dilbilgisinin
belirtik bir anlayisla 6gretilmesi (explicit learning), ikincisi ortiik yolla dilbilgisi 6gretimidir
(implicit learning). Bununla baglantili diger konu ise dilbilgisinin 6gretiminin tiimevarimla
mi1, yoksa timden gelimli bir anlayisla mi, yapilacagidir. Aslinda dilbilgisinin hangi
yaklagsimla 6gretilecegini belirlemek i¢in anadili ve yabanci dil edinimi ile ilgili kuramlara
bakmak gerekir. Bazi yazarlar dil 6grenmek i¢in kurallarin belirtik bir anlayisla yani acikca
verilmesi gerektigini savunurken digerleri 6gretimde bireyin anadili edinim siirecini
izlemeyi onermektedir (Krashan, 1981; Ellis, 2006; Ellis, 2015:; Rebuschat, 2015).

Belirtik 6grenme ya da agik yolla dilbilgisi 6gretimi dilin kuralarmin dogrudan
ogretimine dayanir. En bilindik belirtik 6grenme yontemi geleneksel dilbilgisi yaklasimidir.
Ancak gilinlimiizde belirtik gramer 6gretimi sadece geleneksel yaklasimla agiklanamaz.
Bugiin belirtik bilgiden kastedilen geleneksel dilbilgisi 6grenmenin disinda bir seydir.
Geleneksel dilbilgisi 6gretiminde de belirtik yolla 6gretim esastir, dilin kurallarinin
dogrudan ogretimine dayanir. Ancak alanyazin tartismalari incelendiginde giiniimiizde
geleneksel yaklagimin akademik kesimler tarafindan kabul gérmedigi sdylenebilir (Hudson
& Walmsley, 2005; Gelderen, 2006; Fontich & Camps, 2014). Geleneksel dilbilgisi
ogretimi; Ogretilen dil kurallarinin soyut kalmasi, islevsel olmamasi (McDonagh &
Wilkinson, 2007) ve dolayisiyla dil kullanimina yansimamasi, dilin kiiltiirel 6gelerini
gormezden gelmesi, yabanci dil 6gretimine katkisinin az olmasi, 6grencinin dil gereksinimi
ve kullanimindan uzak 6grenme sunmasi, 6grencinin tutumlarini olumsuz yonde etkilemesi
nedeni ile modern bilisiistii belirtik dilbilgisi 6gretiminden farklilasir (Gelderen, Couzijn &
Hendrix, 2000). Ayrica geleneksel dilbilgisi 6gretimi dile bir sistem agisindan bakmaz. Dili
biitiinciil bir sistem iginde analiz etmez. Carter (1990: 104-107) geleneksel dilbilgisi
ogretiminin eksiliklerini su sekilde 6zetlemektedir:

1. Dilbilgisel formlar1 genellikle ayrik ogeler olarak gercgek, verimli kullanimi olmadan
tanimlama ve siniflandirma,

2. Meta dilbilgisi de dahil olmak tizere dilbilgisel olgular1 sayisiz alistirmalar ve aktarim
yoluyla 6gretim ve ¢éziimlemeye dayali siireg,

© 2022 JLERE, Journal of Language Education and Research, 8(1), 166-206



196 Ahmet PEHLIVAN & Ibrahim Seckin AYDIN

3. Akademik olarak basarili 6grencilere uygun, bilissel olarak yazma yetenegini
gelistirmeyen zor yontemler (Allford, 2003).

Gilintimiizde belirtik 6gretimle kastedilen; bir dilin yapisal, anlamsal ve kullanimi ile
ilgili bilesenlerinin ve insan yagaminda dilin oynadig1 roliin 6grenciye agik¢a 6gretilmesidir.
Belirtik bilgi, dil ve dilin kullanimi hakkindaki bildirimsel bilgidir. Belirtik dilbilgisi
ogretimi, dil bilesenini verimli ve dogru bir sekilde kullanabilmek i¢in dilbilgisi kurallarimi
amaca uygun olarak 6grenmeyi isaret eder (Ling, 2015). Belirtik dilbilgisi dgretiminde,
ogrencilerin Ogrenilen kavramlarin nasil uygulanacagini agiklayan bilisiistii dil ve agik
kurallara ihtiya¢c duyduklar1 varsayimindan hareket edilmektedir (Gelderen, 2010: 111).
Bilisiistli dilbilgisi araciligtyla 6grencinin gereksinimi ve dili kullanmada neyin 6nemli
oldugu 6nem kazanmistir. Belirtik veya agik bilgi dilin sessel, sozciiksel, bicimsel, soz
dizimsel kullanim ve sosyo-elestirel 6zellikleri hakkindaki agik bilgiyi ifade eder.

