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Abstract

This article reports on a study that investigated issues involved with the teaching of features of spoken English, sometimes called spoken grammar, including the use of vague language, placeholders, lexico-grammatical units and ellipsis. Materials focusing on four spoken features were prepared and presented over a period of two months to 19 students aged 18 to 20 preparing to enter a private university in Istanbul, Turkey. Of these students, nine were female and 10 male. It was found that although some initial uptake of these features was evident at the time of the post-test, little had been maintained by the time of the delayed post-test three weeks later. During focus group interviews, students attributed this attrition to the fact that spoken grammar norms conflicted with their own sense of identity, making them feel “fake”, “artificial” and “embarrassed”. The dilemma regarding the perceived pedagogical need to teach “natural” English by native speaker norms, versus students’ need to adopt features with which they feel comfortable according to their own sense of identity is discussed.  It is suggested that teaching spoken grammar should be seen as offering learners choices which they are free to adopt or not according to their own identities.
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1. Introduction

Over the past two decades or more, there has been a growing awareness of the differences between the spoken and the written forms of a language. Although Halliday (1989) declared that the “greater part of patterning of spoken and written English is exactly the same” (p.87), advances in computer technology have enabled language to be analyzed in a way which was not previously possible, and corpus studies have provided valuable insights into differences between the way people write and the way they speak which were not previously available (e.g. Biber, Johansson, Leech, Conrad and Finegan, 1999; Brazil, 1995; Carter and McCarthy, 2006; Leech, 2000; Sinclair, 1991). This has, in turn, driven calls for the spoken features of a language (sometimes called spoken grammar) to be taught alongside, or even in preference to, the written forms.

2. Spoken Grammar 
Among the earliest proponents of spoken grammar, McCarthy and Carter (1995) argued that rather than taking a prescriptive approach to what is “correct” based on models of written language, learners should be made aware of how spoken language differs from written forms in order that they can exercise choices. The development of this awareness should, according to McCarthy (1998), be central to language syllabi. This view was reinforced by Timmis (2002) who surveyed almost 600 teachers and learners from more than 45 countries and concluded that two thirds of the participants considered teaching and learning spoken grammar features important. In a later study, Timmis (2005) piloted materials based on spoken grammar with six native English speaking teachers and 60 UK-based international learners and concluded that a majority of the participants found the materials useful and interesting. However, although some coursebooks such as “Innovations” (Dellar and Walkley, 2005) included features of spoken grammar, a survey of 24 general EFL textbooks by Cullen and Kuo (2007) found that the coverage of the features of spoken grammar was “patchy” (p. 361), a situation which they described as “inadequate”. Relatively recently, the Handbook of Spoken Grammar (Paterson, Caygill and Sewell, 2012), based on corpus research, aims to provide strategies for speaking what they call natural English. 
What many of the proponents of spoken grammar fail to address, however, is the question of whether learners actually want to sound natural, which is usually taken to mean sounding like a native speaker. A number of studies have explored this question. 
Friedrich (2003), for instance, recruited 100 MBA learners at a business school in Buenos Aires, Argentina, in order to investigate their attitudes to English and found that the learners aspired to “native like command of the language” (p.180), because of the close connection between “English and employment opportunities” (p.182), an association which was especially strong in times of economic uncertainty in Argentina. 

Using a questionnaire, interviews, and observation in Japan, Matsuda (2003) investigated the attitudes of 33 high school students towards English as an international language. At the time of the study they were at the age of 17 and had been studying English for between 6 and 13 years. Almost all learners had international experience either by traveling or living abroad as they came from wealthy families. The results showed that the students believed “the closer they follow the native speakers’ usage the better” (p. 493).  

Working with international adults (one from Italy, one from Japan and one from Vietnam), all female, aged between 21 and 25 in the UK, Kuo (2006) investigated how learners from different L1 backgrounds interacted with each other in English classrooms and what they felt about the usefulness of such an interaction for their learning. From the participants’ accounts, Kuo discovered that, although her participants accepted a degree of “inaccurate pronunciation and incorrect use of vocabulary or grammar” (p. 217) in their own and others’ communication, they did not want to learn according to this model: they preferred a native-speaker model as a learning goal. 

