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Word of the Week:Alveolar consonants

Alveolar consonants are consonant sounds thatradeiped with the tongue close
to or touching the ridge behind the teeth on tloé ob the mouth. The name comes
from alveoli — the sockets of the teeth.

Example
The consonant sounds /t/, /In/ and /d/ are all éwesmnsonants.
In the classroom

Alveolar consonants exist in many languages, inap&panish, Italian, French
and German. Learners can practise these in mingened such as ‘tent’ and ‘dent’.

[retrieved fromhttp://www.teachingenglish.org.lik
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Video: The Longest Words in the English Language

Words from this video:

Scary ‘Mary Poppins’ Recut Trailer, Honorificahiidinitas,
Supercalifragilisticexpialidocious, ablative, Ansdstablishmentarianism, Church
of England, Henry VIII, Thomas Cranmer, Martin Leth
floccinoccinihilipilification, Pneumonoultramicrospicsilicovolcanoconiosis, The
National Puzzlers’ League, Titin.

Watch the video atttp://www.eltweekly.com/elt-newsletter/2010/07/6&4deo-
the-longest-words-in-the-english-lanquage/
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Article: Group discussion skills

“ Group discussions occur in many different formafiom very informal ones

between friends to highly structured and challeggliscussions included as part
of a selection process. In both cases, there avender of specific skills that we
can help our students develop to become bettertaloentribute effectively to

group discussions.

Why teach group discussion skills?
Types of discussion

Useful sub-skills for students
Setting up group discussions
Giving and encouraging feedback
Conclusion

Why teach group discussion skills?

Developing group discussion skills is useful foesuay life as we regularly find
ourselves having discussions amongst friends, yaamt colleagues. These may
vary from very informal chats about day-to-day ggnto more serious topics, for
example a discussion about a recent news storypmtdem that needs to be

solved.
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Additionally, group discussions are increasinglingeused in the job market
during interviews and selection procedures. Thasetake a variety of formats,
but the key skills remain very similar.

Last but not least, group discussions offer an dppday for extended speaking

(and listening!) practice by all of the contribitgoGroup discussion practice and

skill development is therefore useful for all stotie’

Read the complete article latp://www.eltweekly.com/elt-newsletter/2010/07/66-

article-group-discussion-skills/
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Research Paper: ‘Gender differences in using cohes
devices while writing’ by Sara Vali and Parnaz Kianparsa

Abstract

The present study investigated gender differentesing cohesive devices while
writing. About 24 (male and female) M.A. student$?ayam Noor University
(PNU) who were studying English language teachmgigpated in this study.
The instrument used for eliciting their writing l@@for in using cohesive devices
was a writing composition test about ‘Transportaiio Cities’. After collecting the
subjects’ papers, the data was analyzed using Ineqoiares to determine the
amount of the frequency of the occurrence of caleedevices. The cohesive
devices selected for the investigation were refe@ermnd conjunctions. The results
of the study suggest that there is no gender difieg in using cohesive devices
while our participants tried to write a compositiarEnglish. Findings also
indicate that Persian EFL students use referemmbs@njunctions at the same

level in their writings.
Introduction

Writing is a process of forming a text as a comroative connection between the
reader and the writer (Seidlhofer & Widdowson, 19%9s the second productive
skill which may be difficult for both EFL and ESkdrners around the world. Most
of the time, students complain about their probleme&ranging the ideas beside
each other and organizing a proper structure far thriting compositions. It has
been suggested that many factors, such as cutliffieriences, cognitive and
interlanguage development, and negative trangben frl to L2 may result in L2

learners’ problems in writing.
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However, the focus of the present study is noteamrlers’ problems in writing, but
on the possible differences which can exist betwkemwriting of some male and
female students in Iran when they try to write mgksh as their foreign language.
As you know, for having a good composition manydeas should be taken into
account by the L2 learners. They should learn leautline the ideas, organize

them into different paragraphs, and make the papdgrelated to each other.

