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Abstract: In order to identify the elements of grammar teaching which most
influence the perception of its effectiveness, we looked into the link between
general evaluations of students’ micro-teaching grammar presentations (an
overall grade) and the assessments of their individual aspects, such as student-
teacher personality, their non-verbal communication, the teaching method
employed and the appropriateness of the materials and the activities used. The
study involved 36 final year students of English language, literature and culture
at a state university in Serbia who engaged in micro-teaching as part of their
English language teaching methodology 2 coursework. After each classroom-
based 5-minute grammar presentation, the same online questionnaire was
completed by student teachers themselves (self-evaluation), their fellow students
acting as language learners (anonymous peer evaluation) and two university ELT
methodology teachers (397 evaluations in total), thus enabling us to investigate
the potential differences in the perceptions of the grammar teaching depending
on the source of evaluation (peer, self- or teacher trainer). A thematic analysis
was conducted on the participants’ responses to an open-ended question
regarding the key element that made the grammar presentation successful.
Correlational analysis revealed that the strongest association occurred between
the perceived level of grammar presentation effectiveness and the positive
student teacher characteristics, while the qualitative data analysis showed that
the student teacher personality and their teaching style consistent with the
constructivist theory of learning were almost equally cited as the main
contributors to the positive perception of micro-teaching. Differences between
the perceptions of different groups of evaluators were identified and accounted
for in both types of research inquiry.

Keywords: grammar teaching, micro-teaching, teacher effectiveness, teacher
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Introduction

Despite the general consensus on the profound impact of effective
teaching on student achievement (Goe et al. 2; Teven 434; Toropova et
al. 1), research on teacher effectiveness (see a historical overview in
Campbell et al.) has been hampered by the lack of agreement on what
constitutes good teaching (Kim et al. 2019: 166; Korthagen 78). In fact,
because of the largely context-dependent nature of instructional
practices, Korthagen has argued that it may even be “impossible or
pedagogically undesirable to formulate a definitive description of ‘the
good teacher’” (78). Indeed, many authors attest to the complexity of
instructional contexts (Turner and Meyer; Simi¢ Sagi¢), which, if
unfavourable, may put a strain on the performance of even the most
competent and experienced teachers. This has led us to look into various
aspects of effective grammar teaching in a simplified context of
university-based micro-teaching sessions involving groups of 8-10 pre-
service English language teachers in their final year of study, as it makes
for a relatively safe environment in which students acting as learners
tend to be “uniformly helpful and compliant, following the
microteacher's instructions and earnestly offering responses” (Bell 33).
By enabling us to focus on the aspects of teaching other than classroom
management, such a set-up has also created a level playing field for
evaluations of students' five-minute grammar presentations from the
perspectives of student teachers themselves (self-evaluation), their
peers acting as learners (peer evaluation) and two university ELT
methodology teachers, one of whom has never taught them. Micro-
teaching was part of the coursework for ELT Methodology 2, a course
taught by the other teacher trainer, in which students had previously
received both theoretical instruction and practical training in various
elements of grammar teaching (e.g. elicitation techniques, concept
checking, giving instructions, lesson planning).

The aim of the research was, therefore, twofold: (1) to investigate
the potential correlations between the general assessments of student
grammar presentations (an overall grade) and the evaluations of their
individual elements such as teacher personality, teacher presence (body
language and the use of voice), teaching style (e.g. student-centred,
interactive, inductive approach) and the activities and materials used.
This was done with a view to identifying those aspects which most
contribute to the positive or negative perception of grammar teaching;
(2) to look into the potential differences between the students' (peer
evaluation), student teachers' (self-evaluation) and teacher trainers'
perceptions of the grammar presentations. However, in order to better
understand the complex interplay between the investigated elements
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of micro-teaching and to further explain the differences in evaluations
depending on their source, a thematic analysis of the participants'
responses to an open-ended question about the key positive element of
each grammar presentation was performed.

Micro-teaching

Micro-teaching, as a way of training prospective teachers, has been
a long-standing practice. The fact that it is still used by professionals
proves that the advantages of micro-teaching greatly outnumber the
disadvantages. According to Fortune et al. (389), one of its main benefits
is exposing teacher trainees to different teaching situations without
overwhelming them. This is significant since for most student teachers
this is their first brush with actual teaching (Bodri¢ 930). Such activities
are also beneficial as they create opportunities for close examination
and detailed feedback. Since it breaks down complicated teaching
procedures into small steps, micro-teaching is deemed to be an effective
teaching tool for novice teachers (Shi 168; Dwight and Eve 181).