Jenkins (2007) conducted an exploratory study to identify the beliefs about accent of 326 English language teachers, of whom 300 were non-native speakers while only 26 were native speakers. The participants were from 12 countries (Austria, Brazil, China, Finland, Germany, Greece, Japan, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Taiwan, and Canada). Jenkins concluded that native speaker accents, especially UK and US English accents, were preferred “in all respects” (p.186) by this large group of respondents: such accents were particularly valued for their perceived correctness and intelligibility. 

And in order to explore what underpinned their teaching targets and practical goals related to their use of English inside and outside school, Ranta (2010) gave a questionnaire involving both quantitative and qualitative items to 108 students and 34 non-native teachers of English in Finnish upper secondary schools. According to the findings, although both students and teachers are well aware of how English is used in the “real world” (p. 156), they nevertheless prefer the native speaker model for teaching/learning purposes.

So, the question arises, which view is the more accurate one? Do learners really aspire to “native-like command” (Friedrich, 2003), or do they actually prefer to speak in a way which is compatible with the “real world” (Ranta, ibid.). Given this ambivalence, it is impossible not to question the assumption that learners really aspire to achieve native-like competence, especially in spoken English, where a learner’s own sense of identity may be more immediately threatened than when writing, which does not usually involve direct face-to-face interaction. 

3. The identity issue in language learning situations
Definitions of identity vary. Identity is what defines an individual. It is complex rather than unitary (e.g. Norton and Choi, 2010; Toohey and Norton, 2010), it is dynamic rather than fixed (e.g. Miller, 2003), and developed in context through social interaction (e.g. Y. Gao, 2007, Morgan and Clarke, 2011) 
Among the first to consider the issue of identity in relation to language learning was Norton Peirce (1995), who suggested that many learners already have a very well established sense of their own identity, and the degree to which they feel that this is respected may affect the degree to which they are prepared to invest time, effort, attention and/or material resources in the new language. Learners with well-developed identities of their own may not want to become “part of them” (X. Gao, 2010a, p. 274): in other words, they may not want to adopt a new identity along with the new language. Learner identity contributes to the construction of “imagined communities which affect their learning trajectories” (Pavlenko and Norton, 2007, p. 669), and other factors, such as gender and ethnicity, contribute in turn to learner identity (e.g. Norton, 2000). Norton and Toohey (2011) draw attention to “the powerful relationship between identity and language learning” (p. 413), which can lead to resistance “so as to create innovative and unexpected identity relationships” (p. 434). Identity formation is a complex process (Tsui, 2007), a “multilayered phenomenon” (Block, 2007, p. 187). But it is not fixed: rather it is a “guide” which learners use to “negotiate their place” (Morgan, 1997, p. 431). Identity can contribute to learner motivation, or the lack of it (Dörnyei and Ushioda, 2009), as well as to learners’ willingness or otherwise to develop autonomy (Murray, Gao and Lamb, 2011), and to adopt appropriate strategies (Griffiths, 2003, 2008, 2013); and motivation, autonomy and strategies are all well recognized as important contributors to successful language learning (e.g. Benson, 2013; Cotterall, 2008; X. Gao, 2010b; Lamb, 2011; Oxford, 2011; Ushioda, 2008). The need to develop English as a “weapon” (Lo Bianco, 2009, p. 18) in a globalizing world versus the desire to maintain cultural and individual identity is a dilemma tellingly expressed in Bian’s (2009) evocative title: “The more I learned, the less I found myself” (p. 155).
This dilemma is, of course, a reality of the language classroom, to which students bring a kaleidoscope of multifaceted identities, and from which they hope to derive benefits according to their own individual needs and desires. These expectations often include (however realistically or otherwise) the desire to speak like a native speaker (e.g. Friedrich, 2003; Jenkins, 2007; Matsuda, 2003, above). This may include the desire to be able to use the features of spoken grammar fluently and naturally (e.g. Paterson et al.; Timmis, 2002, 2005, above). Motivation to achieve this goal may be moderated, however, by a contradictory desire to retain their own identity (e.g. Bian, 2009; Dörnyei and Ushioda, 2009; X. Gao, 2010a)
Since this issue of a potential conflict between learner identity and the willingness to adopt the features of spoken grammar has clear implications for pedagogical practice, the research questions which underpin the study reported in this article therefore were: 
· To what extent do students display uptake of spoken grammar features promoted in the language classroom?
· What are the reasons for the observed uptake or lack of uptake?

