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Abstract: The goal of this article is to share the results of a research that aimed to find
out how instructors in several Sabah secondary schools approached teaching the literary
component. Eleven hundred and twenty-two English instructors from fifteen different
urban secondary schools in Sandakan, Sabah participated in the research. The strategies
and activities used in the literature class were detailed, and the rationale for their use was
explained. Using a triangulation approach, we gathered information from three sources:
the questionnaire, classroom observations, and focused interviews. An equal number of
instructors (87 in total) filled out the survey, while a relevant case study included the
four-week observation and subsequent interview of two teachers: one who offered the
English option (a TESL graduate) and another who did not (a history graduate).
According to the results, the most common teaching strategies were paraphrastic writing
(mean = 4.05), information-based writing (mean = 4.04), and moral-philosophical writing
(mean = 3.93). This seems to be in line with the results of the case study, which showed
that the two educators used comparable methods in the classroom. The results highlight
the reality that the amount of pupils in a classroom, the mandated literary materials, the
exam-oriented culture, students' attitudes, and language competency all have a significant
impact on the methods of instruction. If the difficulties are not addressed properly, literary
instruction that seeks to elicit personal responses and appreciations from pupils may be
fruitless.

INTRODUCTION

There have been changes in the educational curriculum in Malaysia in recent
years, reflecting the country's renewed focus on English language instruction.
This study will examine a significant shift in the educational system, namely the
need that all secondary schools include a Literature Component in English as part
of their English Language curriculum. The English Literature Component's dual
goals of improving students' language skills and inspiring them to respond
creatively to the aesthetic aspects of language are evident in the course's design.
But new research shows that kids aren't active learners who can't think critically,
and that literature classes are sometimes excessively teacher-centered, leading
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students to think their professors aren't imaginative or interesting. (Siti Norliana,
2003; Gurnam Kaur, 2003; Suriya Kumar, 2004).). Teachers and students have
contrasting points of view. Some important questions are prompted by this -
Where does the literature stand right now? classroom? How is the Literature
Component in English taught in schools? Areteachers well-versed with the
knowledge and methodology of teaching literature?The situation above depicts a

state that needs immediate attention. If literaturelessons are only fact-answer
sessions where students are not guided and givenopportunities to work with their
friends and express their views and response thatcontributes to their language
development and the appreciation of literature, thenit is feared that the underlying
aims and objectives of the literature component
inEnglisharedoomedtofail. Thispaperisborneoutofconcernonwhatisgoingoninthelit
eratureclassroom. T hereisaneedtodiscoveriftheliteraturecomponent in English is
taught in line with its aims and objectives. Thus, a focuson the approaches
employed by teachers in teaching the literature component inEnglishwould be of
greatvalueand interest.

PURPOSEOFTHESTUDY
Thisstudyaims togain ageneraloverviewoftheapproachesemployedbyteachers in

teaching the Literature Component in English. The research questionsareas
follows:
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i. What are the approaches employed by teachers in teaching the
literaturecomponentinEnglish?

ii. Which types of activities are used by teachers in teaching the
literaturecomponentinEnglish?

iii. Why doteachersemploy suchapproachesandactivities?

iv. Is there a significant relationship between the approaches employed
byteachersandtheactivitiesthattheycarryoutintheliteratureclassroom?

v. s there a significant difference between English option teachers and non-
optionEnglishteachersintermsoftheirapproachesinteachingtheliteratureco
mponent in English?

REVIEWOFLITERATURE

This review of related literature explains in brief the reasons to why the
teachingof literature is proposed. It also discusses three models to teaching
literature andthen,elaborates onthe approaches andactivities to teachingliterature.

i. Literaturecontributestotheholisticdevelopmentofanindividual(Kamarudin,
1988;Mukherjee, 1976;Horner, 1983).

ii. Literatureisaresourceforlanguagelearning(Maley,1989;Nesamalaretal.,
1995;Eagleson & Kramer, 1976).

iii. Literaturemanifestsvaluablelanguageexperience(Moody,1971;Carter,198
6;Collie& Slater, 2001; Rosli, 1995).

The models of teaching literature as presented by Carter and Long (1991)
exhibitthetheoryasto how theteaching of literatureis being viewed.

i. The Cultural Model views literature as a source of facts or
informationand therefore, reading tends to be based on obtaining
information. In
thismodel,theteachertransmitsknowledgeandinformationtothestudents.

ii. The Language Model seeks a closer integration between language
andliterature.Studentscanimprovetheirlanguageproficiencybyusingliteratu
reas a resource in language learning.

iii. The Personal Growth Model seeks the opportunity for students to
relateand respond to the themes and issues by making a connection to
theirpersonallives.Consequently,students'growthintermsoflanguage,emoti
onsand character developmentare stimulated.
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An analytical look at the three models as outlined by Carter and Long
(1991)suggests that the language and the personal growth model complement and
areinterdependent on each other. In acknowledging the views of Carter and
Long(1991), Rosli (1995) further elaborated that these two models denote
approachesthatplace an emphasis on the student.

