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Abstract:  

The aim of grammar teaching in foreign language learning process is to teach the foreign 

language itself rather than the formal features of the language by ensuring the use of 

target language. However, German grammar courses in Turkey provide intensive 

training on grammar subjects. The textbooks also contain a very detailed list of 

grammatical subjects and terms. Therefore, in order to communicate in a language, it is 

not necessary to know all the phonological, semantic and syntactic features of the 

language in detail. In this context, the aim of this study is to determine the linguistic 

structures that pre-service German teachers need to use German effectively in four basic 

language skills and to determine the frequency of their use. In addition, it was 

investigated whether the linguistic structure needs were met with the resources they used 

in the course, for what skills they needed to use grammatical structures the most, whether 

they needed the subjects they studied in the grammar class in real life language use 

situations, and whether there were any grammar subjects they found unnecessary to 

teach. It was also examined whether these needs differed according to the class level and 

the variables of being born and growing up abroad. For this purpose, two measuring 

instruments, grammatical structure usage frequency questionnaire form and 

grammatical structure need analysis structured interview form prepared by the 

researcher were used. As a result of the research, it was determined that the prospective 

German teachers almost never use structures such as das Perfekt der Modalverben, das Futur 

II, konzessive, konsekutive, modale Nebensätze, Finalsätze, Interrogativsätze, Zustandpassiv. 

According to these findings, the grammatical structures needed by German pre-service 

teachers to use the language effectively were sorted according to their importance and 

priorities in line with the opinions of pre-service teachers and the structures used at high, 

middle and low levels were grouped. In order to improve the grammar teaching process, 

suggestions were made to give priority to subjects needed in order to develop 

communicative skills instead of the subjects not used in daily life in grammar books. 
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Özet:  

Yabancı dil öğrenim sürecinde dilbilgisi öğretimindeki amaç dilin kullanımını sağlayarak 

aslında dilin biçimsel özelliklerinden ziyade yabancı dilin kendisini öğretmektir. Ancak 

Türkiye’de Almanca dilbilgisi derslerinde yoğun bir dilbilgisel konu öğretimi söz 

konusudur. Ders kitaplarında da aynı şekilde çok detaylı olarak dilbilgisel konuların ve 

terimlerin bir listesi yer almaktadır. Dolayısıyla bir dilde iletişim kurabilmek için söz 

konusu dilin ayrıntılı olarak fonolojik, semantik ve sözdizimsel bütün özelliklerini 

bilmek gerekli değildir. Bu bağlamda bu çalışmanın amacı Almanca öğretmen 

adaylarının Almancayı dört temel dil becerilerinde etkin bir biçimde kullanabilmek için 

ihtiyaç duydukları dilsel yapıları belirleyerek söz konusu yapıları ne sıklıkta 

kullandıklarına ilişkin bir durum tespiti yapmaktır. Bunun yanında söz konusu dilsel 

yapı ihtiyaçlarının derste kullandıkları kaynaklarla karşılanıp karşılanmadığı, en çok 

hangi becerilerde dilbilgisel yapıları kullanmaya ihtiyaç duydukları, dilbilgisi dersinde 

gördükleri konulara gerçek hayattaki dil kullanım durumlarında ihtiyaç duyup 

duymadıkları, öğretilmesini gereksiz gördükleri dilbilgisi konularının olup olmadığı 

araştırılmıştır. Bu ihtiyaçların sınıf düzeyine, yurt dışında doğup büyüme değişkenlerine 

göre farklılık gösterip göstermediği de incelenmiştir. Bu amaç doğrultusunda araştırmacı 

tarafından hazırlanan dilbilgisel yapı kullanım sıklığı anket formu ve dilbilgisel yapı 

ihtiyaç analizi yapılandırılmış görüşme formu olmak üzere iki ölçme aracı kullanılmıştır. 

Araştırma sonucunda Almanca öğretmen adaylarının das Perfekt der Modalverben, das 

Futur II, konzessive, konsekutive, modale Nebensätze, Finalsätze, Interrogativsätze, 

Zustandpassiv gibi yapıları neredeyse hiç kullanmadığı tespit edilmiştir. Elde edilen 

bulgulara göre Almanca öğretmen adaylarının dili etkin bir şekilde kullanabilmesine 

yönelik ihtiyaç duyduğu dilbilgisel yapılar öğretmen adaylarının görüşleri 

doğrultusunda önem ve önceliklerine göre sıralanarak yüksek, orta ve düşük düzeylerde 

kullanılan yapılar gruplandırılmıştır. Dilbilgisi öğretim sürecini iyileştirmek için 

dilbilgisi kitaplarında günlük hayatta kullanılmayan konuların yerine iletişimsel yetinin 

geliştirilmesi amacıyla ihtiyaç duyulan konulara öncelik verilmesi gibi önerilerde 

bulunulmuştur. 

 

Anahtar Sözcükler: yabancı dil öğretimi, Almanca dilbilgisi, ihtiyaç analizi, dört temel 

dil becerileri 

 

1. Introduction  

 

In general, grammar is the formal aspect of a language that expresses the phonological, 

semantic, syntactic features and structure of a language (Duden, 2010: 13). But is it 

necessary to know all phonological, semantic and syntactic features of a language in 

order to communicate in that language? When it is also considered that Turkey could not 
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succeed at the desired level in foreign language teaching, (Acat and Demiral, 2002; Aktaş, 

2005; Balcı, 1997; Balcı, 2016; Bayraktaroğlu, 2015; Çelebi, 2006) is it not enough to know 

the basic grammatical structures in a foreign language in order to use it effectively and 

therefore, to use it in four basic language skills? Or is it necessary to make this process 

even more unsuccessful with an intense teaching of concepts and terms by renouncing 

the part in order to teach the whole? This is a problem that needs to be questioned in 

terms of teaching German grammar. Because there is an intensive amount of grammar 

subjects training in German grammar classes in Turkey. During the teaching process of 

grammatical subjects and terms, the structural features of German as a foreign language 

are taught in artificial environment such as schools, regardless of whether they need to 

use these structures in their daily lives, work environments, official correspondence, 

social interactions and many other similar environments. Although grammar rules are 

taught very intensively in class, the students forget the structures and rules they learn in 

class since they can’t use them in their daily language after the course process is over. 

The textbooks also contain a very detailed list of grammatical subjects and terms. 

Therefore, “having so many grammatical terms in the textbooks causes students to confuse them 

and have difficulty in learning and storing them in their minds” (Güneş, 2013: 76). 

 While grammar in the mother tongue is about teaching a wide range of language 

such as letters, sound, form, sentence structure, in the grammar of foreign language 

teaching, it is not necessary to provide a detailed content and form teaching as in the 

teaching process in native language. Because the aim of teaching grammar in the process 

of learning a foreign language is to teach the foreign language itself rather than the formal 

features of the language by ensuring the use of language. According to Güneş, the 

purpose of teaching grammar is for individuals to understand the language, to 

communicate and to develop their mental skills (2013: 72). In addition, whereas there is 

a natural process in learning a mother tongue, in learning a foreign language, an artificial 

learning environment is created and since this artificial environment is a formal school 

environment, affective factors such as anxiety and motivation come into play. If the 

content of the grammar books used in schools are predominantly designed to address the 

need based on language use, this will also affect motivation significantly. Because the 

students will realize that the structures that are not commonly used aren’t detailed in the 

book and they will become more willing to learn. Therefore, students will have the 

opportunity to realize the necessity of subjects that have been converted to target 

behavior by considering the communication process in daily life and needs analysis. 

 As it is known, in traditional grammar, abstract rules such as semantic and 

syntactic features of language are taught rather than the use of language. However, 

according to Storch, in contrast to the traditional view of grammar, grammar in foreign 

language teaching is not about the phonological and morphological features of language; 

it deals with certain semantic and communicative phenomena (2009: 74). In support of 

Storch's view, Hoffman defines grammar as the formal systematic of a language for the 

expression of actions, thoughts, facts and situations and the establishment of 

communication (2013: 14). Hoffman and Storch therefore accept grammar as an area that 
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provides speaking, writing and language use. Grammar is not only knowing the rules of 

a language, recognizing and knowing its features; it is the set of structures necessary for 

the use of language. 