4. Methods
In order to explore these questions, an action research paradigm was adopted. Action research has been defined in various ways over the years since the term was first used by Lewin (1946). Nunan (1992) provided a “minimalist definition, containing a question/issue, data, and interpretive analysis” (p. 18). Burns, (2010) further explains that in action research, “the teacher becomes an ‘investigator’ or ‘explorer’ of his or her personal teaching context, while at the same time being one of the participants in it” (p. 2). Using the term “teacher research” Borg (2013) provides a similar definition: “it is conducted in teachers’ own professional context and with the purpose of enhancing their understanding of some aspect of their work” (p. 8). Drawing on these ideas, for the purpose of the present study, action research will be defined as an investigation conducted by or in cooperation with teachers in their own teaching environment in order to explore a question related to their professional practice.
Action research can be a challenging undertaking with many difficulties to overcome, including time constraints, unexpected events, technical difficulties, student attrition and so on (e.g. Dörnyei, 2007). Nevertheless, the classroom is probably the place where most teaching and learning actually occurs, so we might argue that in order to get a real insight into any particular phenomenon, we need to investigate it in context. It was for this reason that an action research paradigm was chosen for the study reported in this article.
4.1. Setting and participants 

The research was carried out over a period of two months at a preparatory school of a private English-medium university in Istanbul, Turkey, where English was taught as a foreign language (EFL). Before entering the faculty of their choice, all students have to take the Michigan proficiency and placement test, according to which they are either allowed to enter the faculty directly or are placed into different levels where they work until they reach a satisfactory level of proficiency. Elementary level learners were selected as the target population for this study since they provide a “convenient starting point” (Kuo, 2006, p. 220). Although higher level learners might be expected to be more fluent and confident, and therefore better able to cope with spoken grammar features, if introduction of these features is left to higher levels, these students may already have discontinued their English studies and may therefore never be exposed to the features of spoken language (Cullen and Kuo, 2007). Furthermore, although there are few, there are some published textbook series such as “Innovations Elementary” by Dellar and Walkley (2005) which favour early introduction of spoken grammar features to EFL students. 
Out of 20 elementary level classes at the school, one was recruited for the research according to convenience factors such as timetabling. There were 19 students (ten males, nine females) with ages ranging from 18 to 20, and two teachers, one of whom was the regular class teacher, the other was the first author (who was also known to the students). All participants were native Turkish speakers who had studied English for eight to ten years. Although the discrepancy between length of study and level of proficiency may be somewhat surprising, in fact this is not so unusual in an EFL setting such as Turkey, where students are often not highly motivated to learn English and where there is extremely limited opportunity to practise beyond the narrow confines of the classroom.

The purpose of the study was explained to the students, and they were assured of confidentiality, that participation was voluntary, and provided with the researcher’s email should they wish to ask questions. They were asked to sign that they consented to participate and to the results of the study being used for research purposes and possible publication. All members of the class were happy to sign and to participate.
4.2. Materials

Spoken grammar includes a number of features, some of which were already familiar to these students (e.g., the use of contractions such as isn’t, it’s, I’d etc.). Given the relatively limited time available (8 hours in total), for the purpose of the present study it was decided to focus on four features which commonly occur in the literature and in everyday native speaker use: vague language, placeholders, lexico-grammatical units, and ellipsis.  
· Vague language is the mark of a skilled user (e.g. Mumford, 2009) and makes the message less direct and more polite, e.g.
It has cost around 50 pounds or so.

It will take you about an hour

This is rather dirty

· Placeholders are words or lexical chunks that we use in speech when we cannot remember or do not know the exact term  (e.g. Timmis, 2002, 2005), for instance
I need a thingummy for the slide projector.

I gave it to whatsisname in the accounts department.

I want some….you know what I mean

· Lexico-grammatical units are fixed expressions which often have little or no meaning in themselves, but they help to punctuate speech and, perhaps, to give the speaker time to think what to say next and how to say it (e.g. Cullen and Kuo, 2007), for example
Single lexemes: really, actually, indeed, well, Mm, right, also, anyway, sure, basically, absolutely, OK.