Bilisiistii dilbilgisi 6grencilerin dili kullanmasi i¢in dilin kurallarinin ve islevlerinin
acik bir sekilde Ogrencilere gdsterilmesi esasina dayanir. Dil hakkindaki bilginin (meta
dilbilimsel bilginin) insanin kavramlastirma siireci ile ayni sekilde ele almmas1 gerektigi
vurgulanmaktadir. Dil araciligi ile insanlar diinyayr algilamayi, dilden olusan
kavramsallastirma yetenegini gelistirler (Fontich & Camps, 2014: 605). N. Ellis’e (2015:
14) gore bu acik bellek benzesim siirecleri araciligiyla yeni dilsel ifadelerin bilingli
yapilandirilmasinda da kilavuzluk eder. Formiiller, kaliplar, alistirmalar ve pedagojik
dilbilgisi kurallarinin 6gretiminin tiimii, daha sonra ortiikk 6grenmenin olusturulmasina
katkida bulunur. Bu anlayista;

1. Dilin konusma ve yazmadaki kullanim1 6n plana ¢ikarilmali,

2. Sadece edebi metinlerle yetinilmeyip her tiirlii metin 6gretimde ele alinmall,

3. Kuralc1 degil, tanimlayici dilbilgisi 6gretilmeli,

4. Kurallar sezdirme yoluyla degil, belirtik (acik) olarak ogretilmelidir (Hudson &
Walmsley, 2004; Gelderen, 2006).

Gliniimiizde biligtistii dilbilgisi kavrami psikodilbilim ve egitim alaninda farkli
adlarla anilmaktadir. Alanyazinda bilisiistii dilbilgisi ile ilgili olarak daha cok belirtik
dilbilgisi (expilicite grammar), dil hakkinda bilgi (knowledge about language), dil
farkindalig1 (language awareness), bicim odakli dilbilgisi (focus on form) terimleri
kullanilmaktadir. Bu c¢alismada modern anlamda belirtik dilbilgisi 6gretimi i¢in dil
farkindalig1 ortaya konmaya ve Tiirkiye’de anadil egitiminde uygulamada pek bilinmedigi
icin agiklanmaya calisilacaktir. Dil farkindaligi en basit sekilde dil hakkinda agik bilgi, dil
ogrenimi, dil 6gretimi, dil kullaniminda bilingli alg1 ve duyarlilik olarak tanimlanmaktadir
(Association for Language Awareness). Halliday’in kuramina dayanan dil farkindalig:
sistematik ve islevsel dilbilimi temel almaktadir. Halliday’e gore 6gretimde yapilardan ¢ok
islevlere, s6zdiziminden ¢ok anlama, belirli kurallardan ¢ok esnek bir yap1 olarak dile ve
climleden ¢ok metin odakli dilbilgisine gereksinim vardir. Bu yaklagim; islevsel amacli meta
dil sunmasi, 6grencinin sozciik seviyesinden metin seviyesine kadar anlam tiizerinde
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konugmasi, tartismasi ile geleneksel anlamdaki dilbilgisinden farklilasir (Jones & Chen,
2016).

Glinliimiizde alanyazinda birgok yazar geleneksel dilbilgisinin Ogrencinin dil
ihtiyacini karsilamadigi, dolayisiyla buna alternatif olarak dil farkindaligini -bu goriise karsi
olanlar olsa da- temel alan bir yaklagimin uygulanmasi gerektigini ileri siirmektedir. Zaten
dil farkindaliginin ortaya ¢ikis noktasi da anadili ve yabanc1 dil 6gretimindeki basarisizlik
olarak goriilmiistiir (Hudson & Walmsley, 2005). James and Garrett (1992), dil hakkinda
bilginin uygulanmasini hakli kilan bes ana alandan s6z etmektedir:

(1) Duyussal alan: tutum olusturma, motivasyon ve merak gelistirme;

(i1) Sosyal alan: ¢ok dilli/gok kiiltiirlii baglamlarda sosyal uyumu tesvik etmek;

(ii1) Gtig: bireyin dil kullanimiyla ilgili bask1 ve manipiilasyonlardan kurtarilmas;

(iv) Biligsel alan: ozellikle dil 6grenme ve kullanimi ile ilgili olarak dilsel ve genel
becerilerin gelistirilmesi,

(v)Performans: etkili bir dil yeterliligi gelistirme.