What is often challenged in employing micro-teaching is its
authenticity (Bodri¢ 931; Shi 169). Experts wonder how far we can go
with altering everyday classroom conditions before removing ourselves
too far from what authentic teaching really looks like. Bell (24), for
example, claims that those taking part in such training techniques view
them more as a performance than an actual opportunity to teach.
Nevertheless, in their quasi-experimental study Metcalf et al. found that
it was the student teachers who engaged in micro-teaching and other
university-based teacher training activities rather than the field
experience trainees who improved their reflective ability and their
teaching performance (e.g. increased interaction with learners, more
adaptation to their level).

Despite some of the drawbacks of micro-teaching, a lot of research
is being conducted to explore its efficiency and the results mostly outline
the benefits of using micro-teaching in teacher training environments.
Shi (168) investigated its effects on prospective English language
teachers in China, where, similarly to our own research, student
teachers were evaluating themselves, they received feedback from their
peers and a mentor. However, while the majority of studies reviewed
focus on either teacher trainees’ comments of recorded micro-teaching
sessions (Deneme) or the benefits of such sessions to prospective
teachers (Bodri¢; Fernandes; Onal), to our knowledge there are none
that explore the aspects of micro-teaching that are presented in this

paper.
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Teacher personality

Looking back on our formal learning experiences, we seem to
regard the role of our teachers and their personality as more important
than the teaching methods and the materials they used (Bailey et al. 15;
Kneipp et al. 904; Suplicz; Vitaz). However, while personality assessment
has been widely used in organizational settings for personnel selection
(Goncz 85; Kim et al. 2018: 321), such a practice appears to be much
more controversial in educational contexts (see Borko et al.).

Despite its long tradition and diversity both in educational
psychology (Rockoff et al. 8; see Goéncz for the research classification)
and beyond (John et al. 148; Kell 2), it is only in recent decades that
personality research has undergone, what some authors call, a paradigm
shift (see John et al.) with the general acceptance of the Big Five trait
taxonomy as the dominant personality framework (Decker and Rimm-
Kaufman 47; Kim, Verena and Klassen 164). Emerging from factor
analyses of trait adjectives (see Goldberg; Saucier and Goldberg), the Big
Five model comprises the following five dimensions commonly referred
to as: extraversion (energetic, talkative, outgoing), agreeableness (kind,
warm, helpful), conscientiousness (organised, efficient, thorough),
emotional stability (calm, relaxed, secure) and openness (creative,
intelligent, curious).

Using predominantly this, as well as other personality taxonomies
(e.g. Rushton et al.; Thornton et al.), research studies investigating
teacher effectiveness as a function of teacher personality have yielded
somewhat inconsistent results — from those reporting no significant
relationship between the constructs (Corcoran and O’Flaherty; Rockoff
et al.; see Kell) to those establishing a clear link between teaching
performance and at least some, although often different, aspects of
teacher personality. For example, while in their meta-analysis of 25
studies focusing on the relationship between teacher Big Five
personality domains and teacher effectiveness and burnout, Kim et al.
(2019) found that all of the personality dimensions except for
agreeableness were positively associated with teacher effectiveness
(with extraversion and conscientiousness being especially important for
student evaluations), in a study involving 63 university instructors
(Kneipp et al.), agreeableness was found to be the only personality
characteristic significantly correlated with student ratings of
instructional quality. In another study by Kim et al. (2018) involving
Australian secondary school students and their English and mathematics
teachers, teacher personality predicted the subjective measures of
teacher effectiveness, with conscientiousness being most important for
teacher academic support, agreeableness for teacher personal support
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and teacher stability for student performance self-efficacy, but it did not
predict academic achievement as a more objective measure of teacher
effectiveness.

Instead of using students' evaluation of teachers, some researchers
focused on pre-service teachers and compared their personality types
to those found in the general population (Ripski et al.; Thornton et al.).
The results of the study conducted by Ripski et al. indicate that pre-
service teachers are less neurotic, more extraverted, more open to
experience, more agreeable and more conscientious than their peers,
which is consistent with the findings reported by Genc et al. who
investigated Serbian university students' expectations of what a good
teacher should be like.