Every mentioned step in writing needs some strasegihich should be taught to
the learners to help them write a good essay. Hethis study, we are going to
investigate the gender differences that may exising cohesive devices or
linking words in organizing and structuring a paegqdn. But, before going into
details about the aim of the study, some termg) asacohesion and coherence
should be defined carefully in order to shed lightthe objective of the research
better.

Cohesion is the grammatical and/or lexical relaiops between the different
components of a passage. Cohesion can exist vattbetween sentences in a text
(Richards, Platt & Platt, 1987). Halliday and Ha§h976) identified five types of
cohesion: reference, conjunction, substitutionicixand ellipsis.

Cohesion is a term for the quality of a text suslappears as a single unit, not as
random sequence of thoughts or sentences whidhisveed by a number of
devices or ties. These devices are called cohdswiees which have various
kinds". Typical cohesive devices are linking words, sashowever, nevertheless,

thus, for example, in addition to, by contrast;. Other cohesive devices can be

! Cited from http://esl.fis.edu/teachers/support/cohesion.htm
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classified as synonyms, pronouns, antonyms, compamexpressions,
paraphrasing, etc.

According to Halliday and Hasan (1976), cohesiotnissidered as one of the most
significant techniques in text analysis in term#®fpresent appeal in applied
linguistics. De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) exsighd that cohesion is
created on the basis of predetermined cohereneepidEsence of cohesive devices,
conjunctions, ellipsis, substitution, reference Bxical cohesion can help a text to

be stable and adequately understood.

Thus, another term that should be considered alotigthe concept of cohesion is
coherence which as Wiiewski (2006) defined, is the order of statemguitss

each other by sense. In other words, it is reldiezttly to the thematic structure of
the discourse. “Coherence, including both sentandeparagraph coherence, lies
in the deep structure of a text, and refers tactmplex non-linear notional-
functional relations behind the linear sequencesatls, sentences or
paragraphs.” (Wang & Sui, n.d., p. 2) In other vgutican be described as the
relationships that connect the ideas in a texteate meaning for the readers (Lee,
2002).

Cohesive devices are among those elements whid¢hlae to the coherence of
the text in a positive way if they are used colyelay the writer. However, as
Brown and Yule (1983) proposed, cohesive ties dalhvways lead readers to a
coherent interpretation of what they have readréfoee, it is important to teach
L2 learners how to understand the coherence oftavteen reading/writing.
Cohesion is never necessary nor enough to creheramce, though most
discourse contains cohesion. It is necessary tavkhat “[c]ohesion is a

manifestation of certain aspects of coherence agmuinter towards it, rather than
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its cause or necessary result” (Cook 1994, p. 34t is, cohesive ties have to be
considered as a “manifestation of how we are magerge of the message in the
text” (Carter & McCarthy, 1988, p. 204).

After this brief explanation of cohesion and colnees it is time to introduce the
aim of this study thoroughly. The aim in this stuslyo explore the difference of
men and women in using cohesive devices in thetmgr In other words, we
want to investigate which group uses more exptioiiesive devices in their
writing. It is believed that men and women areet#ht from each other both
biologically and psychologically. Many scholars gagt that men and women
think completely different from each other in masitypations (Goldberg, 1993;
Scheinfeld, 1965; Archbold, 2006; Conner, 2000;56ta2008; Nadeau, 1997;
York, 2008; Streitmatter, 1994; Shaywitz et al.199%hey differ from each other
in speaking and reading as well. Studies showtkieat use different strategies in
their speaking and reading to convey an idea ampoehend a message (e.g.
Brown, 2000; Hudson, 2000; Brantmier, 2003; Doleli& Welch, 1989).
Therefore, there may be some differences betwee@name women in their
writings in terms of using cohesive devices wheayttny to write in a FL like

English.

In Iran, many learners have difficulty in using peo amount of cohesive ties to be
coherent in their writing. Some students, eveneldifficulty in using correct
cohesive devices. These weaknesses cause us tacttimd study to find the
strengths and weaknesses among male and femailerear using cohesive
devices to help the instructors find some way®toady the weaknesses since
these techniques are among crucial ones to wiskiigin the target language. In

other words, the comparison between males’ andlésndifferences in using
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cohesive devices can be one of the helpful way&ridmg these weaknesses

among our learners.