What is then an approach? Moody (1983: 23) explains that the importance of
anapproach is to "provide a framework, or sequence of operations to be used
whenwe come to actualities”. Whitehead (1968) mentions that one factor that
goes along way in determining students' lifelong learning towards reading is how
theteacher approaches the teaching of literature. There are various approaches
thatcanbeemployedintheteachingofliterature,namely theinformation-
basedapproach,language-
basedapproach,personalresponseapproach,paraphrasticapproach,moral-
philosophicalapproach andthe stylisticsapproach.

In addition, Richards and Rodgers (1986) clarify that the different philosophies
atthe level of approach may be reflected through different types of activities
andindifferent uses for activity types. In this context, Duppenthaler (1987)
defines
anactivityas"anythingthatisdesignedtoincreasestudents'motivation,participationint
helearningprocessandtheinteractionbetweenlearners".Whitehead(1968)saysthaton
eoftheprinciplesofasuccessfulliteratureprogramme is that the teachermust be
acquainted with a variety of techniquesand activities so as to stimulate and
develop students' interest and knowledge ofliterature.

Carter (1988) considers the information-based approach as a way of
teachingknowledgeaboutliteraturewherebyliteratureisseentoofferasourceofinform
ation to the students. Thus, teaching methodologies tend to be teacher-
centredasLazar(1993)pointsoutthatthefocusoncontentwouldrequirestudents to
examine the history and characteristics of literary movements
rangingfromthecultural,social,politicalandhistoricalbackgroundtoatext,thusdeman
ding a large input from the teacher. Activities deriving from this
approachcouldbelectures,explanation,readingofnotesandcriticismprovidedinwork
booksorbytheteacher. Theseactivitiesusuallycaterforinstrumentalpurposessuch — as
examinations (Carter &McRae, 1996).

The language model seeks greater unification between language and
literature.Carter (1988) asserts that the language-based approach helps students to
focusattention on the way as to how the language is used. Lazar (1993) points
outlanguage-based approaches see literary texts as resources that cater for
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languagepracticethroughseriesoflanguageactivitiesratherthanstudyingliteraturefort
he purpose of acquiring facts and information. The approach is student-
centredandtherefore,activitieslikeprediction,cloze,rankingtasks,roleplay,poetry

This article can be downloaded from https://ijesl.com/index.php/ijesl
6



Int. J. of Eng.stu.&L.it. 2024

Michael Lee et al., 2024

recital, forum, debate and discussions can be used to create opportunities
forlanguageuse in the classroom(Carter, 1996;Rosli,1995).

The emphasis of this approach is on the elicitation of students' response to a
text.Rosli(1995)assertsthatthereasonbehinditistomotivateandencouragestudents to
read by making a connection between the themes of a text and his orher personal
life and experiences. Hirvela (1996) explains that responses arepersonal as they
are concerned with students' feelings and opinions about theliterary text. This
approach focuses on activities like question-discussions (Rosli,1995), activities
which  are interpretative  in nature  generating  views  and
opinionsonthetext(Hirvela,1996)andbrainstorming,guidedfantasy,smallgroupdisc

ussions, revealing students' reactions in a short paragraph or journal
writing(Lazar,1993).

The paraphrastic approach deals with the surface meaning of the text.
Teacherswhose using this approach may paraphrase or re-word the story in a
simplerlanguage or even translating it into other languages. Rosli (1995) says that
thisapproach is suitable for beginners of the target language as it acts as a
steppingstone in formulating original assumptions of the author's work. In the
case of theMalaysian ESL (English as Second Language) classroom, some
students may beweak in English. Their understanding and comprehension of a
particular literarytext may be impeded due to low language proficiency.
Therefore, this approachcan be employed in assisting students with a better
understanding of the text.Activities for this approach could include teacher re-
tells the story or a poemusing simpler language, the use of translation using other
mother tongues
andreadingparaphrasedversionsornotesprovidedintheworkbookorbytheteacher.

It has been claimed that one of the roles of literature is to inculcate moral
valuesthroughtheteachingofmorality. Thefocusofthisapproachistosearchformoralva
lueswhilstreadingaparticularliterarytext.Students'awarenessofvalues is seen and
this approach assists students to understand themes in futurereadings. Thus,
students would be able to reflect what they have learnt based
ontheirreadingsofaparticularliterarytext. AccordingtoRosli(1995),thisapproach
proclaims the worthiness of moral and philosophical considerationsbehind one's
reading. Activities for this approach could be the incorporation
ofmoralvaluesattheendoftheliteraturelesson,reflectivesessions,gettingstudents  to
search  for values whilst reading (Wang, 2003) and eliciting
students'evaluationonwhattheyshoulddoornotdobasedontheirreadings(Parwathyeta
., 2004).