Effective grammar teaching

Although most teachers and students dislike it, languages cannot
function without grammar, so it has to be taught in some way (Tomovié
100). Consequently, there has always been a debate about the most
effective way of teaching grammar. The perception of grammar
instruction within the different ELT methods and approaches has been
subject to change (see Schenck 165-167 for an overview), but the latest
trends stress the importance of contextualized grammar teaching, its
integration into the more communicatively-oriented syllabus and the
promotion of student noticing of the target structures by using various
techniques such as input flooding, input enhancement, consciousness-
raising tasks, the garden path strategy etc. with a view to encouraging
learners to work out the rules themselves (Ellis 48; Larsen-Freeman 257;
Mart 124).

Apart from being taught in context, grammar can be taught overtly
and covertly, i.e. by explaining the rules to students, or by hiding
grammar from them, so that they are doing an activity without being
aware that they are learning a particular structure or rule (Tomovi¢ 101-
102). Overt grammar teaching can be deductive or rule-driven and
inductive or discovery learning, both of which have their advantages and
disadvantages. Deductive teaching saves time and appears to be the
preferred method among some language learners in Serbia (see Nesi¢
and Hamidovi¢ 201; cf. bordevi¢ 331). However, the main drawback of
such an approach is that students are not active participants in the
learning process, which is incompatible with the main tenets of the
constructivist theories of learning which show that active construction
of knowledge, problem-based learning, the use of higher-order thinking
skills and cooperative learning lead to deeper levels of understanding,
produce better learning outcomes, promote student engagement and
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keep them more focused on the task at hand (Dzinki¢ and Milutinovi¢
143; Loyens and Gijbels 352; Simi¢ Sasi¢ 237).

Among other conclusions that Schenck (184) reaches, there is one
relevant to our research parameters: explicit grammar instruction may
be more effective with students at a lower level of language proficiency,
whereas at higher levels, learners seem to acquire grammatical
structures more efficiently when asked to use self-discovery. Since the
vast majority of students in our study opted for target structures
typically taught at higher levels of language proficiency, it was expected
of the research participants to have considered exposing their students
to more inductive and covert ways of teaching grammar. Furthermore,
as most of them claimed to have experienced the traditional,
transmission-based, teacher-fronted language teaching as learners at
school (see Nesi¢ and Hamidovi¢ 201), micro-teaching was seen as an
opportunity for them to step out of their comfort zone and experiment
with the more progressive teaching methods.

Finally, while there is research to be found exploring self- and/or
peer evaluation in teacher education (Bedir; Ozogul; Zaier), we were
unable to locate any studies connected to this type of practice in the
context of pre-service teachers micro-teaching grammar.

Research methodology

This study was conducted during the autumn term of 2020/21
school year with fourth year students of English language, literature and
culture at the Faculty of Philology, Belgrade University. The final sample
size used in the analysis comprises of 36 students?, all in their early
twenties, and two full-time university teachers at the abovementioned
institution, one of whom was teaching the ELT Methodology 2 course
the participants were attending at the time (i.e. they knew and had been
previously taught by the teacher) and the other one was unknown to
them, and vice-versa. The students had been asked to prepare and teach
a grammar point of their choice to their peers who were pretending to
be language learners, all within a five-minute time frame. The student
participants took turns at being teachers within their group of 8 to 10
fellow students, while teacher trainers observed them and after each
micro-teaching session everyone was asked to fill in a survey evaluating
the grammar presentation they were a part of. Each time three types of
evaluation (self-evaluation, anonymous peer evaluation and

! The number was reached after excluding the sessions in which student
teachers were evaluated only by one teacher trainer, as a result of the other
university teacher testing positive for COVID-19.
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independent teacher trainer evaluation) were conducted using private
mobile phones to complete the same online questionnaire designed in
Google Forms (see Appendix).

The data were collected and analysed using the following tools:

e  The data preparation (data cleaning and validation) was done
in the open-source application OpenRefine.

e Testing whether there are statistically significant differences
in the scores between the matched pairs of treatment participants
(Friedman Test) and a non-parametric correlation analysis were done in
IBM SPSS Statistics 22.

e A thematic analysis of the participants’ responses to an open-
ended question was done in the qualitative data analysis software —
Nvivo 12. After initial coding, a number of themes were identified (e.g.
motivating and encouraging students) and grouped into broader
categories (e.g. teacher personality, content delivery/teaching
methodology).

