Daily Grammar Practice
Research Base

Students need a working knowledge of grammar concepts amshsestructure in order to
improve as writers. Teachers expect students to beabt#t their writing for grammatical and
mechanical errors, but students can’t apply concepts$héwn don’'t understand. In order to speak
intelligently about and make revisions in writing, inescessary for teachers and students to
share a common grammar vocabulary. Writing lessonsiare productive when students have a
strong background in grammar.

Studies show that more than forty percent of collegghimen take a remedial writing course
each year. In its National Curriculum Survey, the AGUInd that college instructors view
grammar and usage skills as the most important writilg $&r entering college freshmen to
possess. However, only 69 percent of the high school Brigishers who participated in the
survey teach grammar concepts at all. ACT vice presidenievelopment, Cynthia Schmeiser,
recommends that teachers reinforce grammar and usagecskilinually at all grade levels
(Ezarik, 2003). Once students understand concepts, it is mmpdot them to continue
practicing them (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001). Dailp@mar Practice provides this
reinforcement and practice.

George Hillocks and Michael Smith (1991) argue that “thehieg of school grammar has little
or no effect on students” and that grammar instructiast@s valuable time that could be better
spent on writing instruction. However, they base thidies on ineffective methods of teaching
grammar and provide no evidence that the students involuée study understood the concepts
in question. Daily Grammar Practice is a method é¢imaibles students to understand concepts
more thoroughly and in less time than traditional metleddgammar instruction. Rei Noguchi
(1991) states that teachers should “make more time bl@aitar other writing activities by
making less grammar do more.” Daily Grammar Practi@astlines grammar instruction so that
it takes only a few minutes each day. Instead of utiliziaditional grammar exercises, it
accomplishes more in less time. Daily Grammar Rradsi effective at all grade levels and
ability levels and for English Language Learners. Rekeandhe teaching of grammar to
students learning a second language suggests that grammar “praledesnd general guidance
that facilitate better understanding of the structofeke target language” (Gao, 2001).

In order to apply skills that they have learned, studeegsl to know the skills on a subconscious
level. To achieve this understanding, they “must engage atiggahat gradually becomes
distributed as opposed tmassed”’(Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock, 2001). Daily Grammar
Practice provides instruction that is distributed overdburse of the year. Rather than learning
about each aspect of grammar in isolation, students sturgepts in relation to each other and
review them on a daily basis. This method is particylaelpful for students who “struggle to
understand concepts in isolation, to learn parts witheeihg wholes” (Brooks & Brooks, 1993).
Daily Grammar Practice utilizes sentence diagrammirggades 5-12 to help students see the
connection between parts and wholes. Diagrams are graqg@oizers that act as “maps that
make abstract ideas more visible and concrete” (Burke, 1999)

Through daily review of concepts, Daily Grammar Practicables students to retain what they
learn. Studies have shown that “students need morédihand kill”” for concepts to move to
long-term memory (Gregory & Chapman, 20@%P Plus: Building Stronger Writeris a
resource that provides strategies and activities for appdndgeinforcing grammar concepts
through writing. These strategies are valuable becausestidents understand concepts, they



“should apply them frequently and in a variety of sitagi’ (Marzano, Pickering, & Pollock,
2001).DGP Plusallows students to utilize the information in long-termamory, which “if not
used . . . will become hard to retrieve over time” (Pink688).

Across the country, pretest and posttest results fdy Baammar Practice have shown
significant increase in students’ understanding of granomacepts. In one study in Fayette
County, Georgia, 38 high school freshmen received no adalitgwzammar instruction beyond
Daily Grammar Practice for an entire school yeaeiTaverage grammar pretest score was 74.4.
Their average posttest score was 89.1, an improvemédt dpoints. The same students were
tested again at the beginning of their sophomore yedeteymine how much of the knowledge
they had retained. Their average score at the beginhihg sophomore year was 87.7, only a
1.4 point decrease over the summer months. In anGih@rgia study, a group of 41 eighth grade
students showed an 11.5 point increase in scores atdled greir first year of Daily Grammar
Practice instruction. For charts showing these stugiegedl as two other elementary grades
studies, please see the next page of this document. €htidees are currently ongoing for a
variety of grade levels from elementary through college.
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