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Aims of the Investigation
  Borg (2003) argued that teacher cognition is about what teachers know, believe, and think. On the one hand, teacher cognition is an unseen dimension of teachers. On the other hand, educators, researchers and students can detect the belief and the thinking process of teachers by observing teacher practices in class. Before the 1980s, researchers mainly focused on the role of learners regarding the teaching practice. Learners’ characteristics, learning process and learning outcome had been the center of many studies. Although researchers such as Smith and Geoffrey (1968), Jackson (1968) as well as Kounin (1970) did acknowledge that there is a mental process for teachers that is worth exploring and attempt to account for teachers’ behaviors in the classroom. A shift of the researching focus changed in 1980s. Practical knowledge, teachers’ thinking process, and teacher knowledge became the spotlights of researches. The term of teacher cognition was mentioned by Woods (1996) in his book named Teacher Cognition in Language Teaching. He started paying attention to the cognitive process of teachers when he observed that varied teachers conducted different teaching practices even if they were given the same teaching material. Teacher cognition is influenced by the teachers’ schooling experience, learning experience, classroom practicing experience, subject-matter knowledge, beliefs about students, beliefs about learning, beliefs about the curriculum, beliefs about teaching, teaching context and so on. A teacher’s cognition is a collective reflection of his or her own particular experience, knowledge and beliefs. In return, teacher cognition informs classroom practices during the whole teaching career. In other words, the instructional decision is made by teachers on the basis of cognition. When applying teacher cognition to interpret teaching practices, researches cannot overlook the fact that teacher cognition plays a vital role in affecting practices, which have a significant impact on student learning. Ultimate goals for researches on both teacher cognition and teacher practice are to improve students’ learning performance. As a result, the interrelations among teacher cognition, teacher practice and student learning should be emphasized. 
  Grammar is significant for language learning and language use. Students and teachers have to deal with grammar almost in every course. However, opinions of grammar teaching varied from teacher to teacher. Some believe it is important for language learning, but teachers should not spend much time explaining grammar rules, especially in lectures where the communicative teaching approach is used. Some teachers and educators adopt various methods to address grammar in class. Besides, an efficient approach to grammar teaching remains inconclusive. 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK3][bookmark: OLE_LINK4]  This study aims to research links among teacher cognition, teacher practice and student learning in the context of grammar teaching. The researcher will investigate teachers’ cognition towards grammar teaching, teachers’ practice in grammar teaching, students’ learning process and performance regarding grammar as well as the correlation of those aspects. Hopefully, links among them will be clarified and an efficient method of learning and teaching grammar will be concluded both from the perspectives of teachers and students, which provides a clue for improving students’ learning performances. Findings from this research are to offer valuable suggestions for teachers to reflect their teaching practices and thus to make teaching more productive. In addition, the author intends to draw some conclusions that will help teacher educators and teacher themselves to promote teacher professional development.   
Research Questions:
1. What are teachers’ stated cognitions about grammar teaching?
2. What are teachers’ practices when teaching grammar?
3. What are learners’ stated beliefs about grammar teaching?
4. What kind of teaching practices lead to better performances in grammar learning?
5. What are the links among teacher cognition, teacher practice and student learning concerning grammar teaching?

The Rationale and Main Conceptual Themes for the Investigation
  According to Borg (2015), since the 1990s, lots of researchers about teacher cognition began to study the generic processes such as instructional decisions, teacher education, teaching methodology, interactive thinking and professional development. There has also been a trend that researches focus on a specific domain such as vocabulary instruction, grammar teaching, pronunciation and the use of technology.
Literature Review: Studies of Teachers’ Cognitions and Practices about Grammar Teaching
  Andrews (1997) designed three composition extracts which contained a few grammatical errors. Fourteen subjects who were either in-service teachers or juniors and seniors from the Bachelor of Education (Language Education) program were to do the role-play teaching and explained the grammatical errors in the extracts. Each participant was given twice opportunities to perform. They did not have preparation time for the first time while they could prepare for ten minutes for the second time. The study did show how the procedural and the declarative aspects of metalinguistic awareness interrelate by listing and analyzing the focuses of the observation (Andrews 1997). Nevertheless, the findings from this study did not necessarily reflect what had happened or what will happen in the classroom. Because subjects were being separated from the real classroom. It was fair enough to note that this study presented some hints for researches on teachers’ metalinguistic awareness. Nevertheless, when teachers teach classes, they have to deal with a lot of more complicated factors.  