Research results and discussion

The importance of different aspects of grammar (micro-)teaching

In order to determine the strength of correlations between general
assessments of student teachers’ micro-teaching (see Q3 in the
Appendix) and evaluations of their individual aspects (teacher
personality, body language, student involvement, grammar rule
elicitation, teaching materials and activities; see Q4-Q13 in the
Appendix), a Spearman's rank-order correlation was run.

Table 1. The output of non-parametric correlation analysis
g Q4. Q7| Q8 Q9. Q1 Q1
3. Positive | Body Eliciting [1. 3.
CQteacher [languag In [|grammar M Ac
verall [charact. [e volving [rules aterials [tivities
grade students
Corre 1 .840 7 .6 .605] .6 7|
lation .000] 1 34" 76™ ] 87" 03"
o Coeff.
£ Q3.Overall Sig. .000 0 0 .000) 0 0
% Grade (2-tailed) 00 00 00 00
g N 3 397 39 39 397 26 35
§ 97 7 7 2 7
< Corre . 1.00 8 6 .602 6 6
. lation 840™ 0 30™ 77 ™ 50™ 72"
Q4.Positive Coeff.
ach .
or Sig. . .0 .0 .000 .0 .0
(2-tailed) 000 00 00 00 00
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characterist 3 397 39 39 397 26 35
. N
ics 97| 7

**_ Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As a result, a strong positive correlation was found between the
general evaluation of the grammar presentations (Q3 overall grade, see
Table 1) and the degree of perception of positive teacher characteristics
(rs(395) = .840, p = .000), as well as between the degree of perception of
positive teacher characteristics (Q4) and the degree to which their
adequate physical presence in the role of the teacher (Q7) was observed
(rs(395) = .830, p = .000). In other words, the grammar presentations of
student teachers who were perceived as exhibiting positive teacher
personality traits during their micro-teaching (e.g. enthusiastic,
confident, kind, patient) were commonly highly evaluated, while the
positive perception of teacher personality was also typically coupled
with the perceived appropriate use of body language, facial expressions
and voice in the classroom (Q7), which attests to their powerful
influence in ELT (Hismanoglu and Hismanoglu; Liu; Salah; a strong
positive correlation with the overall grade (rs(395) = .734, p = .000).

As for the link between the general assessment of grammar
presentations (Q3) and the perception of the level of student
involvement (i.e. interactive teaching; Q8), a moderate positive
correlation was observed (rs(395) = .676, p = .000). This means that,
generally speaking, the more students were included in the presentation
of target structures, the higher evaluation it received. A somewhat
weaker association, however, may be explained by the fact that the
focus was on the quantity and not necessarily the quality of student—
student teacher interaction (see Q8 in the Appendix), so that despite the
perceived high degree of interactivity in the classroom, some important
aspects of pedagogical communication may have been missing, such as
understanding, openness, active listening, the presence of emotions and
empathy (Zukorli¢ and Osmanli¢ 173). Namely, student teachers had
been previously instructed about the benefits of constructivist teaching
(see Dzinki¢ and Milutinovi¢ 143; Loyens and Gijbels 352; Tomc¢i¢ and
Andevski 54; Simi¢ Sasi¢ 237), which entails interactive communication
with and between students and it was observed that, although many
strived for increased student engagement in their micro-teaching, in
some cases the interaction was somewhat strained, with student
teachers posing questions mechanically without much emotion and
warmth and without showing genuine interest in or properly
acknowledging and reacting to students’ answers. This may partly be
explained by the somewhat artificial set-up of the micro-teaching
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assignment in which all the participants are pretending to be either a
teacher or students (see Bell 24; Bodri¢ 931; Shi 169). Therefore, a
moderate positive correlation between the perception of positive
teacher characteristics (Q4) and the degree to which students were
perceived to be included in the presentation of grammar (Q8) (rs(395) =
.677, p = .000) may be seen as a confirmation of such an observation.
When it comes to the teaching method employed, a moderate
positive correlation was also observed between the overall assessment
of the grammar presentation (Q3) and the perceived level of eliciting
grammar rules from the students (Q9) (rs(395) = .605, p = .000), which
points to a generally positive evaluation of the inductive approach in
grammar instruction. However, the fact that the association between
the overall grade and the perceived degree to which student teachers
elicited target structures was the weakest of all the investigated aspects
of micro-teaching, may be accounted for by some students’ preference
for the deductive grammar teaching, often based on their positive
learner experience or in line with their personal learning style (see Nesi¢
and Hamidovi¢ 201), or some instances of poorly applied guided
discovery techniques, in which students had been trained, such as
posing inadequate ‘lead-in" questions, no concept checking, providing
insufficient information or inappropriate examples for student analysis.
Finally, a moderate to strong positive correlation was found
between the general evaluation of micro-teaching and the perceived
level of adequacy of the teaching materials used r;(260) = .687, p = .000)
and the activities employed (rs(355) = .703, p = .000), which suggests
that appropriate, well-chosen and carefully thought-through materials
and activities are highly significant in the teaching and learning of a
foreign language. Nevertheless, the results also point to a complex
interplay between these and other factors involved in teaching (e.g.
content delivery, teacher personality, teacher—student rapport), while a
closer inspection of the results reveals cases of successful grammar
presentations in which no materials or activities were used, and vice
versa. Edge and Garton (55), therefore, rightfully notice that “as long as
a teacher is using a certain set of materials, even if their appropriateness
seems questionable, it is important to use them with enthusiasm.”