In the following section, some studies which hawealby other researchers in this

regard are explained and their findings will beseraed.
Review of the related literature

As mentioned before, using cohesive devices isobtiee ways through which
writers make their writings more coherent and cahpnsible. Moreover, gender
differences which exist between men and women earrurcial to writing skill. In
this section of the research, our aim is to ingedé the outcomes of the other

studies in this regard to shed light on the aimhefresearch clearly.

In the literature, cohesion is considered as orta@aspects in the textual analysis
of any discourse. Baker (1992) has defined cohessca set of connections
between lexical, grammatical, and other relationgtvjoin various parts of a text
to each other. Cohesive devices are those toolsdhwdaintribute to provide links

between these parts without any difficulties.

Halliday and Hassan (1976) classified cohesiveasvinto 2 categories: (1)
lexical devices and (2) grammatical devices. THayred that grammatical

cohesion includes four different devices as follows

a. Referencewhich relates one element of the text to anotherfonits
interpretation

b. Substitution which is the replacement of one item by another

c. Ellipsiswhich is the omission of an item
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d. Conjunctionswhich are particular expressions contribute toterelgsscursive
connections, such as but, and, therefore, thusevenyetc.

However, lexical cohesion can be achieved by thexgen of vocabulary. These

kinds of cohesive devices can be categorized asnsi

a.Lexical repetition (Hoye, 1991) which concerns with the repetitiodexdcal

items with or without an alternation.

b. Synonymy (Halliday & Hassan, 1976) which is understoodresrepetition of a

synonym, near synonym, or use of a general word
c. Antonymy (Ellis, 1992) which describes pairs of opposites.
d. Hyponymy (Ellis, 1992) which includes the use of superaatin

e.Metonymy (Ellis, 1992) which describes pairs of lexicahi®erelated as part to

whole?

In a study conducted by Buitkiene (2005) on valtigbof cohesive devices across
registers, it was found that the distribution dfatient types of cohesive devices
within the general framework is affected by regis@osed registers favor lexical

cohesion rather than other types of cohesions.

Some studies show that even L1 written discoursgegfies can influence textual
cohesion. In her study on written narratives in&QryYusun Kang (2005) found
that Koreans use their own linguistic strategiegmvvriting in a target language
like English. They utilize demonstrative referenaesd repetitions in their writing
more than the other types of cohesive devices.

2 Because of the scope of the research only twayoges of cohesive devices were analyzed. Thesesoah
devices were (1) references such as, demonstratfieeences, pronouns, and some comparative refeseand (2)
conjunctions such as, however, and, but, more@ter,
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These kinds of studies about cohesive devicedfierent fields of writing make
some researchers interested in the possible ciffershich may exist between

men and women in using cohesive ties in their mgiti

The question of recognizing and understanding passlifferences in linguistic
styles between males and females has been exabyrgdjuistic researchers for
decadesd.g.Trudgill, 1972; Lakoff, 1975; Labov, 1990; Coat&898). It has
been suggested for some time that some constéetati€es exist in speech (as
summarized in Holmes, 1993). Most previous workdygdored evident
phonological and pragmatic differences between m@matefemale language use in
speechd.g.Trudgill, 1972; Key, 1975; Holmes, 1990; LabovO09Eckert, 1997)
and informal writing (such as student essays (Mataal, 1990; Mulac & Lundell,
1994) and electronic messaging (Herring, 1996)).