Short phrases:  In fact…, I mean…, You know…, By the way…, It’s just like..., how about…?, of course…, no way!, I think…, I guess…,  etc.

· Ellipsis is the omission of elements whose meaning is recoverable from the linguistic or situational context (e.g. Biber et al., 1999), such as
Sounds good to me. (That sounds good to me.)

We in business? (Are we in business?)

Prior to classroom instruction, the researchers designed dialogues, pictures and role-play exercises which included these four spoken grammar features. Listening exercises using native speakers of English were also chosen from established textbooks. Activities were divided into two main types: awareness-raising tasks and output tasks.
4.2.1. Awareness-raising tasks

Noticing and comparison tasks were used to raise learners’ awareness of the target features.

Noticing tasks: For this kind of task, the learners were handed out dialogues modelled on various existing English language materials. The dialogues were between different people in various contexts, and the spoken grammar features were highlighted in the written dialogues to draw attention to the target structures. After they had read the written dialogues, the students then listened to a recorded version, taking note of differences between the written and the spoken versions. Then, following a dialog model used by Morgan (1997) and a technique employed by Timmis (2005), students were asked to translate dialogues first into Turkish, their mother tongue, and then back into English without reference to the original. The aim was to have them notice the differences between spoken grammar expressions in English and similar expressions in their own language. An example of this type of task:


Waitress: Hi. What can I get you today?


Hasan: Hi. (I’d like) a cheese sandwich, please. 

Waitress: (Would you like it) on white or brown bread?

Hasan: (I’d like it) on brown, please. 

Waitress: (Would you like) fries?

Hasan:
 Yes, please, (I would like fries)

Waitress: (Would you like) regular or large size?

Hasan: (I would like) large (size), please


Comparison tasks: The learners read a dialogue silently and then listened to the recorded version. The learners were asked to compare the two versions and find the differences between them. Later paired students were asked to discuss the salient features of spoken language so that they could develop their awareness of the features of spoken grammar. An example of this type of task is this written version of a conversation between a sales assistant and a customer:

Sales assistant: Is there anything else you would like?  

Customer: No, thank you.  I guess that is it.  By the way, in case there is a problem with this CD player, can I return it?  

Sales assistant: Yes, of course. But you must return it within 30 days.  

Customer: OK, thank you

The tapescript is as follows:
Sales assistant: Anything else you’d like?  

Customer: No, thanks.  I guess that's it.  By the way, in case there's a problem with this CD player, can I return it?  

Sales assistant: Yes, of course. But you must return it within 30 days.  

Customer: OK, thanks!

Although this spoken text also contains contractions in addition to the target spoken grammar forms, as noted previously, these students were already quite familiar with this as a feature of spoken English. Therefore contractions were just mentioned during the course of the task rather than being focused on for the purpose of instruction. 

4.2.2. Output tasks

Picture description and role-play tasks were further employed to provide an opportunity for students to use the target spoken grammar features. 

Picture description tasks: Pairs were given a set of pictures and accompanying open-ended questions. They were asked to answer each other’s questions so that they could naturally and spontaneously produce native speaker English norms. The following excerpt was taken from two sample conversations about a picture of people having a picnic:


Speaker 1: What are they doing?


Speaker 2: Well, they are on the picnic. (They are) Eating and speaking.


Speaker 1: What are they eating? 


Speaker 2: Actually, (they are) eating chicken.


Speaker 1: What is she talking about?


Speaker 2: (I have) no idea.


Speaker 1: Where is she from?


Speaker 2 (She is) from England.

Role-play tasks: For this task, since the learners were at an elementary level, in order to give them some time to prepare themselves and to gain confidence, they were first asked to write out dialogues in pairs. Following this scaffolding stage, they acted the dialogues out in class while the first author recorded them on videos which were later played back to the learners. Although the preparation time allowed reduced spontaneity, it also helped to reduce anxiety and made the learners more willing to participate in what might otherwise have been a threatening activity in a relaxed and natural way. Example situations included:

1. First day of school

2. Merry Christmas

3. Eating in a restaurant

4.3. Instruction

After reviewing the materials with the regular classroom teacher, the first author himself gave both awareness-raising tasks and output tasks for an hour a week over two months, making a total of eight class hours. The activities followed the I-I-I methodology of Carter and McCarthy (1995). The students first read examples of conversations which included spoken grammar features (Illustration). They then discussed the highlighted spoken grammar features in the dialogues with each other and attempted to work out the meanings and how they were used (Induction). Finally, they were given an opportunity to interact with each other using the target features (Interaction). 