Peer, self- and teacher trainer evaluation

Another aim of the research was to determine whether the
perceptions of micro-teaching sessions differ through a comparison of
student teachers’ self-assessment, anonymous peer evaluation by their
fellow students acting as English language learners and independent
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evaluations by two university ELT methodology teachers (teacher
trainers), one of whom (teacher trainer 2) has never taught them.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics

N Percentiles
25th 50th 75th
(Median)
Teacher_trainerl 36| 6.00 7.00 8.00
Teacher_trainer2 36 4.25 7.00 8.00
Teacher 36 6.00 7.00 8.00)
Student 36 8.00) 8.00, 9.00

Given the fact that all the participating students were evaluated as
student teachers on one occasion, while in other cases they were
students evaluating their peers, it was decided to use a Friedman Test,
which is usually run to determine if three or more measurements from
the same group of subjects are significantly different from one another
on a chosen variable of interest.

Table 3. Friedman Test statistics

N 36
Chi-Square 36.399
Df 3
Asymp. Sig. .000

Consequently, a statistically significant difference was found in an
overall grade students gave to their peers acting as teachers in the
course of their anonymous evaluation of micro-teaching in relation to
those that student teachers gave to their own presentations (self-
evaluation), as well as in relation to the grades student teachers were
awarded by their university teachers, x3(3) = 36.399, p = 0.000 (see Table
3). However, at this stage, we knew that there were differences
somewhere between the related groups, but we did not know exactly
where the differences had actually occurred, which is why separate
Wilcoxon signed-rank tests were run on the different combinations of
related groups (peer evaluation vs. self-evaluation; students’ grades vs.
teacher trainers’ grades; self-evaluation vs. teacher trainers’ grades). A
post hoc analysis with a Wilcoxon signed-rank test was conducted with
a Bonferroni correction applied, resulting in a significance level set at p
< 0.0125 (significance level of 0.05/4), which yielded the following
results (see Table 4):
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Table 4. Wilcoxon signed-rank test statistics

S Teacher [T_trainerl - [T_trainer2 [T_trainerl - [T_trainer2 [T_trainer2 -
- Student [Student - Student [S Teacher [|-S [T_trainerl
Teacher
7 -4.514b -4.5898  -4.306" -.5559  -1.312Y -1.329h
[Asymp. Sig. .000 .000 .000 .579 .189 .184
(2-tailed)

a Based on positive ranks.

Median (IQR) overall grades provided by fellow students, student
teachers, teacher trainer 1 and teacher trainer 2 were 8 (8t0 9), 7 (6 to
8), 7 (6 to 8), and 7 (4.25 to 8), respectively (see Table 2). There was a
statistically significant difference between student teachers’ and
students’ evaluations (Z = -4.514, p = 0.000; see Table 4), as well as
between students’ grades and those given by the two university
teachers (Z = -4.589, p = 0.000; Z = -4.306, p = 0.000). In other words,
students in the role of language learners made a more favourable
judgement of grammar presentations than did the student teachers.
This is in line with the authors’ observation that students generally tend
to be both self-critical and kind to their peers in the course of their
micro-teaching sessions involving reflection. Namely, these are typically
viewed as stressful, high-stakes events by students, the more so as they
are formally assessed and involve university teacher and peer feedback,
so that camaraderie and the sheer awareness of the difficulty of being
publicly evaluated and subjected to critique (see Bell 38) often lead
students to soften their comments, stress only the positive aspects of
the observed grammar presentations and generally act in a more gentle
and sympathetic manner towards their fellow students. Therefore,
despite the anonymous nature of the micro-teaching peer evaluation in
the course of this study, students’ identities as friends and classmates
may certainly have influenced their subjective assessment.