  Basturkmen, Loewen and Ellis (2004) studied three teachers’ stated beliefs and practices relating to incidental focus on form which referred to the time that teachers spent on addressing knowledge of language when they were having communicative classes. Interviews and lesson observations were applied in the study. The findings reported that all three teachers did not want students to attend too much on form. However, they did often correct students’ linguistic errors in class. The explanation might be that when teachers were talking about their beliefs, they concentrated on technical knowledge. Nevertheless, while they were in class, they paid more attention to practical knowledge (Basturkmen, Loewen and Ellis 2004). This research also separated teachers’ incidental behaviors from planned behaviors and made comments on both sides.
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1][bookmark: OLE_LINK2]  Farrell and Particia (2005) conducted a case study of two experienced English language teachers in a primary school in Singapore. A pre-study interview was carried out with two subjects to learn about their experience, knowledge and belief about grammar as well as grammar teaching. During two months, two non-participant observers had recorded those teachers’ classroom practices. A pre-lesson interview and a post-lesson interview were required. Data from the interview, classroom observations and the analysis of students’ composition scripts were compared in order to find out whether the teachers’ stated beliefs were in line with their actual classroom practices (Farrell and Particia 2005). The findings showed that due to the time factor and the pre-existing cognition about grammar and grammar teaching, teachers argued that it was difficult to practice what they believe in class. This study helps teachers to be aware that there is a gap between their beliefs and their behaviors. The potential causes for the gap were also suggested in the article. However, the categories of the observed classroom practices were too general. For example, there is one content which says, “Lessons were integrated into other activities like speaking and writing (Farrell and Particia 2005).” The content could illustrate what kinds of activities were being integrated into. Because the contents for teachers’ belief statements were more concrete. For instance, drillings and tenses were mentioned in separate categories. The comparison could be more specific when items were in details. 
  Burns and Knox (2005) implemented case studies on two students from the Masters course in Systemic- Functional Linguistics (SFL) who worked as part-time teachers for overseas students in a language teaching center. Data were collected from interviews with subjects and the observation from the classes. Burns and Knox as teacher educators emphasized on the changes of the teachers’ knowledge about language (KAL) and its impact on teachers’ practices. They wanted to know how much KAL that teachers learned in previous teaching courses could be applied in class. It turned out that many SFL approaches were not suitable for teachers’ practices given the fact that conditions such as institutional requirements, teaching material and textbooks were in favor of the traditional grammatical frameworks (Burns and Knox 2005). This study actually helps to look into whether the SFL approaches are practical. Besides, findings from the study provided a clue for teacher educators to modifier the courses which were designed for teachers since the research linked to those courses. As the conclusion part mentioned, it would be better to offer students with explicit tools for pedagogy (Burns and Knox 2005). The purpose of Burns and Knox’s work was not limited to just study the teacher’s knowledge about language itself but to combine the research with courses in which future teachers learn about KAL. Thus, conclusions were valuable for course revision and teacher development. 
  In 2009, Phipps and Borg explored the relationship between teaching beliefs and practices in grammar teaching. Three teachers coming from Turkey, Britain and America were being interviewed and observed at three- to four-month intervals. Based on the data collected from three subjects, when teaching grammar, tensions between teaching beliefs and practices mainly lied in three aspects which were presenting grammar, controlled grammar practice and group-work for grammar practice (Phipps and Borg 2009). Researches did not settle for identifying the tensions. They wanted to figure out the relationships and the causes of these tensions by further interviewing three teachers to obtain an explanation. The potential causes drawn from this research are that there are core beliefs and peripheral beliefs. Teachers’ instructional decisions were mostly influenced by core beliefs , and sometimes peripheral beliefs may not even be reflected in teaching practices. This study not only illustrated several forms that tensions can take (Phipps and Borg 2009) because of students’ expectation, students learning performance, requirements from the curriculum as well as motivation for students but also offered a new and insightful perspective to explain the divergences between beliefs and practices.  