 It is accepted by many researchers that grammar has an important place in the 

learning of a language and is necessary for a foreign language (Köller, 1997; Steinig & 

Huneke 2010; Bulut, 2014; Aytaş and Çeçen, 2010). This applies to teaching German as 

well as other languages. However, as mentioned above, the importance of teaching 

grammar in a foreign language is meaningful as long as it makes it possible to use the 

language. Because the main purpose of teaching grammar is not to teach the rules of 

language, which are isolated from the content but to provide students with reading, 

listening, speaking and writing skills, and to enable them to use the language effectively 

(Göçer, 2015: 233).  

 In general, in grammar lessons in Turkey, the most common approach seems to be 

a format-focused one; it is seen that the grammar rules are intensively taught to the 

students and grammar is removed from its function to mediate the use of language and 

grammar issues are brought to the forefront (Göcer, 2015; Güven 2013; Ördek and Bolat 

2016; Bağcı, Ayrancı, 2017; Karaman, 2016; İşcan and Kolukısa, 2005; Kırmızı, 2013; Can 

and Can, 2014; Haznedar, 2004; Peçenek, 2014; Suna and Durmuş Çelebi, 2013). Students' 

attention is directed to grammatical form and the subjects, the function and usage of the 

grammatical form are put into the background and intensive grammar subjects and terms 

are taught. Bredel argues that not all grammar terms and rules should be taught and that 

grammar rules should be passed on to the students as needed (Bredel, 2013). And 

Ingendahl emphasizes the importance of developing speech reflection in students rather 

than teaching all rules in detail (1999). Harley (1993) tells that irregular and less frequent 

structures that do not have communication functions require attention (As cited in Yalcın, 

2013: 116) and emphasizes the less frequently needed and unused structures. As Kalfa 

points out, “the goal in foreign language teaching is to enable the student to establish the correct 

and effective communication required in daily life with the foreign language learned. It is 

important that the teaching process is designed to meet this need.” (2015: 250) Teaching the 

subjects in a certain order is not enough for the students to acquire language skills. “The 

teacher should ensure that the students use what they’ve earned about grammar subjects in their 

oral and written expressions and make suggestions for that purpose. That way, students will learn 

grammar rules in a healthier way” (Güven, 2013: 8). Within the framework of the European 

common recommendations for languages, emphasis was placed on identifying tasks, 

activities and processes that could meet the needs and equipment of language learners 

(2013: 134). For this reason, it is very important to determine the grammatical needs of 

the students in order to emphasize the teaching of German rather than the structural rules 

of German. Determining the grammatical needs of students learning German is also 

important in terms of determining the contents of foreign language course and grammar 

books to be prepared for this purpose. Therefore, needs analysis should be used to 

determine the students' grammatical structure needs. Needs analysis is the first step of 

program development. “Needs analysis is an application to collect information about students' 
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learning needs, desires and expectations and to organize the learning environment according to 

this information” (Graves, 2000; Iwai, vd, 1999; Brown, 1995; aci. Bölükbas, 2016: 22). 

According to Richards et al., needs analysis is the process of identifying the linguistic 

needs of a student or a group of students and arranging the needs in order of priority. 

(1992) In addition, needs assessment studies reveal whether the program targets meet the 

actual needs (Demirel, 2015: 69). When the concept of needs analysis is considered in 

foreign language teaching, it is important to identify and reveal the linguistic needs of 

students. Therefore, determining the language needs of students is an important step in 

order to make foreign language teaching efficient and to ensure the effective participation 

of students in educational environments (Koçer, 2013: 161). 

 According to Richards (2001), needs analysis can be used for many purposes in 

foreign language teaching. These purposes are: 

• Determining whether an active course meets the needs of a potential student 

group, 

• Determining the changes that are important in their learning according to people 

in a reference group, 

• Gathering information about the main problems experienced by students, 

• Determining the gap between what students can do and what they should do, 

• Determining the needs of students, who need to use the language actively in the 

scope of a special field, 

• Identify the linguistic competencies that a university student, a tour guide or a 

sales person should have to fulfill their responsibilities. 

 As noted by Richards above, the direction and scope of the needs analysis varies 

according to the demands of the target audience. The linguistic needs of a person 

belonging to any occupational group are not the same as the linguistic needs of a person 

working in the academic field. In addition, the needs may vary before and after the 

application of a curriculum. Therefore, it is important to determine how much language 

is needed and for whom. In this context, according to Graves (2000), “needs analysis is the 

process of systematically and continuously gathering information about the needs and preferences 

of students in the context of learning a foreign language, interpreting this information and then 

making a decision to meet these needs” (Aci. Calışkan & Çangal, 2015: 311). 

 Richards (2205) emphasized the importance of needs analysis studies in order to 

take into account the needs of the target audience in the teaching process. In this context, 

in this study, grammatical structures needed by German teacher candidates to use 

language effectively were investigated. In this study, grammar issues are listed according 

to their importance and priorities in line with the opinions of the students. It has been 

examined whether these needs differ according to the class level and the variables of 

being born and raised abroad. In addition, it was determined which skills they need to 

use grammatical structures the most. It was investigated whether the linguistic structure 

needs were met with the resources they used in the course, whether they needed the 

subjects they saw in the grammar class in real life language use situations, and whether 

there were grammar subjects that they thought were unnecessary to teach. No other 

http://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejfl


Fatma Karaman  

NEEDS ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT OF GRAMMAR STRUCTURES NEEDED 

 BY GERMAN TEACHER CANDIDATES IN LANGUAGE USE PROCESS 

 

European Journal of Foreign Language Teaching - Volume 4 │ Issue 4 │ 2020                                                                 26 

needs analysis study for German grammar were made in Turkey. For this reason, this 

study is important in terms of putting grammar issues in order of importance and priority 

according to the opinions of prospective teachers. Therefore, the study will be able to 

guide the teaching process planning, curriculum design and development, material 

development, course mechanisms, and activity development and evaluation. In addition, 

it is expected that the results obtained in this study will contribute to the determination 

of which German structure and language patterns should be included in the German 

curriculum and thus to be taught, to organize the textbooks, to create resources for the 

students' language needs, and to organize the grammar issues in order of priority.  

 In this context, the research questions of the study are as follows: 

1) What are the grammatical structures that prospective German teachers need to use 

the language effectively? 

2) Do these needs vary according to the class level, the variables of birth and growth 

abroad? 

3) In what skills do German teacher candidates need to use grammar structures 

most? 

4) Are the linguistic needs in question met with the resources they use in the course? 

5) Do they need the subjects they see in grammar lessons in real life language use 

situations? 

6) What are the grammar subjects that they consider unnecessary to be taught? 

 

2. Material and Methods 

 

2.1. Research Model 

In this study, descriptive scanning model was used to determine the grammatical 

structure needs of prospective teachers in the department of German Language Teaching. 

The descriptive screening model is a research approach that depicts the situation as it 

exists in the past or present, without any intervention (Karasar, 2000: 77). Therefore, in 

this study, an assessment was made to determine which German grammatical structures 

are frequently used by candidates in their daily lives. 

 

2.2. Population and Sample 

The population of this research consists of undergraduate students studying in German 

teaching departments with English language score; the sample of the study is composed 

of 152 undergraduate students in the Preparatory School, 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th Grades at 

the Department of German Teaching at Çukurova University. Participants learn German 

at a higher level in the following classes, starting at the basic level. For better results, five 

groups of participants with varying German levels were selected for the study. 

 

2.3. Measuring Tools 

The data of this study was obtained by using the Grammatical Structure Usage Frequency 

Questionnaire developed by the researcher to determine the grammatical structures that 
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German learners need in order to use the language effectively in their daily language use 

and four basic language skills. The subjects that are in the German grammar books and 

taught to the students in the German grammar lessons were taken into consideration 

while creating this questionnaire. Therefore, a total of 47 grammatical structures are 

included in the questionnaire form. Frequency of Grammatical Structure Use of the 

Questionnaire Form lists all the subjects taught in German grammar courses and asks 

which subjects the students need in written and oral language usage and how frequently 

they need them. In addition, grammatical structure needs analysis structured interview 

form was used to support the data obtained from the grammatical structure usage 

frequency questionnaire form. For this purpose, the literature was examined and an item 

was adapted from the “Language Needs Analysis Questionnaire” prepared by Bölükbaş 

and an item pool was formed by interviewing the students learning German. The 

grammatical structure needs analysis structured interview form, which consists of seven 

questions, asks the participants about whether they were born and raised abroad, what 

resources they use in grammar classes and whether these resources meet their needs, 

what skills they need to use the grammatical structure, and whether there were any 

subjects they found unnecessary to learn, whether they need the subjects they see in the 

course in real life language use situations. And in the last article, in an open-ended 

question they were asked about what their ideal grammar teachers would be like. The 

survey includes both closed-ended and open-ended research questions. Both of the 

measurement tools were piloted and the expressions which were not understood and 

caused complexity of meaning were edited. Again, the first version of both measurement 

tools was applied to 30 students and the necessary corrections were made according to 

the results obtained and the scope validity of the measurement tools from the first stage 

of creation was assured with an expert opinion. 