On the other hand, self-evaluation as the only element of the online
survey in which the participants were identifiable, has provided a more
rigorous and possibly a more realistic assessment of student teachers’
performance. A more negative self-evaluation may be explained as a
“protection against potential disappointment resulting from
confrontation with more negative students’ perceptions” (Wubbels and
Breckelmans 20). In our research, teacher trainers' access to student
teachers' self-reports and other-reports may have caused a similar
reaction, although we certainly hope that student teachers were
genuinely aware of both the strengths and weaknesses of their
performance during simulated teaching, which has resulted in no
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significant differences between their self-evaluation grades and the
teacher trainers’ grades for their grammar presentations (Z = -0.555, p
=0.579;7=-1.312, p =0.189).

Finally, it is also important to stress that no significant differences
were observed between the independent evaluations of the two
university teachers themselves (Z = -1.329, p = 0.184). This points to a
shared system of teaching beliefs and a clear set of assessment
standards applied, although it is interesting to note that the teacher
trainer 1 who was familiar with the students was slightly more generous
in her evaluations compared to the teacher trainer 2 as a possibly more
objective observer and assessor (see Table 5).

Table 5. Ranks table

Mean Rank
Teacher_trainerl 2.17
Teacher_trainer2 2.14
Teacher 2.17
Student 3.53]

Thematic analysis: Positive aspects of grammar presentations

In the course of online evaluation of micro-teaching, respondents
were asked to choose the key element that made a grammar
presentation successful (see Q14 in the Appendix). In order to identify
the underlying themes among their answers, the responses were
grouped into different categories to describe the same concept, such as
Teacher personality (blue boxes in Table 6), Content delivery/teaching
methodology (beige boxes), Body language/use of voice (orange boxes)
and Classroom management (green boxes). Given the complexity of
instructional contexts (Turner and Meyer; Simié Sagi¢) and especially the
fact that it is almost impossible to separate what teacher is (i.e. teacher
personality) from what they do in the classroom (e.g. content delivery,
classroom management), the division was only tentative with some
inevitable overlapping between the categories (see Simi¢ Sagi¢ 234). The
main focus and the result of the analysis, however, were the main
themes extracted and presented in Table 6.

Table 6. Themes related to perceptions of key elements that made
the presentations successful
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Students Student Teacher
Theme teachers trainers
subgroups/categories
N % N % N %j
' Us.e of materials; 5 5 3 1 1
visual aids (ppt); 7 4 2 3 7 54
whiteboard ! ! !
Interesting; 5 1 5 8 4 2
engaging 6 1,2 ,3 ,9
. - 1 2 1 0
Involving activities 1 P 6 0,0 1 7
Eliciting; discovery
learning; 1 2 1 1 2 1
personalisation; 03 0,7 1 8,3 6 9,0
involving students
. 0 0 0
Level-appropriate 2 4 0 0 1 7
. 1 2 1 2
Well-organized 3 6 1 7 3 2
Motivating and 3 0 1 1 9 6
encouraging students ,6 7 ,6
Good classroom 1 0 0 0 5 1
management ,2 ,0 ,5
Checklr?g 1 0 1 1 3 2
comprehension ,2 7 ,2
2 4 8 3
4 ,8 > ,3 > ,6
0 0 1
Body language 0 0 0 0 2 5
4 8 5 3 2 1
3 ,6 ,3 1 5,3
1 3 0 0
9 ,8 0 ,0 0 ,0
1 0 2
5 0 0 0 4 9
. = 2 5 1 2
Dynamic; efficient 3 6 1 7 3 2
Rapport; positive 1 2 ) 3 9 6
atmosphere 0 ,0 ,3 ,6
Interaction with 2 5 6 1 1 0
students 7 4 0,0 ,7

257
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Clear and concise; 6 1 5 8 1 1
comprehensive 8 3,7 ,3 5 0,9
. . 0 0 4
Appropriate voice 2 4 0 0 6 4
Appropriate pace; 0 3 0

. 2 2 1
good time management 4 ,3 7
- 0 0 0
Creativity 4 8 0 0 0 0
L 0 3 0
Simplicity 4 8 2 3 0 0
4 9 1 2
None 5 0 8 33 4 9
Total 4 1 6 1 1 1
98 00,0 0 00,0 37 00,0