Stylisticsapproachesguidestudentstowardsacloserunderstandingandappreciationoft
heliterarytextitselfusingthecombinationoflinguisticanalysis
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and literary critics (Lazar, 1993). This means students are taught to see
howlinguistic forms in a literary text function in conveying messages to the
reader.Lazar (1993) claims there are two objectives of this approach. Firstly, it
enablesstudents to make meaningful interpretations of the text. This objective
allowsstudents to look beyond the surface meaning of the text. Secondly, it helps
toexpandstudents’knowledgeandawarenessofthelanguage.Lazar(1993)suggests
activities such as getting students to scrutinize a literary text by
markingcertainlinguisticfeatures,gettingstudentstolookatthelanguagefeatures,extra
ctingpossibleclueswhichcontributetothemeaningandinterpretationofthetext
(Carter, 1996).

METHODOLOGY
ResearchDesign

The study was addressed using both quantitative and qualitative measures.
Itutilized a mode of triangulation whereby data collection and information
werebased on the questionnaire as the primary instrument, classroom observation
andfocusedinterview as secondaryinstruments.

LocationoftheStudy

The study was conducted in 15 secondary schools from the urban district
ofSandakan,Sabah.

Sample

The targeted group was English Language teachers. Only teachers who
taughtEnglish (Forms 1 to 5) were involved in the study. An English option
teacher(TESL graduate) and a non-option teacher (History graduate) were
selected toparticipatein the case study.

Researchlnstruments

The questionnaire is the main research instrument for the study. A
classroomobservationchecklist,adaptedfromAllen,FrohlichandSpada's(1984)Com
municativeQOrientationofLanguageTeaching(COLT)wasused. Thechecklistswereth
ensummarized,comparedandinterpreted. Theinterviewquestions were categorized
and coded into a few constructs, namely profile
ofteacher(Q1),teachers'viewsontheliteraturecomponentinEnglish(Q2),teachingapp
roaches(Q3),activities(Q4)andfactorsthatinfluenceteachers'
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selection of approaches and activities (Q5). The interviews were audio
taped,transcribedand interpreted.

PilotStudy

A pilot studywascarried out on 30 teachers.An analysis usingthereliability test

— Cronbach's Alpha (o) was conducted to ensure the reliability of the
constructs.The reliability of all question items in the questionnaire was at a high
level,depicting.904.Asforthetwomainconstructsinthequestionnaire,bothconstructsi
ndicatedafairlyhighreliability,thatis.894and.801,respectively.

DataAnalysisandProcedures

Thestudyrequiredquantitativeandqualitativedataanalyses. Descriptivestatisticalanal
ysis, InferentialStatistics—PearsonCorrelationandthelndependentSamplesT -
Testwereusedforthequantitativedata.Classroomobservation  field notes were
compiled. Each observation was summarized andcomparedinordertodraw
appropriate  conclusions and interpretations.The interview transcripts were
grouped, coded and verbatim from the transcriptsandwere quoted to strengthenthe
basis of argument.

FINDINGS
DemographicProfileofTeachers

A total of 87 teachers responded to the questionnaire, at a return rate of
87%.Table 1 reports the breakdown of respondents according the respective
aspects;namely,gender,academicqualification,areaofspecialization(option),experie
nce in teaching English as well as training in the literature component inEnglish.

ApproachesEmployedbyTeachers

Evidently,thefindingsofthequestionnaire(seeTable2)revealedthattheparaphrastic
approach (mean = 4.05) is popularly applied by teachers. This
isfollowedbytheinformation-basedapproach(mean=4.04),themoral-philosophical
approach (mean = 3.93), the personal-response approach (mean =3.62), the
language-based approach (mean = 3.57) whilst the stylistic approachremains the
lowest (mean = 3.36). Findings also corroborate with item no.14 "usesimple
terms to explain what the story is about to students” which has the highestmean
score (mean = 4.44). A significant 92% (n = 80) of respondents
reportedthattheyusedsimpletermstoexplainliterarytextstostudents. Thisisfollowed
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byitemnumber2whichhasthesecondhighestmeanscore(mean=4.33). Aprominent91%(n=79)
ofrespondentsstatedthatthey“explain[ed]thecontent of the text to the class”. In addition,
87.4% (n = 76) of respondentsreported that they "ask[ed] questions to check students'

knowledge based on
meanscore(mean=4.28).

whattheyhaveread".

Tablel.Demographicprofileofrespondents

Thisitemsetsthe

thirdhighest

Profile Frequency Percentage
Gender 15 17.2
72 82.8
MaleFe
male
AcademicQualification
SPM/STPM 13 14.9
FirstDegree 71.3 62
DiplomainEducation 10.3 9
Masters/PhD 34 3
Option EnglishOption 46 52.9
Non-EnglishOption 41 47.1
TeachingExperienceinEnglish
Lessthan5Syears 32 36.8
5-9years 19 21.8
10-14years 21 24.1
15yearsor more 15 17.2
TrainedintheliteraturecomponentinEnglish
Yes 62 71.3
No 25 28.7

Table2.Meanscoreandstandarddeviationof approachesin teaching theliteraturecomponentinEnglish

Item Mean Std.Dev.