4.4. Data collection procedures
The study applied a pre-test, post-test and delayed post test to gather data about the usage of spoken grammar features. The pre-test was carried out a few days before the instruction, the post-test five days after the lessons were completed, and the delayed post-test after three weeks. Each test included the output task types (that is picture description and role play) the learners used during the instruction in different situations. In order to minimize the possibility of social variables confounding the results of the study during the role-play and picture description tests, the learners talked to their peers rather than to the researchers or the teacher to balance the power and distance relationship between the speaker and the hearer. The tests were completed in about 2 hours. The researchers recorded both types of activities in videos in all three tests, adopting a non-participant role during the tasks. 
After the delayed post-test, focus-group interviews were held by inviting small groups of three to five students to meet with the researchers after class. Small group interviews were considered suitable for this study since the presence of peers might encourage participants to contribute and help them to remember things they might otherwise have forgotten (Dawson, 2009, chapter 3). The interviews were recorded on a small portable recording device and notes were taken by the researchers.     

4.5. Data analysis
In order to assess the level of uptake of the target spoken grammar features, students were video recorded while performing sample role-play and picture description tasks for pre-test, post-test and delayed post-test purposes. To analyze the data from the video recordings, learners who used spoken grammar features were counted (see Table 1) by the first author and the regular classroom teacher separately. In addition, the number of times students who included spoken grammar in their output used such features was counted (see Table 2). The overall agreement rate between the two raters reached 97.3 per cent and the disparities were resolved through negotiation. 
The first author and the teacher also separately listened to the audio recordings of the focus-group interviews. In this case, inter-rater agreement was even higher, since the responses mostly related to the non-use of spoken grammar features, and the explanations for this generally pointed to one single reason: identity. Such a single reason for the non-use of features was an unexpected outcome, since the research initially aimed to find out to what extent uptake of spoken grammar features would promote fluency in the target language (English).  

5. Results 

5.1. Results – test data
The data collected from picture description and role play tasks revealed that:

1. At the pre-test stage, the students (N=19) used no vague language, placeholders or lexico-grammatical units, although 6 students using ellipsis were noted, such as the following excerpt from the recording: 

Speaker 1: Where are you going?

Speaker 2: (I am) going to the store.

Speaker 1: What are you going to buy?

Speaker 2: (I will) buy some milk.

2. By the time of the immediate post-test, use of spoken grammar features had increased considerably. There were 4 students who used vague language, 3 who used placeholders, and 8 who used lexico-grammatical units. The number of students who used ellipsis remained the same (N = 6). An example of use of these features is this role-play between a real estate agent and a customer (who adopted the pseudonym “Blanca”) who wants to rent an apartment:
Blanca: Hello.  I'm calling about the apartment you advertised.   

Agent: Yes.  What kind of apartment are you interested in?  

Blanca: I'm interested in a thingummy; whatsisname?
Agent: One-bedroom?

Blanca: Yeahhh! Do you have any available? 

Agent: Yep. One is available. When do you need it?  

Blanca: Sometime around next week.  What can you tell me about this apartment?  

Agent: Well, it's a one-bedroom apartment.  The monthly rent is $650, with a $300 security deposit.  You pay electricity only.  Gas and water is included.  Both the heat and stove are gas.  

Blanca: Sounds good.  May I come over tomorrow to take a look?  

Agent: Sure.  What time would you like to come?  

Blanca: How about 10 AM?  

Agent: Good.  May I have your name, please?  

Blanca: My name is Blanca.  

Agent: Blanca.  See you tomorrow.

3. By the time of the delayed post-test 3 weeks later, learners who used vague language and placeholders had returned to zero, while the number of those who used lexico-grammatical units had halved (N=4), though those who used ellipsis had increased slightly to 7.
These results are set out in Table 1.
	