The one with the highest representation (20.7%, 18.3% and 19%)
(students, student teachers and teacher trainers, respectively) is the
interactive, student-centred grammar teaching, including the extracted
subthemes such as elicitation, discovery learning, personalisation and
student involvement, commonly associated with the constructivist
approaches to learning. In other words, it appears that the micro-
teaching sessions have provided the students acting both as language
learners and teachers with a firsthand experience of the benefits of
being actively engaged (or actively engaging students) in the process of
knowledge construction, thus confirming the teacher trainers’
impression based on more than a decade of classroom and micro-
teaching observation and evaluation, that such grammar presentations
are far more successful and better-received than those where students
are only passive recipients of the content delivered (see DZinki¢ and
Milutinovi¢ 143; Loyens and Gijbels 352; Simi¢ Sasi¢ 237). Furthermore,
although ‘interaction with the students’ as another important theme
identified (see Table 6), may be related to a number of pedagogical
functions including teaching, classroom management, establishing
rapport and supporting learner autonomy (see Tomci¢ and Andevski 50),
it may be argued that because of the brevity of simulated teaching it was
predominately seen as pertaining to instruction itself (e.g. rule
elicitation, comprehension checks), thus adding to the positive
perception of interactive teaching.

The comments related to the student-teachers’ positive personality
characteristics were almost equally highly represented among the
students’ and teacher trainers’ responses as the previous theme (18.2%
and 21.8%, respectively), of which ‘enthusiastic/motivated’ and
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‘confident’, typically associated with extraversion (see Goldberg; Saucier
& Goldberg), were most commonly cited among students acting as
learners (4.8% and 3.8%, respectively; see Kim et al., 2019). The
university teachers focused more on the student teachers’
agreeableness (kind, pleasant, nice, polite, smiling, helpful) and
emotional stability (relaxed) or both (patient), citing them as the key
positive components of their grammar presentations (15.3% compared
to 8.6% in peer evaluation). The finding that teacher trainers attach
more importance to teacher—student interpersonal relations (e.g.
teacher agreeableness), while students value far more the element of
fun in teaching (e.g. teacher extraversion) is further supported by the
prevalence of the responses associated with ‘motivating and
encouraging the students’ and ‘rapport; positive atmosphere’ among
the two university teachers (6.6% for both themes compared to 0.6%
and 2% in peer evaluation, respectively), while those in the ‘interesting,
engaging’ theme subgroup account for 11.2% and 8.3% of the students’
and student teachers’ answers, respectively and only 2.9% of the
teacher trainers’ responses (see Table 6).

Another aspect of grammar presentations that all groups perceived
as a major contributor to their effectiveness is that they are clear,
concise and comprehensive (13.7%, 8.3% and 10.9% for students,
student teachers and teacher trainers, respectively). On the other hand,
the idiosyncrasy of student teachers’ self-evaluations lies,
understandably, in a far lower rate of responses signifying positive
personality traits (11.6% compared to 18.2% for students and 21.8% for
teacher trainers) and a much higher proportion of ‘none’ responses
(13.3% compared to only 2.9% for teacher trainers). This suggests that
they may have been either too self-critical or simply uneasy about
praising their own personal characteristics (except for their enthusiasm
and motivation; 8.3%), which is why they focused more on the quality
of the interaction they established with their peers and of the activities
used (10% each). Interestingly, the teacher trainers, on the other hand,
only mentioned the activities once in total, whilst placing more stress on
the materials student teachers used, some of which featured input
flooding and input enhancement with a view to promoting student
noticing (see Larsen-Freeman 257).

Conclusion

Although the results of the first part of the study indicate that it is
the positive teacher traits that are almost invariably associated with
good grammar instruction, while the link with other investigated
components of micro-teaching, despite the positive correlations
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observed, is not as straightforward, it is important to acknowledge the
limitation of the quantitative part of the study which focused on the
guantity rather than the quality of student teacher—student interaction
and grammar rule elicitation, which might have weakened the
association with the general appraisal of micro-teaching. The qualitative
data was therefore needed to further clarify the importance attached to
different aspects of grammar instruction from the perspectives of
students, student teachers and teacher trainers as a function of their
perception of grammar presentation quality, so that the thematic
analysis of their responses to what makes grammar presentation
effective revealed that both teacher personality and the constructivist
grammar teaching techniques (elicitation, active student engagement,
guided discovery) were the most and, more or less, equally valued by
both the students and teacher trainers, thus supporting the view that
teachers are not only born but made as well.