 

2.4. Data Analysis 

The data obtained from the Grammatical Structure Usage Frequency Survey Form of the 

study was analyzed using SPSS 22 package program. In this program, frequency and 

percentage distributions of data were calculated. In order to determine whether 

grammatical structure requirement is dependent on class level variable, non-parametric 

Chi-Square Independence Test was applied. “With the Chi-Square independence test, it is 

statistically tested whether there is a significant relationship between the two variables or whether 

the data related to one variable show a significant difference according to different levels of the 

other variable” (Ural & Kılıç, 2006: 264). The grammatical structure needs analysis was 

analyzed by structured interview form content analysis. 

 

3. Results and Discussion 

 

3.1. Frequency and Percentage Distributions of Grammatical Structure 

The frequency and percentage distributions of 47 grammatical structure data obtained 

from the grammatical structure usage frequency survey form are tabulated below. 
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Table 1: Frequency and Grade Distribution of Grammatical Structures 
Grammatical  

structures 

Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never Total 

f % f % f % f % f % f % 

Artikel 99 63,9 48 31,0 3 1,9 2 1,3 0 0 152 100 

Akkusativ 74 47,7 72 46,5 6 3,9 0 0 0 0 152 100 

Dativ 69 44,5 76 49,0 7 4,5 0 0 0 0 152 100 

Genitiv 42 27,1 69 44,5 25 16,1 12 7,7 4 2,6 152 100 

Trennbare Verben 28 18,1 68 43,9 45 29,0 10 6,5 1 ,6 152 100 

Untrennbare Verben 28 18,1 63 40,6 52 33,5 8 5,2 1 ,6 152 100 

Imperativ 27 17,4 31 20,0 52 33,5 37 23,9 5 3,2 152 100 

Präpositionen mit Akk. 29 18,7 54 34,8 58 37,4 8 5,2 3 1,9 152 100 

Präpositionen mit Dativ 25 16,1 46 29,7 59 38,1 19 12,3 3 1,9 152 100 

Präpositionen mit Genitiv 12 7,7 21 13,5 44 28,4 48 31,0 27 17,4 152 100 

Modalverben 67 43,2 56 36,1 18 11,6 7 4,5 4 2,6 152 100 

Das Präsens 118 76,1 31 20,0 1 ,6 1 ,6 1 ,6 152 100 

Das Präteritum 87 56,1 44 28,4 14 9,0 3 1,9 4 2,6 152 100 

Das Perfekt 86 55,5 50 32,3 8 5,2 2 1,3 6 3,9 152 100 

Perfekt der Modalverben 22 14,2 33 21,3 16 10,3 39 25,2 42 27,1 152 100 

Plusquamperfekt 15 9,7 27 17,4 48 31,0 45 29,0 17 11,0 152 100 

Das Futur I 42 27,1 46 29,7 26 16,8 21 13,5 17 11,0 152 100 

Das Futur II 8 5,2 12 7,7 12 7,7 32 20,6 88 56,8 152 100 

Konjunktionen 30 19,4 46 29,7 48 31,0 13 8,4 15 9,7 152 100 

Nebensätze dass 41 26,5 64 41,3 33 21,3 10 6,5 4 2,6 152 100 

Zu- infinitiv 26 16,8 61 39,4 41 26,5 16 10,3 8 5,2 152 100 

Kausale Nebensätze 22 14,2 61 39,4 46 29,7 10 6,5 13 8,4 152 100 

Konditionale Nebensätze 16 10,3 55 35,5 48 31,0 16 10,3 17 11,0 152 100 

Temporale Nebensätze 41 26,5 46 29,7 40 25,8 10 6,5 15 9,7 152 100 

Konzessive Nebensätze 8 5,2 41 26,5 52 33,5 22 14,2 29 18,7 152 100 

Konsekutive Nebensätze 4 2,6 36 23,2 52 33,5 30 19,4 30 19,4 152 100 

Modale Nebensätze 16 10,3 24 15,5 54 34,8 30 19,4 28 18,1 152 100 

Finalsätze 14 9,0 35 22,6 51 32,9 26 16,8 26 16,8 152 100 

Interrogativsätze 9 5,8 8 5,2 32 20,6 37 23,9 66 42,6 152 100 

Relativsätze 72 46,5 44 28,4 23 14,8 8 5,2 5 3,2 152 100 

Das Vorganspassiv 24 15,5 45 29,0 29 18,7 25 16,1 29 18,7 152 100 

Das Zustandpassiv 3 1,9 14 9,0 22 14,2 41 26,5 72 46,5 152 100 

Passiv bei Modalverben 7 4,5 20 12,9 50 32,3 37 23,9 37 23,9 152 100 

Partizipien 8 5,2 29 18,7 56 36,1 30 19,4 29 18,7 152 100 

Nominalisierung 8 5,2 29 18,7 58 37,4 24 15,5 33 21,3 152 100 

Verbalisierung 9 5,8 30 19,4 50 32,3 27 17,4 36 23,2 152 100 

Konjunktiv I 9 5,8 23 14,8 23 14,8 45 29,0 52 33,5 152 100 

Konjunktiv II der Gegenwart 30 19,4 48 31,0 24 15,5 22 14,2 28 18,1 152 100 

Konjunktiv II der Vergangenheit 32 20,6 52 33,5 22 14,2 21 13,5 25 16,1 152 100 

Irreale Konditionalsätze 38 24,5 44 28,4 27 17,4 16 10,3 27 17,4 152 100 

Wunschsätze 63 40,6 41 26,5 20 12,9 12 7,7 16 10,3 152 100 

Adjektivdeklination 82 52,9 39 25,2 17 11,0 13 8,4 1 ,6 152 100 

Deklination der Adjektive als 

Attribute 

36 23,2 51 32,9 30 19,4 20 12,9 15 9,7 152 100 

Ergänzungen 10 6,5 28 18,1 65 41,9 27 17,4 22 14,2 152 100 

Partizip I 11 7,1 37 23,9 54 34,8 33 21,3 17 11,0 152 100 

Partizip II 4 2,6 21 13,5 44 28,4 48 31,0 35 22,6 152 100 

Apposition 0 0 4 2,6 26 16,8 61 39,4 61 39,4 152 100 

 

http://oapub.org/edu/index.php/ejfl


Fatma Karaman  

NEEDS ANALYSIS AND ASSESSMENT OF GRAMMAR STRUCTURES NEEDED 

 BY GERMAN TEACHER CANDIDATES IN LANGUAGE USE PROCESS 

 

European Journal of Foreign Language Teaching - Volume 4 │ Issue 4 │ 2020                                                                 29 

Table 1 shows the frequency and percentage of use of grammatical structures for each 

subject. When Table 1 is examined, it is seen that Artikel subject is always used in 63.9% 

(99), 1.9 (3) sometimes and 1.3 (2) rarely in 31.0% (48). In general, it is understood that 

Artikel is used frequently. The Akkusativ structure is always used at a rate of 47.7% (74), 

often at a rate of 46.5% (72), and sometimes at a rate of 3.9% (6). Dativ structure was 44.5% 

(69) used always, 49.0 (76) used often and 4.5% (7) used sometimes. Genitiv structure is 

used always 27.1% (42), 44.5% (69) frequently, 16.1% (25) sometimes, 7.7% (12) rarely, 