Information-BasedApproach

1.Elicitinformationfromstudentsaboutthetext 3.52 .900
2.Explainthe content ofthetext tothe class 4.33 757
3.Ask questions to check students' knowledge based on what theyhave read 4.28 858
4.Providestudentswithbackground information 4.02 .876
Personal-ResponseApproach 3.62 .660
5.Encouragestudentstorelatethethemestopersonalexperiences 3.69 .853
6.Elicitstudents' responsetoatext 3.53 .860
7.Encouragestudentstoexpressfeelings towardstheissuesofthetext 3.60 .882

(continuedonnextpage)
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Table2.(continued)

Item Mean  Std.Dev.
Language-BasedApproach 3.57 .654
8.Guidestudentstoexpresstheiropinionstowardsa text 3.67 757
9.Setlanguage activitiesinliteraturelesson 3.34 .847
10. Encourage students to actively participate in theprocess 3.98 a7
ofunderstandingthe meaningoftext
11.Studentsworkwith theirclassmates inthe processofunderstandingtne  3.56 .898
text
12.Generatelanguage practice usingthe text 3.39 .881
ParaphrasticApproach 4.05 .610
13.Re-tellthetexttostudentstohelpthem understand 4.20 .805
14.Use simpleterms toexplainwhatthestory isabouttostudents 4.44 710
15.Discuss whattheauthor saysin the text 3.93 .832
16.Getstudentstotellthe storylineofthetext 3.64 .902
Moral-Philosophical Approach 3.93 720
17.Incorporatemoral valuesinlessons 4.06 932
18.Ask studentsthe valuesthey learnfrom thetext 4.10 .822
19.Get studentsto searchmoralvalues froma text 3.79 .809
20.Raisestudents'awarenessofvaluesderivedfromthetext 3.77 .817
StylisticsApproach 3.36 .643
21.Guide students to interpret a text by looking at the language 334 847
usedbytheauthor
22.Get students to mark any linguistic features from the text that 3.30 878
aresignificanttotheir reading
23.My literature lesson looks at the language of the text, 3.34 729
thus,encourageslanguageawareness
24.Enhcourage students to discuss beyond the surface meaning of 3.47 860
thetext

The classroom observations of both teachers revealed a high tendencyof usingthe
paraphrastic approach and the information-based approach in teaching
theL iterature Component in English. It was clearly noted that students were asked
toread aloud the literary text to the entire class. This was followed by the
teachergivingexplanationofwhatwasbeingread. However itwasnoticedthatteacherP
would read the text aloud again, going through every unfamiliar terms found
inthetext. TeacherQwouldexplainandsummarizetheentiretextinsimple
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language after the student has completed reading the text. In approaching
theliterary text, both teachers were seen to paraphrase difficult words and terms
into'layman’ language which also involved the use of Bahasa Melayu and
sometimesinChinese. Thiswascarriedoutbymakingelicitationtogeneratestudents'res
ponse as a way to check their understanding. Below are three evidences
thatillustrate the approaches adopted by the two teachers in their respective
literaturelessons.

TeacherP . Class, whatisapearl?

Student : Mutiara.

TeacherP : Yes,youknowoystersauce? Theoneyourmothercooksathome? [COB1P]

TeacherP : Whatisa

rifle?Class  : (No response)

TeacherP : It's something you use to kill something or even somebody. Like Kino, see
whatwe read justnow?

Student . Pistol?

TeacherP - Something like that. But it's longer than a pistol. (Teacher draws a rifle on
theboard).See,class? [COB3P]

TeacherQ : You know what is

baptism?Class:  (No response).

TeacherQ :It's when you want to be a christian, ok. Usually the priest will sprinkle
somewater.Who isapriest?Yes,class?

Student 1 . Paderi?

Student 2 : 'SanFu'(InCantonese)

TeacherQ : Yes,anothernamesis. ..Father.Y oucanalsocallhimapastor. [COB4Q]

TypesofActivitiesUsed byTeachers

Findings from the questionnaire (see Table 3) reported that activities
popularlyusedbyteachersinteachingtheL iteratureComponentinEnglishwereasfollo
ws:information-basedactivities(mean=3.75),paraphrasticactivities(mean = 3.61),
stylistics activities (mean = 3.51), moral-philosophical activities(mean = 3.32),
personal-response activities (mean = 3.15) and language-basedactivities(mean =
2.85) remains the lowest.
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Tables Meanscoreandstandarddeviationofactivitiesusedbyteachersinteachingthelit
eraturecomponent inEnglish
Item Mean Std.Dev.