Dil farkindaliginda;

1. Dil birbiriyle ilintili bilesenlerden olusan bir sistemdir.

2. Dil duragan degil, degisen bir olgudur.

3. Dil bir anlamlandirma stirecidir.

4. Dil sadece yapisal degil, kullanim agisindan da agiklanmalidir.

5. Ogrenci dilin i¢inde bulundugu toplumsal ve kiiltiirel baglamin ve dil gesitliliginin
farkinda olmalidir.

Dil farkindaliginda oncelikle dile birbiriyle ilintili bir dizge olarak bakilmaktadir.
Bu dizgede dilin yapisi, anlami ve kullanimi i¢ i¢edir. Dil anlamlarin yaratildig: bir sistem
olarak goriilmektedir. Bu yaklasimda dil duragan bir olgu olarak degil, degisen bir sistemdir
ve bu degisim Ogrenciye gosterilmelidir. Ciinkii anlamlandirma da bu degisimin
goriilmesiyle somutlasir. Ayrica dil incelemesinde anlamlandirmanin nasil gergeklestirildigi
ogrenciye acik bir sekilde gosterilmelidir. Dolayisiyla dilbilgisi 6gretiminde tanimlamaya
yonelik etkinlik ve baglam dis1 6gretimden kaginilmali, dile i¢ ige gecen, birbiri ile ilintili
bir sistem olarak yaklasilmalidir (White, 2000).

Dil farkindaliginda amag, 6grencinin dilin isleyis diizeninin bilingli olarak farkinda
olmasidir. Ogrenci etkili bir dil kullanicis1 olabilmek i¢in dili dogru analiz edebilmeli ve
betimleyebilme yetenegine sahip olmalidir. Dil farkindaligi 6grencilerin dili kullanmasi igin
dilin kurallarinin ve islevlerinin acik bir sekilde 6grencilere gosterilmesi esasina dayanir.
Donmall'e (1985) gore, dil farkindaligi dilin dogasinin ve insan yasamindaki roliiniin bilin¢li
olarak farkinda olunmasmma dayanir. Denilebilir ki dil farkindaligi diller arasindaki
iligkilerin, ¢ocuklarin dil gelisiminin, sosyal iligskilerin dogasinin, kisilik ve dil tercihinin,
bireysel ve sosyal iki veya c¢ok dilliligin, dil degiskelerinin, sosyal kontrolde dil
kullaniminin, anadil ve yabanci dil 6gretimine katkinin dikkate alinmasmi igermektedir
(Locke, 2010: 9-11). Carter'a (1994) gore dil farkindaligi,
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1. Dilin 6zelliklerinin farkinda olmayi,

2. Dilin kiiltiir icindeki yerinin farkinda olmayi,

3. Kullanilan dil formlar1 hakkinda bilingli olmayi,

4. Ideoloji ve dil arasindaki iliskilerin farkinda olmay1 igermelidir (Akt. Locke, 2010:
12).

Yukaridaki aciklamalar dikkate alindiginda dil farkindaligi sayesinde &grenci
oncelikle dilin isleyis diizeninin ve kullaniminin farkinda olmaktadir. Dolayisiyla geleneksel
dilbilgisi 6gretiminden farkli olarak dilin islevlerini ger¢cek yasamla baglantili ve bilingli
olarak 6grenmektedir. Bu da dil hakkinda konusarak ve tartisarak yapilmaktadir. Dil
hakkinda tartisma 6grencinin elestirel diisiinme yetenegine de katki saglamaktadir. Bununla
birlikte dil farkindalig1 sayesinde 6grenci dilin kiiltiirel ve buna bagl kullanim boyutunu da
igsellestirmektedir. Ogrencinin kiiltiirel ve sosyal agidan farkli kullanimlara dikkati
cekilerek bunlar tlizerinde tartisma yoluyla farkli dillerin ve dil tiirlerinin (agizlar, ¢ok
kiiltiirliilik vb.) oldugunu, bunlarin kullanim alanlarii 6grenerek kiiltiirel farkliliklara kars:
olumlu tutum gelistirebilecektir. Kendi dil kurallarinin, isleyisinin ve farkli dillerin degisik
isleyis diizeninin oldugunun farkindaligi yabanci dil dgretimine de katki saglamaktadir.
Uygulamada dilin yazimimi1 (imla), sozcilik sesletim diizenini, anlamsal goriiniisiini ve
kullanim durumunu ezberlemeden isleyisinin bilingli olarak farkinda olan 6grenci; baska bir
dil O6grenirken ayni veya benzer siireglerin farkina varmakta, boylece dil 6grenme
mekanizmasmi bilingli ¢alistirabilmektedir (Gelderen, Couzijn & Hendrix, 2000).