2.6% (4) never. In general, it is seen that Artikel, Akkusativ, Dativ, Genitiv structures are 

used at a high rate. This result can be explained by the fact that these subjects are basic 

structure and compulsory to form simple sentences. Trennbare Verben structure is used 

at 18.1% (28) always, 43.9% (68) often, 29.0% (45) sometimes, 6.5% (10) rarely, 6 (1) never 

rate; untrennbare Verben structure is used at 18.1% (28) always, 40.6% (63) frequently, 

33.5% (52) sometimes, 5.2% (8) rarely, 6% (1) never rate; Imperativ structure is used at 

17.4% (27) always, 20.0% (31) often, 33.5% (52) sometimes, 23.9% (37) rarely, 3.2% (5) 

never rate; Präpositionen mit Accusative structure is used at 18.7% (29) always, 34.8% 

(54) often, 37.4% (58) sometimes, 5.2% (8) rarely, 1.9% (3) never rate; Präpositionen mit 

Dativ structure is used at 16.1% (25) always, 29.7% (46) often, 38.1% (59) sometimes, 12.3% 

(19) rarely, 1.9% (3) never rate which is around the middle frequency. There is a long list 

of verbs related to these structures in the textbooks and students are required to 

memorize these verbs. These structures in grammar books can be considered as 

vocabulary practice and are used according to need. Präpositionen mit Genitiv is used at 

7.7% (12) always, 13.5% (21) frequently; 28.4% (44) sometimes, 31.0% (48) rarely, 17.4% 

(27) never rate, almost never used in daily communication. 

 Modalverbene structure is used at 43.2% (67) always, 36.1% (56) often, 11.6% (18) 

sometimes, 4.5% (7) rarely, 2.6% (4) never rate; das Präsens structure is used at 76.1% 

(118) always, 20.0% (31) often, 6%, 6 (1) sometimes, 6%, 6 (1) rarely, 6%, 6 (1) never rate; 

das Präteritum structure is used at 56%, 1 (87) always, 28.4% (44) often, 9.0% (14) 

sometimes, 1.9% (3) rarely, 2.6% (4) never rate ; das Perfekt structure is used at 55.5% (86) 

always, 32.3% (50) often, 5.2% (8) sometimes, 1.3% (2) rarely, 3.9% (6) never rate which is 

a high frequency. Modalverben structure is used by the students to express the way an 

action is performed; Präsens, Präteritum and Perfekt are preferred to indicate the time of 

the action. Because the data examined shows that das Perfekt der Modalverben structure 

is used at 14.2% (22) always, 21.3% (33) often, 10.3% (16) sometimes, 25.2% (39) rarely, 

27.1% ( 42) never rate; Plusquamperfekt structure is used at 9.7% (15) always, 17.4% (27) 

often, 31.0% (48) sometimes, 29.0% (45) rarely, 11.0% (17) never rate; das Futur I structure 

is used at 27.1% (42) always, 29.7% (46) often, 16.8% (26) sometimes, 13.5% (21) rarely, 

11.0% (17) never rate, das Futur II structure is used at a low level, 5.2% (8) always, 7.7% 

(12) often, 7.7% (12) sometimes, 20.6% (32) rarely, 56.8% (88) never rate.  

 Konjunktionen structure used at moderate frequency by students, at 19.4% (30) 

always 29.7% (46) frequently, 31.0% (48) sometimes, 8.4% (13) rarely, 9.7% (15) never rate. 

From this result, it is understood that students prefer to communicate with simpler 

sentences instead of forming long side sentences. Nebensatz dass structure is used at 
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26.5% (41) always, 41.3% (64) often, 21.3% (33) sometimes, 6.5% (10) rarely, 2.6% (4) never 

rate; zu-infinitiv structure is used at 16.8% (26) always, 39.4% (61) frequently, 26.5% (41) 

sometimes, 10.3% (16) rarely, 5.2% (8) never rate, which is considered a high frequency. 

Since these two structures can be used in both subject and object function, they are often 

preferred in many communication environments. 

 Kausale Nebensätze structure is used at 14.2% (22) always, 39.4% (61) often, 29.7% 

(46) sometimes, 6.5% (10) rarely, 8.4% (13) never rate; conditionale Nebensätze structure 

is used at 10.3% (16), always, 35.5% (55) often, 31.0% (48) sometimes, 10.3% (16) rarely, 

11.0% (17) never rate; temporale Nebensätze structures are used at 26.5% (41) always, 

29.7% (46) often, 25.8% (40) sometimes, 6.5% (10) rarely, 9.7% (15) never rate, which are 

considered high frequencies. These structures are often needed due to the use of side 

sentences in many communication environments reporting cause-effect, condition and 

time in daily life. 

 Konzessive Nebensätze structure is used at 5.2% (8) always, 26.5% (41) often, 

33.5% (52) sometimes, 14.2% (22) rarely, 18.7% (29) never rate; konsekutive Nebensätze 

structure is used at 2.6% (4) always, 23.2% (36) often, 33.5% (52) sometimes, 19.4% (30) 

rarely, 19%, (30) never rate; Modale Nebensätze structure is used at 10.3% (16) always, 

15.5% (24) often, 34.8% (54) sometimes, 19.4% (30) rarely, 18.1% (28) never rate ; Finalsätze 

structure is used at 9.0% (14) always, 22.6% (35) often 32.9% (51) sometimes, 16.8% (26) 

rarely, 16.8% (26) never rate; Interrogativsätze structure is used at 5.8% (9) always, 5.2% 

(8) often, 20.6% (32) sometimes, 23.9% (37) rarely, 42.6% (66) never rate, which are low 

frequencies of use. 

 Relativsätze structure is used at 46.5% (72) always, 28.4% (44) often, 14.8% (23) 

sometimes, 5.2% (8) rarely, 3.2% (5) never rate; das Vorgangspassiv structure is used at a 

high frequency, at 15.5% (24) always, 29.0% (45) often, 18.7% (29) sometimes, 16.1% (25) 

rarely, 18.7% (29) never rate; Zustandpassiv structure is used at 1.9% (3), 9.0% (14) 

frequently, 14.2% (22) sometimes, 26.5% (41) rarely, 46.5% (72) never rate; das Passiv bei 

Modalverben structure is used at 4.5% (7) always, 12.9% (20) often, 32.3% (50) sometimes, 

23.9% (37) rarely, 23.9% (37) never rate; Partizipien structure is used at 5.2% (8) always, 

18.7% (29) often, 36.1% (56) sometimes, 19.4% (30) rarely, 18.7% (29) never rate, which 

shows it’s almost never used. Nominalisierung structure is used at 5.2% (8) always, 18.7% 

(29) often, 37.4% (58) sometimes, 15.5% (24) rarely, 21.3% (33) never rate; Verbalisierung 

structure is used at 5.8% (9) all the time, 19.4% (30) frequently, 32.3% (50) sometimes, 

17.4% (27) rarely, 23.2% (36) never rate, which is moderate usage. 

 Konjunktiv I structure is used at 5.8% (9) always, 14.8% (23) often, 14.8% (23) 

sometimes, 29.0% (45) rarely, 33.5% (52) never rate, so it’s almost never used. Konjunktiv 

II der Gegenwart structure is used at 19.4% (30) always, 31.0% (48) often, 15.5% (24) 

sometimes, 14.2% (22) rarely, 18.1% (28) never rate; Konjunktiv II der Vergangenheit 

structure is used at 20.6% (32), always, 33.5% (52) often, 14.2% (22) sometimes, 13.5% (21) 

rarely, 16.1% (25) never rate; irreale Konditionalsätze structure is used at 24.5% (38) 

always, 28.4% (44) often, 17.4% (27) sometimes, 10.3% (16) rarely, 17.4% (27) ) is never 

rate, which is a moderate level. Wunschsätze structure is used at 40.6% (63) always, 26.5% 
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(41) often, 12.9% (20) sometimes, 7.7% (12) rarely, 10.3% (16) never rate; 

Adjektivdeklination structure is used at 52.9% (82) always, 25.2% (39) often, 11.0% (17) 

sometimes, 8.4% (13) rarely, 6% (1) never rate, which puts its usage at a high level. 