	Vague language
	Placeholders
	Lexico-grammatical units
	Ellipsis

	Pre-test


	0
	0
	0
	6

	Post-test


	4
	3
	8
	6

	Delayed

post-test
	0
	0
	4
	7


           Table 1. Number of learners using spoken grammar features at least once
Since the students recorded in Table 1 did not all use the target spoken grammar features at the same rate as each other, the number of times that each feature was used was also counted. As can be seen from Table 2, the item which was used most frequently was lexico-grammatical units. They were used 33 times at the post-test stage. This usage had, however, declined very considerably (n=8) by the time of the delayed post-test, whereas the use of ellipsis had increased to 28 times by the delayed post-test. 

	
	Vague language
	Placeholders
	Lexico-grammatical units
	Ellipsis

	 
Pre-test
 
	 
 
	 

	 
 
	one learner twice
five learners three times
17 times in total

	 
Post-test
 
	one learner three times
one learner five times
two learners six times
20 times in total
	one learner twice
two learners five times
12 times in total
	one learner once
two learners three times
two learners four times
three learners six times
33 times in total
	two learners once
one learner twice
three learners four times
16 times in total

	 
Delayed
post-test
	 
 
	 
 
	 
two learners once
two learners three times 
8 times in total
	 
one learner twice
two learners three times
four learners five times 
28 times in total
 


Table 2. Number of times each target spoken grammar feature was used at pre-test, post-test and delayed post-test stages 

For ease of comparison, the information in Tables 1 and 2 have been combined in Table 3, which gives the number of learners who used a particular target feature, and the total number of times each feature was used by these learners.
	
	Vague language
	Placeholders
	Lexico-grammatical 

units
	Ellipsis

	
	Number 

of 

learners
	Number 

of times
	Number 

of 

learners
	Number 

of times
	Number 

of 

learners
	Number 

of times
	Number 

of 

learners
	Number 

of times

	Pre-

test


	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	6
	17

	Post-

test


	4
	20
	3
	12
	8
	33
	6
	16

	Delayed

post-test


	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	8
	7
	28


Table 3. Number of learners using spoken grammar features at least once and number of times that each feature was used

5.2. Results – focus-group interview data
As we can see from the table above, the largest increase was in the use of lexico-grammatical units which went from 0 to 8, then back to 4. During the focus-group interviews, one student explained her usage of these features in these terms:
Actually, I am using such forms unconsciously. I do not pay attention to a special usage because I hear the lexico-grammatical units both from my teachers and from textbook audios many times.

In other words, this student seemed to feel quite comfortable with these forms, possibly as a result of previous exposure, even, in fact, prefacing her explanation with an example of one (Actually).

Given, however, that the most salient feature of the test results noted above is the remarkable lack of uptake of spoken grammar features, the interviews tended to focus mainly on eliciting possible reasons for this phenomenon. During the interviews, one of the students gave his reason for this non-use of spoken grammar features as follows:

I know these forms are helpful, native like, but I don’t want to behave like a native. I cannot say ‘yeah’ or ‘well.’

Another learner stated that: 

When I use these features I feel artificial or fake. It is related to my identity actually. When I speak and use these forms I feel as if it is not me who is speaking.

Another made an interesting comment: 

I feel like a westerner when I use these forms. I don’t want to sound like a westerner.

Even more striking was the comment of a learner who said she used these features with natives rather than non-natives because she felt more comfortable with NSs. She believed that native speakers would welcome her using spoken grammar features in a conversation. 

Native speakers do not make me feel embarrassed when I am using spoken grammar forms. They even motivate me when I try to speak like them or in a natural way. However, when I interact with my friends, and when I use the features, they laugh at me. This prevents me from using spoken grammar with non-native speakers.
One participant believed that learners included spoken grammar features into their repertoire, although they did not use them with NNSs:

I assume that if I use spoken grammar features, non-native speakers would think I am using spoken grammar features to gain time and it seems to me that it is artificial and does not reflect or symbolize my identity. 

The same learner’s Turkish father always conversed with her in English rather than in Turkish. But she said that after the instruction, she used spoken grammar more on the phone but not face to face since it felt unnatural.

I am using these forms with my father on the phone. While I am speaking to my dad, if I do not see his face, I do not feel embarrassed and shy. However, when I am speaking to him face to face, I cannot use these features.