Dil farkindaligina dayanan dilbilgisi 6gretiminin igerigi, dili degisen bir olgu olarak
gormekte, dile onun sosyal ve kiiltiirel elementlerini de i¢gine alan ses, yap1, anlam, kullanim
alanlarindan olusan sistematik bir yapi1 olarak bakmaktadir. Bu igerikte yazim, resim,
fotograf vb. gorsellere de anlam tasiyicisi olarak yer verilmektedir. Coziimlemede kisisel,
sosyal ve kiiltiirel baglami gdsteren ciimle ve metinler kullanilmaktadir. Dilbilgisinin bu
baglamlardan kopuk duragan, sikici ve anlamsiz ¢oziimlemelerinin hi¢bir anlam1 yoktur.
White (2000), dil farkindaligini temel alan bir dilbilgisi 6gretiminin birbiriyle ilintili alt1
boliimden olusmast gerektigini ileri siirmektedir: yazi bilmi, sesbilim, bigimbilim,
s0zdizimi, anlambilim, edimbilim. Modelde dilin kisisel, sosyal ve kiiltiirel boyutu bu
gruplamanin i¢ine yedirilmistir.

Dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili 6gretmen, O6grenci, smif i¢i uygulamalar, dlgme
degerlendirme sistemi (6rnegin merkezi smavlar) etkilidir, ancak bu faktorlerden en
onemlisi programlar ve bunun altinda yatan felsefedir (Anilan, 2014). Dil farkindaligiyla
ilgili ¢esitli lilkelerde farkli 6gretim programlari ve uygulamalar olsa da genelde kapsam
yukarida belirtilen konular iizerine yogunlagmaktadir. Buna ornek vermek gerekirse,
Hollanda’da 1993 te dil farkindalig1 yaklasimina gore gelistirilen ilkogretim anadili egitimi
programinda dil farkindalig1 5 kategoride sunulmustur. 1. Dilin sesleri ve yapisi, 2. Cesitli
metinler ve dilin kullanimi, 3. Dil degiskeleri, 4. S6z varligi ve 5. Sozciik siniflamalart ve
ciimle ¢dziimlemeleri (Gelderen, Couzijn & Hendrix, 2000). Yine ingiltere’deki ilkdgretim
programi da benzer icerigi destekleyecek sekilde olusturulmustur (Paterson, 2010; Clark,
2010).

Avusturalya’daki ilkogretim anadil programi edebiyat, okuma-yazma ve dil
farkindalig1 olarak tice ayrilmis, dil farkindaligi boliimiinde dilin yapis1 ve anlamlandirma

© 2022 Journal of Language Education and Research, 8(1), 166-206



199 Discussions about grammar teaching today

siirecine kullanim, toplumsal ve kiiltiirel agidan bakilmistir (Horarik, Love & Horarik,
2018). Hawkins (1984), “Dil Farkindalig1i” (Language Awareness) adli kitabinda dil
farkindaligina dayali programin yararlarini sdyle siralamaktadir:

(i) Ogrencileri dil hakkinda tartismaya ve soru sormaya tesvik etmek,

(ii) Ogrencinin merak ettigi dil kokeni, dilde degisme, agizlar, 6diingleme vb. sorulara yanit
bulmasini saglamak,

(iii) Tk gretim ile ortadgretimde dil dgretimi agisindan kdprii olusturmak,

(iv) Dil egitiminin farkli yonleri arasindaki boslugu kapamak (Ingilizce/yabanci diller ve
azinlik dilleri arasinda).

(v) Dilsel gesitlilige saygiy1 gelistirmek ve dile yonelik 6nyargilar1 azaltmak,

(vi) Ogrencilere dil kaliplarini analiz etme ve karsilastirma becerisini kazandirarak yabanci
dil 6grenme yetenegini gelistirmek,

(vii) Yazim geleneklerini karsilastirarak yazimi ve yazili-sozIii dil ayrimini anlamay1
saglamak.