Although well aware that the results cannot be generalised to real
classroom settings, the importance of the research and its findings lies
in the evidence found for the positive effects of the student-centred,
interactive approach to grammar teaching and the opportunity the
students were given to feel them directly by being put in the shoes of
language learners. On a more personal level, the study has also
confirmed the authors’ observations about the nature of successful
grammar presentation and the reliability of the micro-teaching
assessment practices (no significant differences between the teacher
trainers’ independent evaluations, as well as between our appraisal and
the student teachers’ self-evaluation) and provided us with an insight
into both the similarities (e.g. presentation clarity, conciseness and
comprehensiveness) and the differences between the students’ and our
perceptions of what makes for an effective grammar presentation
(teacher extroversion vs. agreeableness and emotional stability;
interesting presentations vs. student teacher—student interpersonal
relations, respectively). In future work, investigating the extent to which
micro-teaching evaluations are predictive of student teachers’ effective
grammar instruction in real classrooms might prove important.
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STA PREZENTACIJU GRAMATIKE CINI USPESNOM?: SAMOEVALUACIJA,
VRSNJACKA | EVALUACIJA MIKRONASTAVE OD STRANE UNIVERZITETSKIH
NASTAVNIKA

Kako bismo se priblizili odgovoru na pitanje da li se nastavnici radaju ili stvaraju,
analizirali smo odnos izmedu opstih ocena mikronastave gramatickih jedinica
na univerzitetskom nivou i procene individualnih aspekata pomenutih
simulacija, kao Sto su licnost nastavnika, njihova neverbalna komunikacija,
nastavna metoda (transmisioni ili interaktivni model nastave, induktivna ili
deduktivna metoda) i koriSéenje odgovaraju¢ih nastavnih materijala i
aktivnosti. U istraZzivanju je ucestvovalo 36 studenata engleskog jezika,
knjiZevnosti i kulture na zavrSnoj godini studija. Posle svake petominutne
prezentacije gramaticke jedinice identi¢an elektronski upitnik popunjavali su
studenti-nastavnici (samoevaluacija), studenti-ucenici (anonimna vrsnjacka
evaluacija) i dva univerzitetska nastavnika metodike nastave engleskog jezika
(ukupno 397 popunjenih upitnika). Na taj nacin omoguceno je ispitivanje razlika
u percepciji uspesnosti mikronastave zavisno od evaluatora (kolega, samih
studenata-nastavnika ili univerzitetskih nastavnika). Uradena je tematska
analiza odgovora ucesnika istraZivanja na pitanje otvorenog tipa o klju¢nom
elementu koji je predstavljanje gramaticke jedinice ucinio uspesnim.
Korelacijska analiza je pokazala da je najjata veza izmedu opSte ocene
prezentacije i stepena percepcije pozitivnih karakteristika licnosti studenta-
nastavnika, dok je kvalitativna analiza podataka otkrila da su licnost studenta-
nastavnika i primenjena nastavna metoda koja je u skladu sa teorijom
konstruktivizma u ucenju (interaktivna, na u¢enika usmerena nastava, upotreba
induktivne metode) skoro u istoj meri navodene kao glavni faktori u pozitivnom
dozZivljaju prezentovane gramaticke jedinice. Razlike u percepcijama
mikronastave od strane tri grupe ocenjivata su takode identifikovane i
analizirane kako u kvantitativnom tako i u kvalitativnom delu istraZivanja.

Kljucne reci: nastava gramatike, mikronastava, uspesnost nastavnika, licnost
nastavnika, nastavna metoda, vrSnjacka evaluacija, samoevaluacija
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APPENDIX

Micro-teaching survey

* Required
1. The name of the student teacher observed *
2. What was your role in the grammar presentation? *

Mark only one oval.

A student
A teacher
Teacher trainer 1
Teacher trainer 2

3. To what extent was the grammar presentation successful? (an overall
grade) *

Mark only one oval.

4, To what extent did the student teacher demonstrate positive teacher
characteristics (e.g. enthusiastic, dynamic, authoritative, confident, kind,
patient, efficient)? *

Mark only one oval.

5. Write down one or two most prominent positive characteristics of the
student teacher (either from the list above or other).*
from the list above or other).