  Alghanmi and Shukri (2016) recruited 30 participants from University of Jeddah in Saudi Arabia and carried out three stages of researches on their beliefs of grammar instruction and classroom practices. Closed-ended questionnaires and open-ended questionnaires , as well as classroom observation were methods applied for data collection. Researchers concentrated on the factors that shaped teachers’ beliefs and how various factors result in the divergence between beliefs and practices. The findings revealed that teachers’ beliefs were affected by students’ proficiency level, attitudes, needs, learning styles, classroom environment, and the teacher development process (Alghanmi and Shukri 2016). Because of the factors mentioned above, although a majority of teachers considered implicit instruction would be effective, they still taught grammar in an explicit way. In the implication part, Alghanmi and Shukri (2016) thought workshops on professional development and training sessions would be beneficial for teachers to discuss and learn how to conduct efficient teaching while adjusting to different students’ characteristics. This study analyzed the causes for the inconsistency between teacher cognition and teacher practices, but it distinguished from the study of Farrell and Particia (2005) in that this research put particular emphasis on students whereas the latter’s focus was on teachers themselves.   
Graus and Coppen (2017) included 74 Dutch pre-service and in-service student teachers of English as a foreign language as subjects to examine how grammar cognitions and learner-oriented cognitions work together and influence teaching practices. Focus group interviews were used to obtain data. Researches also asked student teachers to choose from some vignette pairs which represented meaning-focused instruction (MFI) versus form-focused instruction (FFI), focus on form (FonF) versus focus on formS (FonFS), implicit versus explicit grammar instruction and inductive versus deductive instruction (Graus and Coppen 2017). Two findings in the study were worth noticing. The first one was that most student teachers preferred to address declarative grammatical knowledge explicitly and systematically while communicative approaches were too ideal. The second one was that subjects’ cognition of grammar and grammar teaching varied and would keep changing when taking learners factors such as autonomy, motivation, age, preferences, personality and aptitude into consideration. 
  Liviero (2017) studied eight teachers’ stated beliefs and observed practices at a time when the National Curriculum (NC) was revised. The focus of the research was how teachers practice what they believe in the classroom with the requirements of the NC in mind. The inconsistency of teachers’ stated beliefs and actual practices was still evident in the study, but the researcher emphasized on how to support the modern foreign language (MFL) teachers. Before concluding, Liviero interviewed subjects, observed their class practices and asked them to finish a think-aloud task so that he gained information about those teachers’ education experience, their beliefs about grammar and grammar teaching as well as their attitudes towards the National Curriculum, especially how the NC affects teaching. In the end, Liviero called for appropriate guidance for teachers since they were caught in the conflicts among changed NC, MFL learning assessment and their own beliefs and they were confused about how to make a compromise so that the teaching could be effective.   
   The preceding studies shared some common features. First, most of them adopted interviews and observations as research methods. Interviews were very popular in that researches could have a thorough and follow-up conversation with subjects. Second, all results acknowledged teachers’ stated beliefs were contrary to their practices on many occasions. Third, researchers all wanted to dig out the reasons why there were inconsistencies. Some of them resorted to objective factors such as the curriculum and the limited time. A few interpreted the differentiation with the help of students’ characteristics or teachers own varying cognitions. Forth, those researches directed on the controversy that whether grammar should be taught explicitly or implicitly and thus the discussion about focus on form and focus on forms were also elicited. 
Current Researching Perspectives for Grammar Teaching
  In recent years, as Storch (2015) said, researches on grammar teaching now concentrate on how to teach grammar effectively with a communicative and task-based approach. Some tasks require oral output while others require written production. Most researches on oral tasks are underpinned by the interaction hypothesis (Long 1996). While Long (1981) investigated the interaction between native speakers and non-native speakers he argued that tasks demand participants be involved in the communication which will succeed on the condition that there is a two-way exchange of information. Learners uptake is successful when negotiated interaction occurs , and when the interaction is student-initiated (Nassaji and Fotos 2011:88). In order to complete tasks, students receive meaningful input, respond to the input, exchange with others and obtain feedbacks. During this interacting time with groupmates, students’ language output is being tested and modified again and again until the grammatical structures are more accurate. Regarding the written production tasks, they are related to grammar learning because when students are working in pairs and comparing their original writings with reformulated versions, the thinking processes of making grammatical decisions such as choosing a verb or a noun are externalized. As Swain and Lapkin’s (2003) study presented, the task about comparing and reformulating writings pressed students to notice and reflect on language, through which they learn. 