Gilintimiizde belirtik 6grenmenin diginda oldukga tartigilan bir anlayis daha vardir.
Bu anlayis, dilbilgisinin oOrtiik 6gretilmesi esasina dayanir. Bu anlayisin ¢ikis noktasi
bireylerin anadil edinimini temel almasidir. N. Ellis (2015), anadili ediniminin belirli bir
O0grenme amaci olmadan oOrtiilk olarak gergeklestigini vurgulamaktadir. Anadil edinimi
sirasinda ¢ocuk, dil kurallarin1 6nce bilingsiz olarak 6grenir ve bunu bilingli hale getirdikten
sonra farkli durumlara uygular. Ancak Ellis’in dil ediniminin belirtik 6grenme ile daha
hizlandirilabilecegini savundugunu burada belirtmek gerekir. Richards ve Schmid (2010:
274) ortiik bilgiyi agik¢a sOylenmemis, sezgisel bilgi, insanlarin (davraniglari, dilbilgisellik
hakkindaki yargilar1 vb.) sezgisel olarak sahip olduklari, ancak ifade edemedikleri bilgi
olarak tanimlar. Bu anlamda oOrtiik bilgi, sozellestirilebilen agik bilgi ile tezat olusturur.
Gelderen (2006) belirtik dilbilgisi 6gretiminin —ister geleneksel, ister kuralin farkina varma
olsun- ogrencilerin dil kullanimlarina bakildiginda ise yaramadigini, bunun yerine Ortiik
yolla dilbilgisi 6gretimini savunmaktadir. Yazar, Hollanda dilinde kii¢iiltmenin bes ayr
formu bulundugunu ve bunlarin okulda 6gretilmemesine ragmen ¢ocuklar tarafindan diizgiin
kullanildigina dikkat cekmektedir. Ortiik dilbilgisi bilgisi bilingsiz ve islemseldir, yalnizca
acik hale getirilirse sozlii olarak ifade edilebilir. Ortiik 5grenmenin hizli ve kolay erisilebilir,
akici iletisimi sagladig1 diistniiliir (Ellis, 2006). Burada islemsel bilgi bilingli olarak
bilinmeyen bilgi anlaminda kullanilmaktadir (Richards ve Schmid, 2010: 156). Wong
(2004), deneysel calismasinda, belirtik bilginin 6grenciler tarafindan daha hizli islenip
islenmedigini ve bunun onlarin daha hizli yanit vermelerine katkisini aragtirmis, kontrol
grubuyla deney grubu arasinda belirtik 6gretim agisindan fark olmadigini ortaya koymustur.
Tek basina belirtik bilgi alan deney gruplarinin, yorumlama ve iiretim testlerinde bir basarisi
yoktur. Belirtik Ogrenmenin yerine Ortiilk Ogrenmenin temel alinmasi gerektiginin
savunucularindan Krashen’e (1981) gore, belirtik dilbilgisi 6gretimi dil yapilarini
kullanmada yeterli degildir. Dil, hakkinda yap1 bilgisi verilerek gelistirilemez. Bilgi ile
edinim beyinde farkli sistemler olarak var olduklarindan, bu iki bilgi tiirli arasinda higbir
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baglant1 yoktur. Dil 6grenme bir edinim siirecidir, zaman ve hazir oluslulugu gerektirir
(Krashen, 1981).

R. Ellis (1994: 355-356), iki tiir ortiik bilgi oldugundan s6z eder. Bunlardan birincisi
“hazir dil pargalar1” olarak adlandirdigi kaliplasmis bilgi ve kural tabanli bilgi, bir digeri ise
icsellestirilmis, genellestirilmis ve soyut yapilardan olusan bilgidir. Ortiilk dgrenme ve
belirtik 6grenmeye bagli olarak tartisilmasi: gereken bir durum da dilbilgisi 6grenmede
timevarim ve tiimdengelim yontemidir. Tiimevarim ydnteminde 6grenci dnce dilbilgisi
kuralyla ilgili 6rneklere maruz kalmakta, sonrasinda kuralla ilgili kendisinin bilisiistii
genellemeye gitmesi beklenmektedir. Sonugta ise kural agik¢a ortaya konabilir veya
konmaz.