Formal written texts such as books and articlegherother hand, which are
planned for unseen audiences, lack the intonatiphainological and
conversational cues that are used in speech. Qg rtherefore, expect that such
differences would be decreased or even omittedch ormal written texts. In
fact, some authors (Berryman-Fink & Wilcox, 1988nkins-Bullock & Wildman,
1991) have stated that no difference between nmaldeanale writing styles can be
observed in more formal contexts. In a researchdoyes and Myhill (2007) on
examining gender differences in linguistic charasties of writing, the results of
the study indicated that boys and girls are diffefeom each other regarding the
features of paragraphing, text length and orgaieizaand linking devices. It was
found that boys’ paragraphing is more proficiemtrtlyirls’. Girls have a tendency
to use shorter paragraphs than boys. These diffeserould also be observed in

using cohesive devices. Boys tend to use mannerhidis, verbal repetition,
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synonyms and hyponyms, while girls usually use nppoper nouns as a linking
device. However, it was revealed that at the seetével, there is no gender
difference in writings of boys and girls. Jones ahill believed that since boys
use longer sentences and paragraphs than girletfeeyinter some lapses in

coherence at sentence level.

In a study by Agamon et al. (n.d.) on gender défiferes in formal written texts, it
was found that men and women are significantlyed#it in using pronouns and
certain types of noun modifiers: females tend ®msre pronouns while males
use many more noun specifiers. Females like tolwevihemselves in courses of
the events, whereas males like to be more infoonali However, some authors
have asserted that no difference could be obsdr®adeen the writings of men
and women in more formal contexts (e.g. Berrymank&i Wilcox, 1983;
Simkins- Bullock & Wildman, 1991).

Pronouns and specifiers both predetermine infoomabout the “things” of the
world as they are offered in nominal groups (HaNid1994). Pronouns show the
identity of the “thing” to the reader, while speeif give information about

“things” that the writer supposes the reader dagknow. Consequently, one of
the main differences between men’s and women’sngris the way the people,
objects, collectives and institutions are showrpadrticular, since women use more
pronouns than men in their writings, we can corelticht men talk more about
objects, while women talk more about relationslifurses & Johnson, 1983;
Tannen, 1990).

After this brief review of the literature in terrogpossible differences which can
exist between men and women in writing and usirtgesive devices in different

cultures and registers, now, it is time to turmhi® aims posed by the present paper.
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The main aim of this study is to investigate whetirey differences can be found
in the writings of some Persian male and femaldesits when trying to write in
English. In other words, the study concerns withghssible differences which
may exist between some Persian EFL learners (makk$emales) in using
cohesive devices, such as references and conjoactside from this
comparison, we try to examine Persian EFL learimeusing references and
conjunctions as cohesive devices in their writiragsyell. Finding this difference
can make clear which cohesive device—referencemuaoction—our learners
tend to use more. To reach these aims, the qusesiidhe study were posed as

follows:
Research questions

1. Are there any differences between Persian maldemdle EFL learners in
using cohesive devices while writing?

2. Are there any significant differences in using refees and conjunctions
among Persian EFL learners while writing regardlegsheir gender?

Based on this question, the following hypothesesweveloped:
Hypothesis

1. There is no significant difference between Persmate and female EFL
students in using cohesive devices while writing.

2. There is no significant difference in using referemand conjunctions
among Persian EFL learners while writing regardlegsheir gender.
In the next section of the study, the method awndgxure used in the

present research will be explained in details.
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Method

This chapter concerns with an overview on the pigdints of the study, the types
of the data collected, the design of the studymhbgerial used for collecting data

and the statistical procedures employed for anadythe data.
Participants

About 24 (15 females and 9 males) M.A. students ware studying English
language teaching at Payam Noor University (PNUji@pated in this study. All
of the subjects had similar English backgrouncdhag tvere senior students at
PNU. Since PNU is basically a curriculum-basedtutsbn, our subjects can be
considered homogeneous in terms of proficiency iexéhey have to study the
same textbooks and pass the same tests at PNUe Shigigcts were randomly

selected from the different classes which were hettie university.