  Storch (2015) highlighted that corrective feedback is also a prevalent strategy applied to improve students’ grammatical accuracy. Corrective feedback in class refers to teachers responding to students’ output by implying to them what is considered to be incorrect or inappropriate in a language. It can be either explicit or implicit. When teachers give explicit corrective feedback, they correct the utterances with an explanation that what will be considered grammatically correct. However, implicit correct feedback is expressed by a recast, a repetition, a clarification request or a confirmation check (Storch 2015). Just as tasks can be conducted in forms of oral production and written production, so does corrective feedback. While teachers are marking assignments, they often correct students’ writing with a specific symbol such as “X” or break lines. Sometimes, teachers may even write down the reformulated phrases or sentences for students.  
About this research
  This study is going to investigate teachers’ cognitions and practices in relation to grammar teaching. Compared with the previous researches, two new aspects will be included. The first one is that investigations will be carried out from the perspective of task-based approaches and corrective feedback when teachers address grammar. The second one is that students’ learning will also be incorporated into the study. Teaching involves both students and teachers. Researches on teachers’ cognitions and practices should not only aim to promote teacher professional development but also target to improve student learning performances. As Borg (2015:336) pointed out, teacher cognition studies are unsatisfactory because they have not covered the quality of learning.
This research will first collect teachers’ cognitions about task-based approaches and corrective feedback regarding grammar teaching. Then, teachers’ practices will be observed and recorded. Next, the researcher is going to examine the convergence and divergence between cognitions and practices as well as attempt to provide an explanation for the conflicts and fusions. Last but not least, students’ opinions about teachers’ practices in grammar teaching will be gathered and analyzed. 

Evidence that the Research Intends to Collect
  This study intends to gather teacher subjects’ responses to interviews about their cognitions in relation to grammar teaching, recordings of pre-lesson narrative, lesson plans, instructional materials, notes on classroom observations, random samples of students’ marked written work and students’ responses to questionnaires aiming to figure out their attitudes towards task-based approaches and corrective feedback. 

Research Methods
This research adopts both qualitative and quantitative methods. First, semi-structured interviews will be conducted between the researcher and the subject to acquire participants cognitions about task-based approaches and corrective feedback in grammar teaching. Second, a pre-lesson narrative about the objectives and approaches of the lecture from teacher subjects will be recorded and sent to the researcher before class. In this part, self-recording instead of interviews is recommended because it saves trouble and time for teachers. They do not have to meet with the researcher, and they can make a record whenever it is convenient for them. On the one hand, this pre-lesson narrative serves as a reminder for teachers as to what they hope students to achieve in this class and how they are going to help students. On the other hand, it gives some hints about teaching methods and contents of the lecture so that the researcher can do classroom observation with some specific purposes. Third, the researcher will be a non-participant to observe subjects’ classroom practices, record the lecture and make notes when necessary. It is a critical step to learn what the actual practices are when teachers are teaching in class. In order to induce the Hawthorne effect, the researcher will observe four lectures for each teacher subject. The first observation will be discarded from the analysis since subjects might not be used to having an observer presenting in class. Forth, a post-lesson interview in the form of stimulated recall will be implemented. Visual methods are used in this procedure. Photos and transcripts of the teachers’ classroom practices taken by the observer will be presented to participants, which offers concrete and grounded snapshots about how teachers engage with students in the class. Borg (2015) conceived that stimulated recall is a preferable elicitation strategy which allows teachers to talk in a detailed and situated way about the beliefs and other factors that support teaching. Fifth, questionnaires which consist of Likert-scale questions and open-ended questions will be distributed to students in an attempt to acquire students’ opinions about whether task-based approaches and corrective feedback are beneficial for grammar learning. 

Research Contexts
Three EFL teachers from the same university in China will be chosen as subjects. Teacher A achieved his master’s degree in Hongkong University seven years ago, and since then he has been working as an English teacher at this university. Teacher B worked as an interpreter and a translator in a company before she entered the university two years ago. Teacher C is a senior teacher with 25 years of teaching experience. The students that they are teaching range from first-year students to seniors. Three teachers are in charge of different courses targeting to English majors. The research about grammar teaching will include all those various courses. As for student subjects, they will be selected from the classes which are taught by these three teachers. Altogether there will be 100 student subjects. 