Ogrenme biling disidir.  Ogretimde bigimden ¢ok anlama ve akicihga
odaklanilmakta, dilin iletisimdeki fonksiyonlarma onem verilmektedir. Buradaki temel
amag O0grencilerin dilbilgisi kurallarinin ne oldugunu, dil 6gelerinin islevsel ve iletisimsel
amaglar1 gerceklestirmedeki roliinii anlamaktir. Dilbilgisi 6grenirken baglam 6nemlidir ve
metin temelli yaklagim temel alinir (Pongpairoj, 2004; Uyumaz & Bayat, 2020: 259-280).

Tiirkiye’de de dilbilgisi 6gretimindeki anlayisa gore ozellikle metinlerden hareketle
dil bilgisinin sezdirme yoluyla &gretilmesi, bir baska deyisle dilbilgisi 6gretiminde
metinlerden, Orneklerden hareketle kurala tiimevarimla varilmasi temel almir. Elbette
Tirkiye’deki uygulamada tiimevarim yolu temel alinsa da uygulamada timdengelim
tamamiyla reddedilmemektedir. Giines (2013-a), sezdirme yoOntemini agiklarken, “Dilin
yapistyla ilgili bilgiler, islemler ve kurallar 6grencilere sozel bilgiler gibi aktarilamaz.
Ogrenciler onlar1 tipki bilimsel bilgiler gibi cesitli deneysel tipteki etkinliklerle kesfederler.
Bu siiregte dilin islevlerini ve genel kurallarini anlamaya calisirlar. Bu islemler timevarim
modeliyle birlestirilir ancak tiimdengelimli diisiinme de hissettirilir” demektedir.

Tlimevarimin karsiti timdengelim yonteminde ise 6grenciye dil yapisi hakkinda
bilgi agik¢a sunulur ve 6gretim bilingli ve sistematiktir. Dilbilgisi yapisinin 6grenciye agikca
sunulmasindan sonra olay durum ya da 6rneklere gecilmektedir (Giines, 2013-b). Ancak
gliniimiizde dilbilgisi 6gretiminde tiimevarim mi, timdengelim yaklasimi mi1 kullanilmali
cok net degildir. Baz1 arastirmacilar tiimevarim yontemimin basarisindan so6z ederken,
digerleri tiimdengelim yonteminin yararini savunmaktadir (Ellis, 2006).

Sonug olarak giiniimiizde gerek ortiik gerekse belirtik 6gretim ile ilgili farkli savlar
hala tartisilmakta, dil 6grenmenin dogasina iligkin ¢alismalar devam etmektedir. Kimi
arastirmacilar ortiikk 6gretim, kimi arastirmacilar da belirtik 6gretimin lehine savlar ortaya
koymaktadir. Bununla birlikte her iki savin da yanitlamasi1 gereken sorular hala varligimi
sirdiirmektedir. Hulstijn (2015: 25-46), giiniimiizde dilbilgisi 6gretiminin dogasini
aciklamada ortaya atilan savlarin delillerinde yetersizlikler oldugunu vurgulamaktadir.
Dilbilgisi 6gretimi agisindan dilin karmasikliginin, ¢ocuklarin okulda bazi dil formlarin
ogrenmeden kazanamadiklarinin, dili edinmede bireysel farkliliklarin oldugunun, beynin
karmasikliginin, 6grenme ile ilgili teorilerin gercegi farkli gérmesinin vb. bu konuda etkili
oldugunu belirtmektedir. Tim bunlarin yaninda oOrtiilk ve belirtigin yerine gore
kullanilabilecegini belirten yaklasim da s6z konusudur. Derewianka (2012), iki yontemin
yerine gore birlikte kullanilacagi bir yaklagimi benimsemenin daha uygun olacagini
soylemektedir. Belirtik bilgi ile ortiik 6gretim bir arada kullanildiginda daha mi1 faydali olur,
sorusunun yanitini, belki de arayiiz hipotezinde (interface hypothesis) aramak gerekir. Bu
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hipoteze gore li¢ durum s6z konusudur. Arayiiz yoktur savinda agik ve ortiik bilgi farkhidir,
belirtik bilginin ortiik bilgiye doniistiiriilmesi s6z konusu degildir. Arayiiz vardir savi ise
ogrencilerin ¢ok miktarda iletisimsel uygulama firsat1 varsa agik bilginin Ortiik bilgi haline
geldigini savunmaktadir. Bir diger sav ise zayif arayiiz savidir. Zayif arayiliz savinda
ogrencinin hedeflenen 6zelligi edinmeye hazir olmasi ve bir dizi temel edinimsel siireci fark
etmesi durumunda acgik bilginin Ortiik bilgiye doniisebilecegi iddia edilmektedir (Ellis,
2006). Pongpairoj (2004), iki yaklasim ortak kullanildiginda, belirtik 6gretme yaklagimi
ogrencinin belirli bir dilbilgisi yapis1 ile ilgili farkindaligin1 artirirken Ortiik yaklagimin
ogrenciyi iletisimsel metinlerde bi¢imin nasil kullanilacagini anlamaya tesvik edebilecegini
vurgulamaktadir.
Ogretim Programlarinin Yapisi ve Dilbilgisi