Information-BasedActivities 3.75 .670
1.Comprehension questionsexercises 3.91 910
2.Lecturesessions 3.14 1.11

3.Readnotesfromworkbooks/handoutswithstudents 371 .987
Personal-ResponseActivities 3.15 .697
4.Explaina texttostudents 4.25 .750
5.Journalwriting 2.26 .994
6.Brainstormingsessions 3.54 913
7.Smallgroupdiscussions 3.60 921
8.Writingaboutfeelings/reactions towardsanissue 3.21 978
Language-based Activities 2.85 .639
9. Group work 3.66 1.01

10.Languageactivities(cloze,jigsawpuzzle,predictionexercises) 3.15 971
11.Debate 2.03 .895
12.Performaceactivities(drama,roleplay, poetryrecital) 2,57 1.02

ParaphrasticActivities 3.61 .659
13.TranslationoftextusingL1 3.18 1.27

14.Re-tellstorytostudents 3.99 755
15.Studentsreadparaphrasednotesintheworkbook/handouts 3.77 911
16.Studentsre-tellstorytotheclass 3.52 .926
Moral-Philosophical Activities 3.32 759
17.Reflectivesessions 321 1.00

18.Discussionsonmoraldilemmas 3.18 .959
19.Tellmoral valuestostudents 3.94 .826
20.Conductself-evaluationactivities 2.95 1.06

(continuedonnextpage)
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Table3.(continued)

Item Mean Std.Dev.
StylisticsActivities 351 .669
21.1dentifylinguisticsfeatures(eg.vocabulary,tenses)inatext 3.26 933
22.Discussdifferentmeaningsofatext 3.52 .900
23.Extractexamplesfromatextthatdescribe asetting 3.55 .949
24.1dentifyadjectivesthatdescribeacharacter 3.72 .936

Language-based activities and personal-response activities were among the leastactivities
conducted in the literature classroom. The findings could be associatedwith specific
reference to item no. 5 and item no. 11 whereby journal writing(mean = 2.26) and debate
(mean = 2.03) were the activities that depict the
lowestmeanscores. Thisisalsoevidentwhereby26.4%(n=23)and32%(n=28)of  respondents
indicated that they had never carried out such activities in theirlessons. It is therefore not
surprising to see that item no. 4 "explanation of text tostudents" was the activity most
practiced by a significant 87.3% (n = 76) teachersin the literature classroom (mean =
4.25). A noticeable 76% (n = 66) of therespondentsreportedthatthey"re-
tellthestoryofatexttothestudents"(itemno.14)asoneoftheactivitiesduringliteraturelessons. Ite
mno.19anditemno. 1 follow the list whereby 74% (n = 64) of respondents had indicated
that theytold moral values to their students and 66% (n = 57) of respondents have
usedcomprehensionquestions exercises as theirliterature activities.

Interestingly, the case study on teachers P and Q also revealed similar
findings.Bothteachersshowedsomepreferencestouseinformation-basedandparaphrastic
activities. Teacher P was seen to constantly use three activities in herapproach to teaching
literature. First is reading aloud by the students.
Studentsweregiventurnstoreadaparagraph.Secondly,teacherPre-readandparaphrased  the
literarytext as a wayof telling the storyagain to the students.The activity was in a passive
mode. Occasionally, she would ask questions butmost of the time would give students the
answers to her questions. The thirdactivity is setting comprehension questions exercises
using prescribed exercisesfrom the abridged version of the novel. This was systematically
carried out at thepoststages of her literature lessons.

Furthermore, the exercises were given as individual work where students copiedthe
questions on the board in their exercise books and made an attempt to answerthem whilst
teacher P walked in the class or sat down to do her work. Similarly,teacher Q was seen to
use the similar type of activities throughout her literaturelessons. However, instead of
reading the entire story like teacher P, she would
getstudentstoreadthesummaryofsegmentsofachaptertotheclass.Hermain

This article can be downloaded from https://ijesl.com/index.php/ijesl
14



Int. J. of Eng.stu.&L.it. 2024

Michael Lee et al., 2024

resourcewastheworkbook. Throughouttheobservations,shemademorereferencestotheworkb
ookthanthenovelandthenproceededtofurtherexplanation and clarification like teacher P. In
addition, teacher Q set individualwork for her students. Normally, she would get her
students to answer certainquestions in the workbookwithin a veryshort period of time.On
a worryingnote, it was observed that teacher Q would give all answers from the workbook
tostudents in the form of a dictation. The findings presented above depict the natureof
activities carried out in the literature classroom. Basically, it can be summedthat reading
aloud, comprehension exercises (in the form of WH-questions) andteacher re-telling and
explaining the literary text were the three activities evidenttoall the
classroomobservations.

WhyTeachersEmploySuchApproachesandActivities?