Data Analysis
  Data collected in this study will be quantitative and qualitative. Quantitative data derives from questionnaires given to students, whereas qualitative data comes from interviews, narrative, classroom observations and other related materials such as teaching plans and students’ writings. 
  Analyzing Quantitative Data
  To begin with, the researcher needs to go through questionnaires to find out whether all of them are completed. Since an agreement scale is given to each question, data drawn from the questionnaires is ordinal. So data can be coded into five categories varying from Strongly Agreed to Strongly Disagreed. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) will be used to analyze those quantitative data. 
  Questionnaires are designed to explore students’ views on grammar teaching. Students can express whether applying task-based approaches and corrective feedback is helpful for grammar learning and what kind of approach and corrective feedback is the most effective. Data will be generally classified into following sections.
(1) Students’ opinions about grouping activities in grammar teaching.
(2) Students’ opinions about pair work activities in grammar teaching.
(3) Do class activities (teachers assigning tasks in class) help students to learn new grammar points?
(4) Do class activities (teachers assigning tasks in class) help students to correct some grammar errors and mistakes?
(5) Does corrective feedback help students to learn new grammar points?
(6) Does corrective feedback help students to correct some grammar errors and mistakes?
(7) Do students take note when teachers give them corrective feedback?
(8) Have students made the same error or mistake after receiving corrective feedback from the teacher in class?
(9) A kind of classroom activity that students think most useful for grammar learning.
(10) A kind of corrective feedback that students believe most effective for grammar learning.
Analyzing Qualitative Data
  Data from interviews, classroom observations and open-ended questionnaires is qualitative. First, the research has to transcribe the oral data such as interviews and narrative recordings into written data. And then, data will be coded. For example, the first interview with subject A is referred to “A-interview-1”. Teacher B’s first pre-lesson narrative recording is named “B-narrative-1”. Next, data is going to be grouped into themes. When the researcher constructs arguments, extracts from those data under varied themes will be included as examples to make illustrations. 
Data will be categorized into following three head themes with sub-themes. 
(1) Teachers’ Declarative Cognition
① Language Points that Teachers Focus on in Grammar Teaching
② Teaching Materials
③ Teachers’ Construction of a Lesson or a Stage about Grammar Teaching
④ Cognitions on Task-based Strategies (education experience, teaching experience, knowledge about task-based strategies, beliefs about task-based strategies) 
⑤ Cognitions on Corrective Feedback (education experience, teaching experience, knowledge about corrective feedback, beliefs about corrective feedback)
⑥ Expectation about Outcomes
(2) Observed Practices
① Language Points that Teachers Focus on in Grammar Teaching
② Teaching Materials
③ Teachers’ Construction of a Lesson or a Stage about Grammar Teaching
④ Application of Task-based Strategies 
⑤ Application of Corrective Feedback
⑥ Outcomes
(3) Students’ Views
① Activities which are Effective for Grammar Learning 
② Corrective Feedback which is Beneficial for Grammar Learning

Ethical Considerations
  Before the study gets started, the researcher is going to email 20 EFL teachers in Guangdong University about the study and ask if they are interested in taking part in the research. Subjects who will be selected from volunteers is going to be informed that this study is about teachers’ cognition, teachers’ practices and students learning about grammar teaching. They will be double-checked about whether they are consented to participating in the study. Student subjects are chosen from the classes which are taught by teacher subjects. But the researcher will also inquire whether those students are willing to be a part of the research.
  All information provided by participants will be anonymous or pseudonymous in order to protect their identities. Contents and responses to interviews, narrative recordings, classroom observations and questionnaires are confidential and can only be used for data collection and analysis for this particular study. In addition, the data will be saved and encrypted. 

The Timetable
  The project is going to last for about 30 weeks. The timetable for each stage is listed as followings. 
Designing interviews and questionnaires: three weeks
Choosing subjects and making preparations: three weeks
Conducting the first semi-structured interviews with teachers: two weeks
Carrying out classroom observations and post-lesson interviews: two months
Distributing questionnaires to students and retrieving questionnaires: two weeks
Coding and theming data: two weeks
Analyzing data: three weeks
Interpreting data: three weeks
Writing project report: one month
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