Ogretim programlari, 6gretimde kullanilan yontem ve teknikler, arag ve geregler,
ogretmenin plan, uygulama ve degerlendirme stratejileri de etkili dilbilgisi dgretiminde
onemli rol oynamaktadir (Anilan, 2014). Programin bagli oldugu felsefe ve bunun bagh
oldugu 6grenme 6gretme ve degerlendirme yaklagimlari dilbilgisi 6gretiminde etkindir. Bir
diger dnemli nokta da program tasarimi modelidir. SOyle ki daimicilik, esasicilik, yeniden
kurmacilik, ilerlemecilik egitim felsefelerinden birine temel olan programlarin dilbilgisi
ogretimine bakis acilar1 degisiktir. Ornegin daimicilik felsefesini temel alan programda
dilbilgisi 6gretiminde dogruluk, tek ve degismez 6l¢iinlii yazi diline dayali bir yap1 egemen
olacaktir. Yine ilerlemecilik felsefesine dayali bir programda dilbilgisi 6gretimi yasamla
baglantili, dilin islevsel yonlerinin 6n plana ¢ikacagi bir yapt sunmalidir. Bununla birlikte
program tasarimi modelleri de dilbilgisi 6gretimine etki edecektir. Konu merkezli bir
programla, hedef merkezli veya yetkinliklere dayali bir programda dilbilgisinin igerigi,
ogretme ve degerlendirme yaklagimlariyla uygulamada sundugu olanaklar farkli olacaktir.
Bu konu 6rnegin Tiirkiye 6l¢eginde degerlendirildiginde 2000’li yillardan beri uygulanan
yapilandirmacilik anlayisi, programlardaki dilbilgisi 6gretimine de yansimistir. Dilbilgisi
ogretiminin dil sorunlar1 ve diisiince gelistirme amach anlayisi, igerikte az, sezdirmeye
dayali, tiimevarimli bir yolun izlenmesi 6nerilen anlayisin yansimasidir.

Gelderen (2006) dilbilgisi 6gretiminde programlara bakildiginda iki tiir programdan
s0z eder: Rastlantisal program ve sistematik program. Sistematik programda dilbilgisi ile
ilgili icerik belirli bir sistematikle verilir. i¢erigin nasil verilecegi de sarmal veya dogrusal
olarak Onceden belirlenmistir. Dilbilgisi 6gretimine daha ¢ok belirtik dgretim goziiyle
bakilir. Rastlantisal programda ise dilbilgisi 6gretimi ile ilgili sistematik daha esnektir.
Konular baglama gore gerceklesir. Ogretimde daha ¢ok sarmal bir icerik ve tiimevarim
yontemi 6n plana ¢ikmaktadir. Dilbilgisi 6gretimi dil sorunlarini ¢6zmeye yonelik olmalidir.

Diinyada gelinen noktada resmi program ile uygulanan program arasinda farklar
oldugu birgok tilkede goriilmektedir. Bu ayrimin iki temel nedeni vardir. Bunlardan birincisi
programin altinda yatan kuramsal anlayisin uygulamada iyi anlagilmamasi veya kuramin
uygulamada gegerli olmamasidir (Mulder, 2011; Fontich, 2014; Milian, 2015; Coppen &
Rijt, 2017; Myhill, 2018; Benzer, 2019; Rijt, Swart & Coppen, 2019). Bir digeri ise bu
kuramsal anlayisin politika, akademisyenler, 6gretmenler, basin ve aileler arasindaki inang
faklari nedeniyle (Borg, 2003; Devos & Vooren, 2014; Crystal, 2017; Boivin, 2018; Horarik,
Love & Horarik, 2018; Benzer, 2019;) resmi programin kagit iistlinde kalmasidir. Bunun
sonucu olarak hem uygulamada hem de Ogretim materyallerinde programa uygunluk
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saglanamamakta, uygulamada geleneksel anlayis hala dilbilgisi 6gretiminde yerini devam
ettirmekte ve degistirilememektedir (Couzijn & Hendrix, 2000; Fontich & Camps 2014;
Gelderen, Hlebec, 2017; Rijt, Swart & Coppen, 2019).