Deklination der Adjektive als Attribute structure is used at 23.2% (36) always, 32.9% (51) 

often, 19.4% (30) sometimes, 12.9% (20) rarely, 9.7% (15) never rate, which is a moderate 

level; Ergänzungen structure is used at 6.5% (10) always, 18.1% (28) often, 41.9% (65) 

sometimes, 17.4% (27) rarely, 14.2% (22) never rate, which is a very low level; Partizip I 

structure is used at 7.1% (11) always, 23.9% (37) often, 34.8% (54) sometimes, 21.3% (33) 

rarely, 11.0% (17) never rate, which intermediate usage level; Partizip II structure is used 

at 2.6% (4) always, 13.5% (21) often, 28.4% (44) sometimes, 31.0% (48) rarely, 22.6% (35) 

never rate ; Apposition structure is used at 0% (0) always, 2.6% (4) frequency, 16.8% (26) 

sometimes, 39.4% (61) rarely, 39.4% (61) never rate, which show it is almost never used. 

 The structures used at high, medium and low levels were grouped above. 

According to data frequently used structures are “Artikel, Akkusativ, Dativ, Genitiv, 

Modalverben, Präsens, Präteritum, Perfekt, Nebensatz dass, zu-infinitiv, Relativsätze, 

Wunschsätze, Adjektivdeklination, kausale, konditionale, temporale Nebensätze”; 

moderately used structures are “trennbare Verben, untrennbare Verben, Imperativ, 

Präpositionen mit Akkusativ, mit Dativ, Plusquamperfekt, Futur I, Konjunktionen, 

Vorgangspassiv, Nominalisierung, Verbalisierung, Konjunktiv II der Gegenwart, 

Konjunktiv II der Vergangenheit, irreale Konditionalsätze, Deklination der Adjektive als 

Attribute, Partizip I”; and structures that are almost never used are “mperativ, 

Präpositionen mit Genitiv, das Perfekt der Modalverben, das Futur II, konzessive, 

konsekutive, modale Nebensätze, Finalsätze, Interrogativsätze, Zustandpassiv, das 

Passiv bei Modalverben, Partizipien, Konjunktiv I, Ergänzungen, Partizip II ve 

Apposition.” When the structures used at high level are examined, it is understood that 

these structures are also commonly used in daily and written language and 

communication environments. Since the structures used at low level are the ones that do 

not correspond in real life for the students, it is difficult for the students to learn these 

structures permanently. 

 

3.2. Grammatical Structure Needs in the Context of Class Level 

The chi-square independence test was used to determine whether there is a significant 

relationship between the students' grammatical needs in terms of grade level. A chi-

square value less than 0.05 indicates a differentiation between the groups, whereas a chi-

square value greater than 0.05 indicates no differentiation. 

 
Table 2: Chi-Square Independence Test Results to Determine  

if Grammatical Structure Needs Dependent on Class Level Variable 
Grammatical 

structures 
Grade Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

Chi-

Square 

P 

score 

Artikel 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

14,040 ,298 Pre- 

class 
24 24,2 7 14,6 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 
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1st 

grade 
14 14,1 7 14,6 2 66,7 1 50,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
16 16,2 9 18,8 1 33,3 1 50,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
27 27,3 13 27,1 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
18 18,2 12 25,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Akkusativ 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

19,619 ,012 

Pre- 

class 
16 21,6 14 19,4 1 16,7 0 0,0 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
9 12,2 14 19,4 1 16,7 0 0,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
8 10,8 15 20,8 4 66,7 0 0,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
27 36,5 13 18,1 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
14 18,9 16 22,2 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Dativ 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

15,162 ,056 

Pre- 

class 
16 23,2 14 18,4 1 14,3 0 0,0 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
8 11,6 14 18,4 2 28,6 0 0,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
8 11,6 15 19,7 4 57,1 0 0,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
23 33,3 17 22,4 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
14 20,3 16 21,1 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Genitiv 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

31,643 ,011 

Pre- 

class 
9 21,4 13 18,8 8 32,0 1 8,3 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
6 14,3 14 20,3 2 8,0 2 16,7 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
5 11,9 10 14,5 7 28,0 2 16,7 3 75,0 

3rd 

grade 
13 31,0 20 29,0 6 24,0 0 0,0 1 25,0 

4th 

grade 
9 21,4 12 17,4 2 8,0 7 58,3 0 0,0 

Trennbare  

Verben 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

25,837 ,056 

Pre- 

class 
4 14,3 11 16,2 15 33,3 1 10,0 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
5 17,9 7 10,3 8 17,8 3 30,0 1 100, 

2nd 

grade 
4 14,3 10 14,7 9 20,0 4 40,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
10 35,7 23 33,8 7 15,6 0 0,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
5 17,9 17 25,0 6 13,3 2 20,0 0 0,0 

Untrennbare 

Verben 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

22,718 ,121 Pre- 

class 
5 17,9 12 19,0 13 25,0 1 12,5 0 0,0 
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1st 

grade 
5 17,9 6 9,5 9 17,3 4 50,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
4 14,3 9 14,3 11 21,2 2 25,0 1 100,0 

3rd 

grade 
5 17,9 22 34,9 12 23,1 1 12,5 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
9 32,1 14 22,2 7 13,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Imperativ 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

26,424 ,048 

Pre- 

class 
3 11,1 7 22,6 12 23,1 8 21,6 1 20,0 

1st 

grade 
2 7,4 3 9,7 12 23,1 5 13,5 2 40,0 

2nd 

grade 
4 14,8 5 16,1 12 23,1 4 10,8 2 40,0 

3rd 

grade 
14 51,9 10 32,3 8 15,4 8 21,6 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
4 14,8 6 19,4 8 15,4 12 32,4 0 0,0 

Präpositionen  

mit  

Akkusativ 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

 

 

18,284 

 

 

,308 

Pre- 

class 
5 17,2 12 22,2 13 22,4 1 12,5 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
4 13,8 8 14,8 8 13,8 2 25,0 2 66,7 

2nd 

grade 
4 13,8 6 11,1 15 25,9 2 25,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
9 31,0 18 33,3 9 15,5 3 37,5 1 33,3 

4th 

grade 
7 24,1 10 18,5 13 22,4 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Präpositionen  

mit Dativ 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

17,924 ,328 

Pre- 

class 
2 8,0 14 30,4 14 23,7 1 5,3 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
4 16,0 9 19,6 7 11,9 3 15,8 1 33,3 

2nd 

grade 
4 16,0 5 10,9 14 23,7 3 15,8 1 33,3 

3rd 

grade 
10 40,0 10 21,7 11 18,6 8 42,1 1 33,3 

4th 

grade 
5 20,0 8 17,4 13 22,0 4 21,1 0 0,0 

Präpositionen  

mit Genitiv 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

78,300 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
2 16,7 7 33,3 18 40,9 3 6,3 1 3,7 

1st 

grade 
3 25,0 10 47,6 5 11,4 4 8,3 2 7,4 

2nd 

grade 
3 25,0 1 4,8 13 29,5 6 12,5 4 14,8 

3rd 

grade 
2 16,7 3 14,3 4 9,1 24 50,0 7 25,9 

4th 

grade 
2 16,7 0 0,0 4 9,1 11 22,9 13 48,1 

Modalverben 

 

 f % f % f % f % f %  

 

 

 

 

 

Pre- 

class 
10 14,9 11 19,6 7 38,9 3 42,9 0 0,0 
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1st 

grade 
9 13,4 9 16,1 4 22,2 1 14,3 1 25,0 

 

24,713 

 

,075 

2nd 

grade 
8 11,9 15 26,8 4 22,2 0 0,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
26 38,8 11 19,6 1 5,6 1 14,3 1 25,0 

4th 

grade 
14 20,9 10 17,9 2 11,1 2 28,6 2 50,0 

Das Präsens 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

23,077 ,112 

Pre- 

class 
21 17,8 9 29,0 1 100,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
20 16,9 3 9,7 0 0,0 1 100,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
19 16,1 8 25,8 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
37 31,4 2 6,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 100,0 

4th 

grade 
21 17,8 9 29,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Das  

Präteritum 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

35,695 ,003 

Pre- 

class 
10 11,5 14 31,8 5 35,7 1 33,3 1 25,0 

1st 

grade 
15 17,2 4 9,1 3 21,4 1 33,3 1 25,0 

2nd 

grade 
14 16,1 10 22,7 2 14,3 0 0,0 1 25,0 

3rd 

grade 
36 41,4 3 6,8 0 0,0 0 0,0 1 25,0 

4th 

grade 
12 13,8 13 29,5 4 28,6 1 33,3 0 0,0 

Das Perfekt 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

42,262 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
11 12,8 17 34,0 2 25,0 0 0,0 1 16,7 