As we can see, these responses indicate a remarkable uniformity in terms of their resistance to sounding “western” or “native”. Two of them mention feeling “embarrassed” or “artificial”. Two others directly attribute their non-use of spoken grammar features to conflicts with their own sense of identity. 
6. Discussion

The learners’ higher use of ellipsis can probably be attributed to the fact that Turkish is a pro-drop language: pronouns are omitted when they are pragmatically comprehensible, and, therefore, this is already a well-established pattern in their L1 with which it is easy for them to feel comfortable. Although the way they use ellipsis in English may not always conform exactly to the way it would be used by native speakers (e.g. (I will) buy some milk), in fact, the resulting abbreviated phrase is a direct translation of what they would say in Turkish. In other words, “buy some milk” represents an attempt to transfer L1 patterns of ellipsis into English, and should therefore be considered an example of ellipsis (even if it does not sound quite right in English) rather than a grammatical error.

 However, the results of the current study have shown that the learners did not use any vague language, placeholders or lexico-grammatical units in their picture description and role play tasks in the pre-test. There was some increase in the use of the target spoken grammar features between the pre-test and the post-test, however, the increase was relatively small. Only 3 out of the 19 students used placeholders, for instance, and only 4 of them used examples of vague language. The use of lexico-grammatical units showed more uptake (used by 8 learners), but even this had dropped back to only half of the initial increase by the time of the delayed post-test, while the use of vague language and placeholders had returned to zero. Only the use of ellipsis showed an extremely modest sustained increase, and even this, as discussed above, might well be attributable as much to the influence of compatible L1 patterns as to the effects of the instruction. Viewed another way, we might say that none of the students showed a long-term uptake of the vague language or placeholders considered typical of native speakers, while 15 did not continue to use the target lexico-grammatical units, and 12 did not continue to use ellipsis. In other words, the majority of these students did not demonstrate long-term adoption of the features of the spoken grammar of English
Although the findings of this study confirm that spoken grammar features can be presented in a classroom setting and materials can be created or adapted reasonably easily, the results demonstrated that the learners did not use the selected native speaker English norms as expected, even though they had been exposed to them and given the opportunity to discuss and practise. According to comments made during the interviews, the most salient reason for this seemed to be that the learners did not want to give up their identity and feel like someone else while speaking, especially with other non-native speakers. The learners said that they would rather use spoken grammar features with NSs than with NNSs because it felt more natural. This result accords with Timmis’ (2002) finding that “some students clearly saw spoken grammar a valuable tool, but only for interacting with NSs.” (p. 247) In addition, although it is suggested that the native speaker model can enhance “efficiency and economy, i.e. fluency” (Mumford, 2009, p. 142), and that it is able to motivate learners, and finally empower them (Goh, 2009), the present study found that the learners in an EFL setting felt unnatural when they used spoken grammar features in conversation among themselves because they felt like a different person and likely to attract ridicule. Although this avoidance of spoken grammar features might be partly explained by the possibility that learners felt that spoken grammar features are too informal or that they indicate lack of culture or ability, the main reason given by the learners themselves was conflict with their own identity.
The fact that students in this study felt more unnatural when trying to use features of spoken grammar in conversations with other NNSs than with NSs has possible implications for the field of English as a Lingua Franca (ELF), defined by Firth (1996) as “a contact language between persons who share neither a common native tongue nor a common (national) culture, and for whom English is the chosen foreign language of communication” (p. 240). This point is also made by Jenkins (2007), who explains that ELF is “not primarily a local or contact language within national groups but between them” (p. 4) (author’s italics). Although House (1999) defines ELF as being “between members of two or more different linguacultures in English, for none of whom English is the mother tongue” (p. 74) (author’s italics), according to Seidlhofer (2004) ELF interactions “often include interlocutors from the Inner and Outer Circles” (pp. 211-12); that is, not limited to members of the expanding circle countries alone. Since the students in this study did in fact have a common language (their own native language, Turkish), they did not really need ELF, contributing to the feeling of artificiality when trying to use English with somebody else who actually shared their own first language. This might help to explain why they appeared to feel more comfortable when using features of spoken English with someone who did not speak their own language, although whether or not the other person was a native speaker of English did not seem to be a problem. 
7. Implications for the teaching/learning situation