One of the problems that should be mentioned héreregard to selection of the
subjects was the number of the boys in this stAdyou can see, the number of
the male students was very smaller than the nuofidbe female students. This
imbalance between the number of boys and girls ntigltonsidered as one of the
limitations of the study since from statistical pioof view, having a sample with
the same number of male and female subjects cdnlmde to the outcomes of the
study in a logical manner; however, this problendenas have a sample with more
female students than males. This problem occureeduse of the lack of male

students at PNU especially in this major i.e. Bsiglianguage Teaching.
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Research design

The design of the research in this study was ppemxental. It means that
although we selected our participants randomly fdbffierent classes in the
university, actually we did not use any treatmerperimental, and control group
in our research design. It has been suggestewtieat a researcher eliminates
some parts of true-experimental research desigauseoof different reasons,
his/her design is changed into another type ofaretedesign which is called pre-
experimental (Farhady, 1374). Our aim was onlgampare Persian men’s and
women'’s differences when writing in English. Thiisyas not necessary to have a
treatment or experimental and control group insiudy.

After selection of the subjects, they were divid®ad 2 groups of men and women.
To evaluate the data, quantitative data analyssspeaformed in the present study.
Calculating the frequency of the occurrence of sofeedevices and using two chi
squares for obtaining the results were done indfidy as our statistical

procedures to get to the aims in this research.
Instrumentation

The material used in the course of this study wastaof writing composition. The
subjects of the study were supposed to write 2gardgraphs (about 750 words)
abouttransportation in citiesNo time limit was set for writing these paragraph
eliminate the factors of stress and pressure. Tiimmemight affect the quality of
the students’ writings negatively, as well. Studemére allowed to use dictionary
whenever they had some problems in finding a projed for their writing.

One important point that should be mentioned hexg thvat we were not interested

in the students’ writing ability, or the errors whithey might make in their
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writings. The concern of the study was on the nunolbeohesive devices which
the subjects might use in their writings and tigeinder. Thus, most of the
grammatical and mechanical errors were ignored whading their writings.

Procedures

Before starting to give the tests to the subjehts participants were chosen
randomly from different classes at PNU. Then, tweye informed about the aim

of the study to the extent that had no negativecefin the results of the study.
After giving the information, the subjects were egko write their paragraphs in a
session. After collecting the data, the papers wead, and the number of cohesive
devices which had been used by the subjects waslaadd for each subject. Next,
some tables were prepared to tally the frequendlgeobccurrence of the cohesive
devices in both males’ and females’ writings. Aatlthe end, the data was

analyzed to find the results of the study.
Data analysis

After collecting the data, the papers were diviged two sets of papers for
different groups of subjects (male and female subjeThe frequency of the
occurrence of the cohesive devices for each suapetggroup was obtained, and
then, two chi squares were run to analyze the ¥ééashould mention here that as
our variables were nominal in this study, we udgicsquares to analyze the data.
The alpha level in this study was sept0.05, as is common in language study of
this type.

The results of the analysis will be presented enrtbxt part.

Results
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The results of the study have been presented i $aintes below.
Table 4.1

The frequency of the occurrence of the cohesive dees in females’ and males’

writing

Gender

Observed|Expected
N N Residual

Male 118 130.5 | -12.5

Femald 143 130.5 12.5

Total 261

As you can see in Table 4.1, female subjects usedtd43 cohesive devices in
their writings whereas male subjects used aboutcbh®sive devices in their

paragraphs. Figure 4.1 shows these differenceseketiihese two groups clearly.
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References Conjunctions

70 73
143
74 44
118
Males
144

Females

117

Figure 4. 1. Men’s and women'’s differences in usingohesive devices

As it is obvious in this table, male students usledut 118 cohesive devices in

their writings which 74 of them were references 4daf them were conjunctions.

By comparing the men’s and women’s writings, we sa@ that although the

number of the male subjects is less than the nuofiibe female subjects, they

used more references as cohesive devices in thiéimgs than females. It means

that men tended to use references, such as prgrmemsnstratives, and

comparative references as cohesive devices invligings, and they did not like
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to use conjunctions as the connectors betweendéetences and paragraphs,
whereas women tended to use conjunctions moreréfarences as linking words

between their sentences and paragraphs.

For finding the significance of these differencesAeen men and women in using
cohesive devices, as mentioned before a chi squesemployed to investigate
the significance of these differences. Table 4@xshthe results of the chi square

in this regard.
Table 4.2

Chi-square analysis of male and female Persian wats’ use of cohesive

devices
Test Statistics
Gender
Chi- 2.398
Square
df 1
Asymp. 122
Sig.