1st 

grade 
16 18,6 5 10,0 3 37,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
14 16,3 8 16,0 3 37,5 2 100,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
32 37,2 5 10,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 3 50,0 

4th 

grade 
13 15,1 15 30,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 2 33,3 

Das Perfekt  

der  

Modalverben 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

60,897 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
4 18,2 14 42,4 4 25,0 9 23,1 0 0,0 

1st 

grade 
8 36,4 4 12,1 8 50,0 2 5,1 2 4,8 

2nd 

grade 
3 13,6 6 18,2 3 18,8 8 20,5 7 16,7 

3rd 

grade 
3 13,6 6 18,2 1 6,3 11 28,2 19 45,2 

4th 

grade 
4 18,2 3 9,1 0 0,0 9 23,1 14 33,3 

Plusquamperfekt 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

22,295 ,134 Pre- 

class 
4 26,7 6 22,2 7 14,6 10 22,2 4 23,5 
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1st 

grade 
6 40,0 4 14,8 9 18,8 4 8,9 1 5,9 

2nd 

grade 
2 13,3 4 14,8 6 12,5 11 24,4 4 23,5 

3rd 

grade 
3 20,0 10 37,0 13 27,1 12 26,7 2 11,8 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 3 11,1 13 27,1 8 17,8 6 35,3 

Das Futur I 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

 

 

62,749 

 

 

,000 

Pre- 

class 
5 11,9 2 4,3 3 11,5 10 47,6 11 64,7 

1st 

grade 
8 19,0 3 6,5 7 26,9 5 23,8 1 5,9 

2nd 

grade 
5 11,9 13 28,3 6 23,1 3 14,3 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
18 42,9 12 26,1 6 23,1 1 4,8 3 17,6 

4th 

grade 
6 14,3 16 34,8 4 15,4 2 9,5 2 11,8 

Das Futur II 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

37,456 ,002 

Pre- 

class 
1 12,5 2 16,7 1 8,3 5 15,6 22 25,0 

1st 

grade 
3 37,5 4 33,3 4 33,3 9 28,1 4 4,5 

2nd 

grade 
0 0,0 0 0,0 6 50,0 6 18,8 15 17,0 

3rd 

grade 
2 25,0 2 16,7 1 8,3 7 21,9 28 31,8 

4th 

grade 
2 25,0 4 33,3 0 0,0 5 15,6 19 21,6 

Konjunktionen 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

26,215 ,051 

Pre- 

class 
6 20,0 6 13,0 11 22,9 2 15,4 6 40,0 

1st 

grade 
4 13,3 5 10,9 9 18,8 3 23,1 3 20,0 

2nd 

grade 
7 23,3 4 8,7 13 27,1 1 7,7 2 13,3 

3rd 

grade 
5 16,7 16 34,8 13 27,1 4 30,8 2 13,3 

4th 

grade 
8 26,7 15 32,6 2 4,2 3 23,1 2 13,3 

Nebensätze  

dass 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

46,960 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
5 12,2 8 12,5 12 36,4 4 40,0 2 50,0 

1st 

grade 
2 4,9 8 12,5 8 24,2 4 40,0 2 50,0 

2nd 

grade 
7 17,1 10 15,6 9 27,3 1 10,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
18 43,9 20 31,3 1 3,0 1 10,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
9 22,0 18 28,1 3 9,1 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Zu- infinitiv 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

75,715 ,000 Pre- 

class 
1 3,8 6 9,8 12 29,3 5 31,3 7 87,5 
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1st 

grade 
1 3,8 8 13,1 9 22,0 5 31,3 1 12,5 

2nd 

grade 
3 11,5 7 11,5 12 29,3 5 31,5 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
16 61,5 20 32,8 3 7,3 1 6,3 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
5 19,2 20 32,8 5 12,2 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Kausale 

Nebensätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

24,969 ,070 

Pre- 

class 
4 18,2 8 13,1 11 23,9 3 30,0 5 38,5 

1st 

grade 
2 9,1 6 9,8 8 17,4 2 20,0 6 46,2 

2nd 

grade 
4 18,2 10 16,4 10 21,7 2 20,0 1 7,7 

3rd 

grade 
7 31,8 22 36,1 9 19,6 1 10,0 1 7,7 

4th 

grade 
5 22,7 15 24,6 8 17,4 2 20,0 0 0,0 

Konditionale 

Nebensätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

63,212 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
2 12,5 5 9,1 10 20,8 3 18,8 11 64,7 

1st 

grade 
0 0,0 4 7,3 11 22,9 4 25,0 5 29,4 

2nd 

grade 
0 0,0 11 20,0 12 25,0 4 25,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
6 37,5 24 43,6 8 16,7 1 6,3 1 5,9 

4th 

grade 
8 50,0 11 20,0 7 14,6 4 25,0 0 0,0 

Temporale 

Nebensätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

59,597 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
4 9,8 6 13,0 8 20,0 3 30,0 10 66,7 

1st 

grade 
2 4,9 3 6,5 12 30,0 3 30,0 4 26,7 

2nd 

grade 
4 9,8 13 28,3 8 20,0 2 20,0 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
15 36,6 16 34,8 7 17,5 1 10,0 1 6,7 

4th 

grade 
16 39,0 8 17,4 5 12,5 1 10,0 0 0,0 

Konzessive 

Nebensätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

62,870 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
0 0,0 1 2,4 6 11,5 5 22,7 19 65,5 

1st 

grade 
0 0,0 5 12,2 10 19,2 4 18,2 5 17,2 

2nd 

grade 
3 37,5 8 19,5 11 21,2 4 18,2 1 3,4 

3rd 

grade 
5 62,5 15 36,6 13 25,0 5 22,7 2 6,9 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 12 29,3 12 23,1 4 18,2 2 6,9 

Konsekutive 

Nebensätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

80,979 ,000 Pre- 

class 
0 0,0 1 2,8 3 5,8 7 23,3 20 66,7 
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1st 

grade 
2 50,0 3 8,3 7 13,5 5 16,7 7 23,3 

2nd 

grade 
2 50,0 5 13,9 15 28,8 4 13,3 1 3,3 

3rd 

grade 
0 0,0 17 47,2 12 23,1 9 30,0 2 6,7 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 10 27,8 15 28,8 5 16,7 0 0,0 

Modale Nebensätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

26,861 ,043 

Pre- 

class 
2 12,5 2 8,3 7 13,0 7 23,3 13 46,4 

1st 

grade 
4 25,0 5 20,8 8 14,8 2 6,7 5 17,9 

2nd 

grade 
4 25,0 6 25,0 9 16,7 6 20,0 2 7,1 

3rd 

grade 
6 37,5 5 20,8 17 31,5 8 26,7 4 14,3 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 6 25,0 13 24,1 7 23,3 4 14,3 

Finalsätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

54,775 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
0 0,0 1 2,9 6 11,8 9 34,6 15 57,7 

1st 

grade 
0 0,0 7 20,0 9 17,6 1 3,8 7 26,9 

2nd 

grade 
5 35,7 8 22,9 9 17,6 5 19,2 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
5 35,7 11 31,4 13 25,5 7 26,9 4 15,4 

4th 

grade 
4 28,6 8 22,9 14 27,5 4 15,4 0 0,0 

Interrogativsätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

42,009 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
2 22,2 0 0,0 1 3,1 10 27,0 18 27,3 

1st 

grade 
2 22,2 2 25,0 8 25,0 6 16,2 6 9,1 

2nd 

grade 
2 22,2 3 37,5 11 34,4 9 24,3 2 3,0 

3rd 

grade 
2 22,2 3 37,5 10 31,3 7 18,9 18 27,3 

4th 

grade 
1 11,1 0 0,0 2 6,3 5 13,5 22 33,3 

Relativsätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

53,525 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
5 6,9 6 13,6 12 52,2 4 50,0 4 80,0 

1st 

grade 
14 19,4 5 11,4 3 13,0 2 25,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
15 20,8 6 13,6 5 21,7 1 12,5 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
26 36,1 11 25,0 2 8,7 1 12,5 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
12 16,7 16 36,4 1 4,3 0 0,0 1 20,0 