Based on the interviews with teacher P and teacher Q, both teachers had
severalfundamental reasons for approaching the teaching of literature in such a
manner.Firstofall,therecapitulationactivityasthebeginningofthelessonusingelicitationaimed
atgeneratingverbalresponsesfromthestudentssoastorecapitulate and set a connection
between what was learnt earlier in the previouslessonbefore the new lessoncommenced.
Teacher P'sreasonwas

"tocheckiftheyrememberwhattheyhavelearnt" [ITP/Q3]

Secondly,bothteacherswereseentobeinfavourofgettingstudentstoreadaloud the literary text.
In the views of both teachers, this was largely due to
thefactthatthestudentshadalowerproficiencyintheEnglishLanguage. Therefore, teacher P
felt that it was a good way of helping them practice readingandpronouncing words
inEnglish. Teacher P clarified:

And then, we will start with reading aloud because the students onaverage, they
are quite weak. So | encourage them to read aloud so
thateveryonecanhear. Theycanimprovetheirpronunciations.[ITP/Q3]

WhereasteacherQexplained:

It's for them to get a picture of the chapter | am teaching. Also, topractice
pronunciation. Also some words they may not understand. So,wegothroughone
byone. [ITQ/Q3]

After the reading aloud session, both teachers were seen to take over the sceneagain and
attempt to explain what was read earlier. Certain terms and phraseswere paraphrased into
simpler words with occasional use of Bahasa
Malaysia.Bothteachershadthesamereasonfordoingso, thatistoenhancestudents'
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furtherunderstandingontheliterarytext. Comprehensionexerciseswerecommonly
given by teacher P after the completion of a chapter or segments of achapter. This
was a way for teacher P to check her students' understanding.Herdecision to use
comprehension questions was also partly due to the attitude of herstudents, their
language  proficiency  and  examination  purposes.  Teacher P
pointedoutthatstudentswhoweregoodachieversorfromthegoodclassespersepreferre
d a more laid back approach and activity depicting more control by
theteacherwhichrequiredthemtositdown, listentotheteacherandanswerquestions  in
the exercise books. This may well be related to their interest inacquiring good
grades in English and the sole way is through successful attemptsin answering
examination questions. Whilst in the case of weak students, they
didnotappeartoshowanyinterestwhenTeacherPattemptedtoconductdramatization. A
saresult, TeacherPchosecomprehensionquestionsas*comprehension question
exercises are  very easy  questions for the weak class
soit'seasyforthemtounderstand thestory more"[ITP/Q4].

Teacher Q claimed that she would carry out role play and questions and
answers(another term for comprehension questions) with her class. Her reasons
were thatthe activities enable them to "understand the text and they can express
theirfeelings” whereas "the questions and answers are to stimulate their brains
and it'smore for exam purposes” [ITQ/Q4]. The statement above seems to reflect
teacherQ's concern over examination whereby she felt that questions and answers
couldtrigger students' thinking on the things they have studied and therefore, it is
animportant activity for the purpose of examination. Interestingly, it was noted
thatteacher Q appeared to show more concern over the syllabus and examinations
incomparison to teacher P although both teachers were seen to conduct very
similartype of approaches and activities in their classrooms. When asked why
they
couldnotcarryoutcertainactivitieslikedebates,dramatization,gamesandpresentation
in their literature lessons, teacher Q clarified "because of the timefactor, | have to
finish the syllabus because it's an exam class and then languageproficiency"
[ITQ/Q4].TeacherP,ontheotherhand,hadadifferingset ofreasons. Teacher P stated
that "because of the space of the school, the number ofstudents, the attitude of the
students, they were not trained to be that way. Notvocal."[ITP/Q4].

Relationship between Approaches Employed by Teachers and
ActivitiesCarriedOut

Tabledillustratescorrelationsofapproachesemployedbyteachersandtheactivities
they carried out whilst conducting their respective literature lessons.Calculations
depict the correlation coefficient of +.733 is 0.537 (53.7%), wherecorrelation is
significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). It can be deduced that
53.7%ofthevarianceinapproachesemployedbyteacherscanbeaccountedforbythe
This article can be downloaded from https://ijesl.com/index.php/ijesl
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varianceinactivitiestheyconductedintheliteratureclassroom. Thissignifiesthat there
is a relationship between the two variables namely ‘approaches’ and‘activities'.

Table4.Correlationsofapproachesandactivitiesintheliter
ature classroom

Activity Approach
PearsonCorrelation 1 733"
Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 87 87
PearsonCorrelation 733" 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 87 87

**Correlationissignificantatthe0.01level(2-tailed)
DifferencesbetweenOptionandNon-optionEnglishTeachers

Table5displaysinformationonthemeans,standarddeviationsandstandarderror mean
for the option and non-option teachers whilst Table 6 tabulates theresults of the t-
test. Findings from the table vyielded a wvalue of t [85] = 1.71
wherep>0.05.Thefindingindicatesthatthereisnosignificantmeandifferencebetween
Englishoptionteachersandnon-optionEnglishteachersintheirapproachesto teaching
theliteraturecomponent in English.