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies less
than 5. The minimum expected cell frequency is
130.5.
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As you can see the results of the chi square iteidhat the observed at 1
degree of freedom (we had two rows and two colusmshat degree of freedom
became 1 for this study) is lower thidwe criticalx®which is 3.84. In other words,
X? (1/24) = 2.395p< .05 is lower than the criticaFi.e. 3.84. Thus, the null
hypothesis concerning the differences between mdm@men in using cohesive
devices in their writings (i.é[here is no difference between Persian male and

female EFL students in using cohesive devices winiteng.) was not rejected.

This result suggests that there is no signific#fér@nce between men and women
In using cohesive devices in their writings. Inatlwords, gender differences may

not exist among Persian foreign language learmengiting.

Because of the size of the male subjects whichlegssthan female ones in the
study, we could not certainly say that which grogpd more cohesive devices in
their writings; however, we could say that maledstus used different references
in their writings more than female ones, while féasubjects used different
conjunctions in their writings more than male ori&st, these differences were not

statistically significant enough to draw a certeamclusion.

About the second hypothesis concerning the diffe¥emn using references and
conjunctions among Persian EFL writers, chi-sqaaadysis found no significant
relationship between these variables. You cants=é&é¢quency of using
references and conjunctions as cohesive devic€etsran EFL writers and the
result of chi-square analysis of total referengebs @njunctions used by Persian
EFL writers in Table 4.3. and Table 4.4. respetjive
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Cohesive Devices

Observed Expected
N N Residud
Referenceq 144 130.5 13.5
Conjunctiony 117 130.5 | -135
Total 261

Table 4.4.

Chi-square analysis of total references and conjutions used by Persian EFL

writers

Cohesive Devices

Chi- 2.793
Square
Df 1
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Asymp. .095
Sig.

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected frequencies lessGha

The minimum expected cell frequency is 130.5.

As it is obvious in these tables, although we caliderve some differences in
using references and conjunctions by Persian E&ilnéss, the chi-square
procedure did not indicate a significant differencesing references and
conjunctions among our subjects. The chi-squarerobd value at 1 (df) is 2.793
which is lower than the critical value of 3.84.dilmer wordsx? (1, N=24) =
2.793,p < .05 is lower than the?critical which is 3.84. This implies that Persian
EFL learners were not different from each otharsimg cohesive devices
significantly. Thus, the second hypothesis, i.er¢hs no significant difference in
using references and conjunctions among Persiandégfhers regardless of their

gender was not rejecteals well.

Conclusions

Having presented the results of the study in tle@ipus section of the paper, now,
in this part, the implications of the findings, gegtions for further studies, and the

limitations of the research will be discussed lyief

The outcomes of the research indicated that althowgjes used more references
and females used more conjunctions as their coorseict their writings, there is
no significant difference between the writings adfmand women in Iran at least in
using cohesive devices. These small and insigmifiddferences in the writings of
males and females can pave the way for the otBearehes in the field of writing
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in this regard. Due to the small number of subjactkis study, we can not
generalize our findings to other situations andtregt. Thus, possible gender
differences may exist in other phases of writisggh as paragraph development,
outlining, structuring, using proper mechanics, atieer parts which are essential
in writing a composition. It is recommended that dther researches are
conducted on writing skill in order to examine th@®ssible differences between

men and women in Iran.

Based on the second hypothesis, our final resdlhdt show any significant
differences in using cohesive devices among PeEnlearners regardless of
their gender, too. This may suggest that Persidnl&kiners do not differ from
each other in using cohesive devices while writldther complementary studies
in this regard can help us to confirm this obtairesult better.

The studies of this kind can help the teacheragiructors to work on their
students’ lacks in writing, and help them to usprapriate devices in their proper
places, as well. If a group of learners (men /won&ve problems in using
cohesive devices to make their paragraphs moreeohd¢he results of such
studies can help them find their weaknesses inr¢igigrd. Repetition, substitution,
and ellipsis are the other cohesive devices whachveork better than references
and conjunctions in some situations, while mossiaarEFL learners tend to use
references and conjunctions as linking words iir tatings. Such limitations can

be examined by other studies to find some waysrwedy them.