When considering the implications of these results for the teaching/learning situation, perhaps taking a poststructuralist view of language might help to suggest useful directions. Whereas structuralists (e.g. Saussure, 1966) viewed language as a system of stable patterns and structures (according to which perspective language is still often taught today), poststructuralists view language “as situated utterances, in which speakers, in dialogue with others, struggle to create meanings” (Norton, 2014, p. 63). From this point of view, it is not so much the language per se which determines learnability. It is learners’ contextualized sense of identity in relation to others with whom they interact (whether in the immediate environment or in the background of their lives or even in some imagined future context) which will determine the degree to which they learn the language which is taught.
If learner identity is not respected, resistance may result. There are a number of examples of this phenomenon in the literature. For instance, Canagarajah (2004) describes how students who were resistant to what they felt to be unfavourable identities created what he calls “pedagogical safe houses” (p. 116) within the language classroom. Working in a university in South Africa, McKinney and van Pletzen (2004) discovered that their students felt uncomfortable with, and therefore resisted, materials dealing with apartheid. And in Hawai’i, Talmy (2008) found that students resisted being identified as second language learners, and, as a result, they failed to display expected behaviour, leading to undesirable course outcomes. In the case of the study reported in this article, resistance is evident in the use of terms and expressions such as “artificial”, “fake”, “embarrassed” and “I don’t want”.
Nevertheless, as a teacher, it is necessary to face the reality that some learners do want to learn spoken grammar, they do want to sound like a native speaker, they do not  want a “reduced version” (Maley, 2006, p. 5) of the language. According to Timmis (2002), the majority of the students in his survey regarded native-speaker competence as the ideal, even if they felt they were unlikely to achieve it; and the teachers in his study were generally in agreement that students should at least be exposed to the features of spoken grammar. And herein lies the ‘dilemma’ alluded to in our title: how to satisfy both needs without marginalizing one or the other? Norton (2014) suggests that learning is most likely to result “when the teacher recognizes the multiple identities of students in the class, and develops pedagogical practices that enhance students’ investment in the language practices of the classroom” (p. 71). “A greater element of choice” is recommended by Jenkins (2012, p. 492), who argues that students should not be taught according to rigid ideas of what is correct or incorrect, but provided with the knowledge which enables them to make their own informed decisions. Kuo (2007) also argues for students’ right to be taught the various forms available so that they are in a position to choose the ones that they feel are most appropriate for themselves. 
8. Suggestions for further research

The current study could usefully be extended in a number of ways:

1. Since the study employed an action research paradigm, numbers are limited. In order to determine whether the findings are generalizable to a larger population, more such studies should be undertaken, and, perhaps, combined into a meta-analysis which would increase reliability and enable statistical analysis of the collected data to be conducted.
2. Since it cannot be assumed that the identity issues expressed by the Turkish university students in this study are typical of all learners everywhere, similar studies should be conducted in various other contexts, as recommended by Timmis (2012), to help to determine the generalizability of these results.
3. A wider range of data-collection methods might be used. Asking students to write diaries, for instance, might provide interesting insights which, perhaps, some of them might be reluctant to express orally.

9. Conclusion

Using materials prepared by the researchers, it was found that the features of spoken grammar were able to be presented in the language classroom and some uptake of these features was noted. However, most spoken grammar features were either not retained or avoided deliberately by the learners, especially in conversations with other speakers of their own language. The main reason given by the learners was that spoken grammar features conflicted with their own sense of identity, leading to embarrassment and feelings of artificiality. During the interviews, considerable resistance was expressed by the learners who suggested that spoken grammar “does not reflect or symbolize my identity”. 
Rather than viewing such features from a structuralist point of view as fixed expressions which should be taught and learnt as stable patterns, it seems more useful to adopt a poststructuralist perspective and to regard spoken grammar features as situated utterances chosen according to learner identities. This suggests that teachers and textbook writers could incorporate the features of spoken grammar into teaching materials in order to raise learners’ awareness of, and ability to recognize and understand, such features and so that they are then in a position to make informed choices regarding the ones that they do or do not want to personally include in their own individual repertoires. In other words, although they may be useful for and desired by some learners, spoken grammar features are not a sine qua non for everyone: these features should be presented and students should then be left free to decide when or with whom to use them, thereby helping to resolve the dilemma referred to in the title of this article - using features of spoken grammar is a matter for individual choice which needs to be made according to learners’ own sense of identity. 
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