Table5.Groupstatisticsforoptionandnon-optionenglishteachers

Option N Mean Std.Dev. Std.ErrorMean
Option 46 92.41 10.24 151
Non-option 41 87.93 14.07 2.20

MeanDifference=4.49
Leverne'sTestforEqualityofVariances:F=2.789,p=0.99

Table 6.Independent samples t-test on option and non-
optionEnglishteachers in their approaches in teaching
theliteraturecomponent in English

t df Sig.(2-tailed) MeanDif
Approach 1.71 85 .090 4.49

**Significantat0.05

This article can be downloaded from https://ijesl.com/index.php/ijesl
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The following section presents an analysis of data based on the compilation ofeight
classroom observations, field notes and interview transcripts to supplementthefindings
fromthemain instrument.

TeacherP'sLessons

Teacher P is an English option teacher who majored in TESL. She has two yearsof
teaching experience in the school as well as in the English subject. The
classthatwasbeingobservedisForm5B,asocialscienceclass,whichconsistsof39 students with
80% Bumiputra students who are of Malay and Kadazan originand 15% of Chinese
students. Based on their form four year-end examinationresults, the passing rate of the

class in the English Language was 50%.
ThestudentsweregenerallyweakinEnglish,bothinspokenandwritten. Theliterature  lessons
were based on the novel ‘The Pearl'. The  students  were

taughtusingtheabridgedversionofthenovel.Insum,teacherP'sapproachestoteachingliterature
depictapatternofrecapitulation,readingaloud,givingexplanation and paraphrase a chapter
or segments of a chapter. When these werecompleted, she would proceed to students'
individual work, that comprehensionexercises. Thiswascarriedout
systematicallythroughoutthefourclassroomobservations(Figure 1).

[COB1TP] [COB2TP] [COB3TP] [COB4TP]
Recapitulation Comprehension Recapitulation Comprehension
Reading —» QuestionsExerc | Reading —»  QuestionsExerc
AloudExplanat ises AloudExplanat ises
ionParaphrase ionParaphrase

Figurel.StructureofteacherP'sliteraturelessons
TeacherQ'sLessons

Teacher Q is a non-option English teacher who majored in History. She has
fiveyearsofteachingexperienceintheschoolandhasbeenteachingEnglishfor5 years due to
the shortage of English teachers in the school. The class that
washeingobservedwasForm5C,asocialscienceclass,whichconsistsof40 students with 85%
Chinese students and 15% Bumiputera students of
MalayandKadazanorigin.Basedontheiryear-endperformanceinformfour,alistudents  had
obtained a passing mark in the English subject. Their range fallsbetween 50% and 70%.
No students obtained a distinction in the subject. Duringthe literature lessons, the teacher
did not use an abridged version as the text.Instead, each student had a workbook (with
complete summary of all chapters)and the novel. Although Teacher Q claimed that she
had used language-
basedactivitiesliketheroleplayandgamesinherlessons,theseactivitieswerenot
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seem to emerge in any of the four classroom observations. Therefore, it is best toconclude
that teacher Q's approaches in teaching literature exhibit reading aloud,explanation
the

andparaphrasesegmentsof achapterbeingreadandansweringquestionsprescribed in
workbook (Figure2).

of Answers

[COB1TQ] [COB2TQ] [COB3TQ] [COB4TQ]
Reading Comprehension Reading Comprehension
AloudExplanati QuestionsExerc AloudExplanati QuestionsExerc
onParaphrase isesDictation [ onParaphrase isesDictation

of Answers

Figure2.StructureofteacherQ'sliteraturelessons

DISCUSSIONS

The analysis of data gained from the questionnaire and the case study posits
thecurrentteachingscenarioinurbansecondaryschoolsinSandakan,Sabah. Interestingly, thesi
xapproachesforteachingliteratureappearedtobepracticedatamoderatetohighmodeinthelitera
tureclassroom. Toreiterate,theparaphrastic approach and the information-based approach
were among the mostfavouredapproaches in the literature classroom.

This is substantiated by the qualitative findings through a case study involvingeight
classroom observations. The findings have indicated that the teacher acts asa dominant
figure who reads the story, retells the story, explains, questions andgives answers to the
students. The findings reflect a concomitant setting to
earlierstudiesconductedbySuriyakumar(2004)andSitiNorliana(2003),whosefindings  also
manifested that the teacher was always in control by spending muchtime in dealing with
students' comprehension and explanation of the literary text.A critical look at the findings
of the approaches employed by these teachers alsoraises one pertinent issue. Ironically,
the personal-response approach, language-based approach and the stylistics approach fall
at the bottom of the list. This
wasclearlydepictedintheclassroomobservationscenario. Theclassroomobservationswitnesse
daveryminimalinterfaceoflanguageandliteratureteachingintheclassroom.Thethreecriteria—
"student-centred,activity-basedandprocess-
oriented"astermedbyCarter(1996)werenotexhibitedintheliterature lessons. Furthermore,
Shahizah and Nackeeran (2003: 198) ascertainthat teachers should "approach the teaching
of the texts in ways that link thelanguage-
literaryresponseorinterpretationprioritizations"becausepersonalresponseisverymuchexpect
edfromstudentsasdocumentedintheCurriculum