Sonug¢

Dil o6gretiminin en eski tartisma konularindan biri olan dilbilgisi 6gretimi
tartigmalari, giiniimiizde de giincelligini korumaktadir. Tartigmalar dilbilgisinin ne oldugu
ve igerigi, Ogretiminde nasil bir Ogrenme yolunun izlenmesi gerektigi {izerinde
yogunlagsmaktadir. Bununla birlikte dilbilgisi 6gretimi politikasi ile uygulama tutarsizligi,
program yaklasimi, uygulama ve degerlendirme yaklagimlar1 dilbilgisi 6gretiminde hala
tartismanin odagidir (Crystal, 2017). Bu tartigmalara Ogretmenlerin mevcut uygulama
hakkindaki bilgisi de eklenebilir (Borg, 2003). Ancak burada su belirtilmelidir ki tarihsel
stirecte dilbilgisinin dil 6grenmenin amaci olarak Ogretilmesinden dilin islevlerine
odaklanarak okuma, yazma, dinleme ve konusma becerileriyle ¢ocugun diisiinme
becerilerine katki saglamaya yonelik bir evrilme s6z konusudur. Giiniimiizde hi¢ kimse artik
dilbilgisi 6grenme ile dil 6grenmeyi es tutmamaktadir. Bununla birlikte herkes islevsel bir
dilbilgisinden bahsetse de bu tiir 6gretimin ne oldugunun net olmadig1 yoniinde goriisler
vardir (Crystal, 2017).

Dilbilgisi 6gretiminde karsi karsiya kalinan bir nokta da kuramla uygulamanin
tutarsizligidir. Kuramcilarin ortaya koydugu veriler her zaman uygulamada hayat
bulamamaktadir. Cilinkii kuramcilarin  beklentileri ile inancglari, uygulamacinin
beklentileriyle inanglar1 ve 6grenci gereksinimleri ayni dogrultuda degildir. Dolayisiyla
kuramin ortaya koydugu goriisler ya uygulamada soyut kalmakta ya da kuramin
anlagilamamasindan ve bilinmemesinden dolayr kagit lizerinde kalmaktadir. Nitekim
yapilan ¢alismalar da bu diislinceyi desteklemektedir (Anilan, 2014; Crystal, 2017; Rijt,
Swart & Coppen, 2019; Coppen & Rijt, 2017). Rijt, Swart & Coppen (2019), giiniimiizde
dilbilgisi Ogretiminin teorik dilbilimin verilerinin politika ve smif uygulamasiyla
uyusmamasindan dolay1 dilbilgisi 6gretiminin sorunlu oldugunu sdylemektedir. Kuramin
uygulamada yer bulmamasi hem islevselligin sinifa uyarlanamamasina neden olmakta hem
de geleneksel anlayisin slirmesine yol agmaktadir. Bu konuda yapilacak olan, egitim bilimi
ve dilbilimciler ile uygulamacilari bir araya getirerek bir ¢6ziim yolu sunmaktir.

Ulkemizin anadili egitiminde devam eden gelismelere kosut olarak diinyadaki
uygulamalarin sentezlenip 21. yiizyil insan yetkinliklerini dikkate alan bir yaklasimla
diizenlenmesi, bu yapilirken politika, 6gretmen, Ogrenci hatta velinin bu konudaki
inanglarma dayanan bir gretimin dikkate alinmasi en saglikl1 yol olacaktir. Ozetle gelenegi
dislamayan cagdas bir dilbilgisi 6gretimine ihtiya¢ vardir. Gelenegin tiimiiyle dislanmasi
uygulanmayacak bir politikay1 glitmek olacak, tersi gelenege dayali bir 6gretim de giiniimiiz
dil yetkinlikleriyle donanmis bireyleri yetistirmede etkili bir bir ara¢ olmayacaktir.
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