Das 

Vorgangspassiv 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

104,260 ,000 Pre- 

class 
1 4,2 0 0,0 3 10,3 8 32,0 19 65,5 
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1st 

grade 
2 8,3 3 6,7 7 24,1 6 24,0 6 20,7 

2nd 

grade 
2 8,3 4 8,9 11 37,9 7 28,0 3 10,3 

3rd 

grade 
12 50,0 19 42,2 4 13,8 4 16,0 1 3,4 

4th 

grade 
7 29,2 19 42,2 4 13,8 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Das Zustandspassiv 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

30,476 ,016 

Pre- 

class 
0 0,0 3 21,4 3 13,6 6 14,6 19 26,4 

1st 

grade 
1 33,3 4 28,6 6 27,3 5 12,2 8 11,1 

2nd 

grade 
1 33,3 1 7,1 9 40,9 10 24,4 6 8,3 

3rd 

grade 
1 33,3 4 28,6 4 18,2 13 31,7 18 25,0 

4th 

grade 
0 00 2 14,3 0 0,0 7 17,1 21 29,2 

Das Passiv  

bei  

Modalverben 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

49,611 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
3 42,9 6 30,0 8 16,0 7 18,9 7 18,9 

1st 

grade 
2 28,6 5 25,0 9 18,0 5 13,5 2 5,4 

2nd 

grade 
1 14,3 0 0,0 10 20,0 12 32,4 4 10,8 

3rd 

grade 
0 0,0 0 0,0 12 24,0 8 21,6 20 54,1 

4th 

grade 
1 14,3 9 45,0 11 22,0 5 13,5 4 10,8 

Partizipien 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

55,522 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
2 25,0 3 10,3 4 7,1 4 13,3 18 62,1 

1st 

grade 
1 12,5 4 13,8 12 21,4 5 16,7 2 6,9 

2nd 

grade 
1 12,5 1 3,4 14 25,0 9 30,0 2 6,9 

3rd 

grade 
4 50,0 11 37,9 15 26,8 6 20,0 4 13,8 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 10 34,5 11 19,6 6 20,0 3 10,3 

Nominalisierung 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

59,598 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
2 25,0 0 0,0 4 6,9 6 25,0 19 57,6 

1st 

grade 
2 25,0 2 6,9 9 15,5 6 25,0 5 15,2 

2nd 

grade 
3 37,5 8 27,6 12 20,7 3 12,5 1 3,0 

3rd 

grade 
0 0,0 14 48,3 16 27,6 6 25,0 4 12,1 

4th 

grade 
1 12,5 5 17,2 17 29,3 3 12,5 4 12,1 

Verbalisierung 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

50,726 ,000 Pre- 

class 
2 22,2 0 0,0 4 8,0 6 22,2 19 52,8 
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1st 

grade 
1 11,1 2 6,7 9 18,0 7 25,9 5 13,9 

2nd 

grade 
4 44,4 9 30,0 9 18,0 4 14,8 1 2,8 

3rd 

grade 
1 11,1 12 40,0 14 28,0 6 22,2 7 19,4 

4th 

grade 
1 11,1 7 23,3 14 28,0 4 14,8 4 11,1 

Konjunktiv I 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

42,883 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
2 22,2 3 13,0 4 17,4 5 11,1 17 32,7 

1st 

grade 
3 33,3 9 39,1 7 30,4 1 2,2 4 7,7 

2nd 

grade 
3 33,3 5 21,7 5 21,7 9 20,0 5 9,6 

3rd 

grade 
1 11,1 5 21,7 5 21,7 15 33,3 14 26,9 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 1 4,3 2 8,7 15 33,3 12 23,1 

Konjunktiv II  

der Gegenwart 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

101,168 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
1 3,3 0 0,0 4 16,7 5 22,7 21 75,0 

1st 

grade 
2 6,7 5 10,4 8 33,3 5 22,7 4 14,3 

2nd 

grade 
2 6,7 10 20,8 6 25,0 7 31,8 2 7,1 

3rd 

grade 
15 50,0 18 37,5 4 16,7 3 13,6 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
10 33,3 15 31,3 2 8,3 2 9,1 1 3,6 

Konjunktiv II  

der Vergangenheit 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

121,534 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
1 3,1 1 1,9 3 13,6 6 28,6 20 80,0 

1st 

grade 
3 9,4 4 7,7 9 40,9 5 23,8 3 12,0 

2nd 

grade 
1 3,1 10 19,2 6 27,3 8 38,1 2 8,0 

3rd 

grade 
16 50,0 20 38,5 2 9,1 2 9,5 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
11 34,4 17 32,7 2 9,1 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Irreale 

Konditionalsätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

116,252 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
0 0,0 0 0,0 4 14,8 7 43,8 20 74,1 

1st 

grade 
2 5,3 7 15,9 9 33,3 2 12,5 4 14,8 

2nd 

grade 
5 13,2 8 18,2 5 18,5 6 37,5 3 11,1 

3rd 

grade 
23 60,5 12 27,3 5 18,5 0 0,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
8 21,1 17 38,6 4 14,8 1 6,3 0 0,0 

Wunschsätze 

 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

113,732 ,000 Pre- 

class 
2 3,2 3 7,3 5 25,0 9 75,0 12 75,0 
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1st 

grade 
4 6,3 7 17,1 9 45,0 1 8,3 3 18,8 

2nd 

grade 
16 25,4 5 12,2 3 15,0 2 16,7 1 6,3 

3rd 

grade 
30 47,6 8 19,5 2 10,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
11 17,5 18 43,9 1 5,0 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Adjektivdeklination  f % f % f % f % f % 

44,592 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
6 7,3 13 33,3 7 41,2 4 30,8 1 100,0 

1st 

grade 
7 8,5 7 17,9 6 35,3 4 30,8 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
19 23,2 5 12,8 0 0,0 3 23,1 0 0,0 

3rd 

grade 
25 30,5 10 25,6 3 17,6 2 15,4 0 0,0 

4th 

grade 
25 30,5 4 10,3 1 5,9 0 0,0 0 0,0 

Deklination  

der Adjektive  

als Attribute 

 f % f % f % f % f % 

59,904 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
1 2,8 7 13,7 6 20,0 7 35,0 10 66,7 

1st 

grade 
4 11,1 8 15,7 8 26,7 4 20,0 0 0,0 

2nd 

grade 
12 33,3 9 17,6 3 10,0 2 10,0 1 6,7 

3rd 

grade 
5 13,9 14 27,5 13 43,3 6 30,0 2 13,3 

4th 

grade 
14 38,9 13 25,5 0 0,0 1 5,0 2 13,3 

Ergänzungen  f % f % f % f % f % 

47,254 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
3 30,0 2 7,1 10 15,4 4 14,8 12 54,5 

1st 

grade 
2 20,0 10 35,7 5 7,7 3 11,1 4 18,2 

2nd 

grade 
4 40,0 7 25,0 11 16,9 4 14,8 1 4,5 

3rd 

grade 
0 0,0 7 25,0 19 29,2 11 40,7 3 13,6 

4th 

grade 
1 10,0 2 7,1 20 30,8 5 18,5 2 9,1 

Partizip I  f % f % f % f % f % 

12,830 ,685 

Pre- 

class 
3 27,3 4 10,8 10 18,5 7 21,2 7 41,2 

1st 

grade 
1 9,1 8 21,6 7 13,0 4 12,1 4 23,5 

2nd 

grade 
3 27,3 7 18,9 11 20,4 5 15,2 1 5,9 

3rd 

grade 
3 27,3 11 29,7 15 27,8 9 27,3 2 11,8 

4th 

grade 
1 9,1 7 18,9 11 20,4 8 24,2 3 17,6 

Partizip II  f % f % f % f % f % 

44,198 ,000 Pre- 

class 
1 25,0 0 0,0 7 15,9 6 12,5 17 48,6 
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1st 

grade 
1 25,0 8 38,1 7 15,9 3 6,3 5 14,3 

2nd 

grade 
0 0,0 3 14,3 7 15,9 13 27,1 4 11,4 

3rd 

grade 
2 50,0 8 38,1 10 22,7 16 33,3 4 11,4 

4th 

grade 
0 0,0 2 9,5 13 29,5 10 20,8 5 14,3 

Apposition  f % f % f % f % f % 

42,454 ,000 

Pre- 

class 
  0 0,0 4 15,4 4 6,6 23 37,7 

1st 

grade 
  1 25,0 10 38,5 5 8,2 8 13,1 

2nd 

grade 
  0 0,0 4 15,4 16 26,2 7 11,5 

3rd 

grade 
  2 50,0 4 15,4 25 41,0 9 14,8 

4th 

grade 
  1 25,0 4 15,4 11 18,0 14 23,0 

 