This article can be downloaded from https://ijesl.com/index.php/ijesl
19



Int. J. of Eng.stu.&L.it. 2024

Michael Lee et al., 2024

Specifications of the Literature Component in English. However, the findingsseem to go
against the core business of the Literature Component in Englishwhich is "to enhance
students' proficiency in the English Language” (Ministry ofEducation, 1999). As
Marckwardt (1978: 32) asserts "whenever literature
wasreadintheclassroom, itwasdesignedtoserveasapathwaytofacilitateinreadingand in
mastering thelanguage generally".

In retrospect, the findings of this study can be explained in terms of students'language
proficiency. The classes involved in the case study were of low tomoderate level of
language proficiency. Here, language proficiency can perhapsbe related to the degree of
exposure to the target language itself owing to theattitude of people in general. Sandakan
depicts a 'little Hong Kong' town
wherebyCantonese,HakkaandMalayarethemainlanguagesspoken.Intheschoolsetting, it is
not uncommon to hear Cantonese being used between an Englishteacher and her students
during informal chats in the classroom, in the
staffroom,duringconsultationorevenbetweenaheadmistressandhersubordinate!Perhaps, it
is safe to say that English is not popularly used except for important
orofficialmatters. Thus,thisscenariocanpossiblybeanattributingfactortostudents’  language
proficiency in general. This is because Gardner (2003) assertsthat attitude towards the
learning situation has a direct impact on one's motivationinsecond language acquisition.

Hence,thefindingsseemtorelatewellwiththefindingsofZamrudah(2001)who revealed that
these were examples of the typical activities she witnessedduring her 8-weeks qualitative
study on the teaching and learning of literature inan urban secondary school. It is,
however, indeed ironical to find the absence ofactivities that reach out for the
development of students' language proficiency
andtheirpersonalresponsealthoughthesewereclearlydocumentedintheCurriculumSpecificat
ionsofthesyllabus. Inparticular,thelanguage-basedactivities and personal-response
activities were especially low in number.
AsGanakumaran(2003)reiterates,theprimaryroleofliteratureistodeveloplanguage
competence. Again, the findings so far seem to leave a big questionmark to the extent of
which the core business of the Literature Component inEnglishis being attended too
seriously.

Activitiesrelatedtolanguageandtriggeringstudents'responsewerenotconductedinanyofthecla
ssroomobservations.Activitieslikedebatesandjournalwritingwerenotpopularamongtherespo
ndentsofthisstudy. The reluctance to hold debates in the classroom, for example, can be
explained intermsofthenumberofstudentsinaclassroom,rangingfrom39to50.Consequently,
it would be tedious to involve all students in a classroom
debate.Furthermore,studentsmayneedtohave afairtogood command ofEnglishwhen
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conductingdebatesandthesituationofaweakclassmaynotenabletheteacherto doso.

It can therefore be concluded that the activities witnessed throughout the
eightclassroomaobservationswereofapassivemodewhichinvolvedabundantlistening,
individualexercisesandfollowingthedictationoftheteacherandcopyingtherightansw
ers.IncorroborationofthefindingsintheT-Testconductedonoptionandnon-
optionEnglishteachersintheirapproachestoteaching literature, an analysis of
classroom observations based on a case studywas made with a view to gain a
better justification realizing that the questionnaireitself would only give self-
report data of the respondents. The findings of the casestudy would help to justify
the situation. The results of all observations from thecase study also illustrate the
English option and non-option teacher had verysimilar approaches to teaching
literature. Eventhough the English option
teachermayhavebetteradvantagesintermsofherknowledgeandmethodologyinteachi
ng literature, it was ironical to see that such knowledge did not
differentiateherfromhernon-optioncounterpart.

CONCLUSION

TheembarkationoftheL iteratureComponentinEnglishintotheEnglishLanguage
Syllabus  was  legitimized five years ago. Yet, this newly
embarkedprogrammeopensupinterestingdiscussionsamongstteachers,students,rese
archers,parentsaswellasthepolicymakers. Thisstudyallowsonetoseeand understand
how the Literature Component in English is taught in urbansecondary schools.
More importantly, it exposes the fact that teachers who are atthe front line of
teaching, are faced with different circumstances leading to theirchoice of
approaches. To elaborate further, the findings of the study confirm thatthe choice
of one's teaching approaches is largely attributed to six factors namelythe exam
oriented culture in the Malaysian school setting, students' languageproficiency,
selection of literary texts, large group classes, attitudes of studentsand the training
received by teachers. With the factors identified above, theseteachers are also
placed in a dilemma — there is a need for them to gauge theirapproaches so that
the aims and the objectives of the Literature Component inEnglish will be
attended to and hence, successfully accomplished and not a merefutileexercise.
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