Now, in this part, some explanations of the linitas we faced in this study are
necessary to pave the way for other researchsmgtimund. One of the important
limitations in this study, as mentioned before, Wesnumber of the male subjects

which made the comparison a little bit difficultndther problem in this study was
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the size of the sample which could be larger th&s) but because of lack of
students at PNU this problem occurred in the prtesteidy. The last problem was
due to the scope of analysis. It was very smatbimparison with the other studies
in this regard. References and conjunctions werely considered as cohesive

devices and counted in the writings of the subjecthe present study.
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Research Paper: ‘Rainy Dinot School Jaabor Mon
Naathaake, Kintu Nogole Midday Meal Miss Karu-je...’

(We don't feel like going to school on a rainy dayt if we don’t go we miss the
midday meal)

by Mahananda Pathak PhD participant (ELT), English and Foreign Langes
University (EFLU), Hyderabad, India.

Abstract

This paper reports an exploratory study to findibahildren’s word and world
knowledge of L1 (Assamese) help in developing th2ivocabulary (English)? If
yes, then how can their L1 vocabulary knowledge e ?

The study was carried out in a rural, regional medprimary school (Assamese
children of Class IV) in a remote village of Assamg of the north-eastern states
in India. What is interesting about this two weekeriment is that this does not
use the aid of simple translation of words in tee/danguage but uses a cross-
referencing method that can be learnt by many@htravho teaches all the
subjects in a village school, a common enough @enae in a country like India.

Please download the paper in PDF format by clickimg link:
http://www.eltweekly.com/ELTWeekly Mahananda Pathak Research Paper

-pdf
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Article: ‘“Three Deficiencies of English Teachers in
Vocabulary Teaching’ By Katherine Lee

There are three main deficiencies that Englishnecare prone to making in the
process of vocabulary teaching which would be loadhfe learning of English.
They are: isolation from the context, neglecting tlew words in reading, and

lacking creativity while giving the examples.

The first main mistake of English teachers makin@éprocess of teaching
vocabulary is the isolation from the context. Eslglieachers like to teach all the
new words in the vocabulary lists to their studexttsne time. There is no specific
context; students cannot understand the meaningsage of the words.

It is known that vocabulary teaching in middle sahe very important, however,

there are numerous drawbacks in the traditionahieg.

The second mistake that most teachers are pranake is the neglecting the new
words in reading. Some teachers just put emphadiseoreading, and they usually
left all the new words to students. Although soraw nvords will appear in the
vocabulary lists, they are strange to students. Aatdall students can learn those
words by themselves. What is more, students well i®ring when they look up so
many new words in the dictionary. In this way, tmegy lose their interest in
learning vocabulary. So, in my opinion, middle salhteachers should teach some
new words in the reading classes. Where therdasdst, there is success.
Although vocabulary is not easy to handle wellhwe&achers’ help, most of

students can learn them well.

The third mistake for most teachers is lacking tivég while giving the examples.

When teaching a new word or a new phrase, sombdeaoften give the examples
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which are boring. For instance, different teachalsgive different examples
when teaching the phrase “be known as”. Here tvaongtes:

He is known as a famous writer.
Yao Ming is wildly known as No. 1 pick in the 200BA dratft.

It is obviously that there is no new idea in thretfexample which cannot attract
students’ attention. In contrast, the second onenly let students know the new

phrase, but also make them know the two words “packl “draft”.

The author is the owner of an ugg outlet online nefselling genuine ugg
[http://www.uggshoppingonline.com]boots, now theg all at the lowest prices

now, please click in and find the perfect pairyourself.

Article Source: [http://EzineArticles.com/?Threefl@encies-of-English-
Teachers-in-Vocabulary-Teaching&id=4617129] Thredi€dencies of English
Teachers in Vocabulary Teaching
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including tables, references and footnotes. Subomss manuscripts should be done in
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