In Table 2, Chi-square test was applied to determine whether the grammatical structure 

requirement was dependent on the grade level variable. This test was conducted 

separately for all subjects. As shown in Table 2, the dependence between the need of 

Akkusativ, Genitiv, Imperativ, Präpositionen mit Genitiv, das Präteritum, das Perfekt, 

das Perfekt der Modalverben, das Futur I, das Futur II, Nebensatz dass, zu – infinitiv, 

konditionale, temporale, konzessive, konsekutive, modale Sätze, Finalsätze, 

Interrogativsätze, Relativsätze, Vorgangspassiv, Zustandspassiv, das Passiv bei 

Modalverben, Partizipien, Nominalisierung, Verbalisierung, Konjunktiv I, Konjunktiv II 

der Gegenwart, Konjunktiv II der Vergangenheit, irreale Konditionasätze, Wunschsätze, 

Adjektivdeklination, Deklination der Adjektive als Attribute, Ergänzungen, Partizip II, 

Apposition subjects and the class variable was found to be statistically significant as a 

result of the Chi Square test. However, the dependence between rtikel, Dativ, trennbare 

Verben, untrennbare Verben, Präpositionen mit Akkusativ, Präpositionen mit Dativ, 

Modalverben, das Präsens, Plusquamperfekt, Konjunktionen, kausale Nebensätze, 

Partizip I subjects and class variables was not statistically significant. The numerical 

values related are given in Table 2. 

 

3.3. Grammatical Structure Needs Analysis Evaluation of Structured Interview Form 

Data 

A structured interview form consisting of seven items was applied to 47 prospective 

teachers. In order to determine whether the participants have experience abroad, the first 

article includes the expression “I was born and raised abroad.” All participants selected 

no for this statement. Therefore, none of the prospective teachers who participated in the 

research had overseas experience. To the article with the question which book or resource 

do you use in grammar lessons? the students of the preparatory class stated that they 

benefit from the books Übungsgrammatik für die Grundstufe, Regeln, Listen, Übungen 

written by Muechen, Clamer and Heilmann and published by Hueber and Liebaug and 
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from internet sources; 1st grade students stated that they benefit from Übungsgrammatik 

für die Grundstufe, Regeln, Listen, Übungen, Dreyer and Lehr- und Übungsbuch der 

deutschen Grammatik written by and Schmitt and published by Hueber, Modern 

German book written by Zengin in Turkish in Turkey, photocopies, internet and 

YouTube videos; 2nd grade students stated that they benefit from Lehr- und Übungsbuch 

der deutschen Grammatik, Übungsgrammatik für die Grundstufe, Regeln, Listen, 

Übungen, internet sources, photocopies and presentations; 3rd grade students stated that 

they benefit from Lagun written by the commission, Lehr- und Übungsbuch der 

deutschen Grammatik, Übungsgrammatik für die Grundstufe, Regeln, Listen, Übungen, 

websites; 4th grade students stated that they benefit from Übungsgrammatik für die 

Grundstufe, Regeln, Listen, Übungen,, Lehr- und Übungsbuch der deutschen 

Grammatik, German grammar and exam guide written by Erdem Karabulut, Modern 

German and websites in German. 

 From the 1st grade, those who replied “no” to article 3 of the semi-structured 

interview form with the question Does the book or resource you use meet your 

grammatical structure for the effective use of the language?, stated that women the 

German level of the book was too high for them, that the topics were handled in more 

detail than necessary, that there were many unused rules in the book, that there were no 

practical exercises and that the language level was higher than they could understand; 

those who replied “yes” stated that it was a book on a wide range of topics and that the 

topics were explained in detail. Those who said no from the 2nd grade stated that the 

examples given were more complicated than the level of the students, that they drowned 

in the details in the book, had difficulty understanding because it was written in German, 

and because there were no visuals in the photocopy; those who said yes, because they 

considered the book as a source sufficient for foreign language teaching if every subject 

was included in it. Those who said no from the 3rd grade cited too many conceptual 

explanations in the book (Übungsgrammatik für die Grundstufe, Regeln, Listen, 

Übungen), heavy language, and texts far from everyday life as their reasons; those who 

said yes, stated that the book's detailed description of the topics and the adequate use of 

space-filling exercises met the needs of the grammatical structure for using the language 

effectively. Those who said no from the 4th grade evaluated the fact that there were too 

many terms in the books, no speech patterns and practical exercises, and the presence of 

structures away from the daily language as a negative situation; those who said yes 

indicated the fact that all grammar rules are covered in the books, that they were 

composed of high-level texts, that there were many examples for practice, that the books 

explain all subjects in German showed that the resources they used were meeting their 

grammatical needs. Students from the preparatory class stated that they generally found 

the resources they used sufficient. According to them, in their book (Menschen), the 

grammar rules are clearly defined, activities on speaking and listening are useful, and the 

book contains detailed descriptions, audio and video recordings (CDs), so it is an easily 

comprehensible and comprehensive resource. 
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 In general, the common reasons for the negative opinions about the resource used 

by all five classes are; sources include many terminological explanations, lack of hands-

on exercises, grammatical structures being explained in heavy German, content away 

from daily language use. The reasons for those who gave positive opinions about the 

sources are that the subjects are explained in detail in the sources they use, all subjects 

are included in the sources and that there are many examples. Those who said yes to 

Article 3 generally evaluate the fact that all the grammar issues are included in the books 

in detail positively; while those who said no evaluated this situation as negative. 

 In article 4, it was asked in which areas they needed to use grammatical structures. 

It was seen that preparatory class students used them in writing, reading and listening 

skills in that order; 2nd graders in writing and speaking; 3rd graders in writing and 

speaking and 4th graders in writing, speaking, listening and reading skills. An interesting 

point obtained from the data is that grammar structures are not used in all skills. When 

the data were examined, it was discovered that preparatory class students don’t use 

grammatical structures for speaking skills; 1st, 2nd and 3rd grade students don’t use 

them for reading and listening skills, whereas 4 classes use grammatical structures for all 

four skills. This can be viewed in two different ways. First, because the concept teaching 

is done in grammar lessons, the structures learned remain passive in the students' minds 

and cannot be transferred to the four basic language skills that allow the use of language. 

The second is that students do not know how to use language due to lack of language 

awareness (Sprachbewusstsein). 

 In article 5, participants were asked whether they needed the real-life language 

use of the subjects they saw in the grammar course and asked them to write the reasons 

for their answers. All of the preparatory students answered yes to this question and 

stated as their reasons that sentences could not be formed without grammar, that 

grammar was necessary for effective and correct use of the language, that they had to 

express themselves in different modes of time, that they included daily speech structures 

and that it was important to use the language correctly. 

 1st grade students who said no, stated that there were unnecessary details, that 

there was not much opportunity for practice, that there was no need for grammar in 

conversation, and that simple structures were used in daily speaking language, said that 

they don’t even speak according to the grammar in their mother tongues, that those who 

spoke the language didn’t drown it in grammar; those who said yes, stated that they had 

to use grammar when practicing, they preferred to speak by following the rules while 

they were talking, and that they tried to tell many things in German by now. 

 Those who said no from the second grade justified their thoughts by saying that 

people did not pay attention to the rules of grammar in the spoken language and that the 

subjects they saw in the language and grammar were completely different; those who 

said yes, stated that you had to also make sentences while talking, that grammar was 

necessary for understanding what is meant to be understood, grammar was very 

important to be able to use the language when talking to people in daily life. Those who 

said no from the 3rd grade stated that grammar is not very important in daily life, they 
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do not form advanced sentences, they do not make sentences that require intensive 

grammar in daily life; those who said yes stated that grammar is a must for establishing 

a regular sentence and that grammar is one of the building blocks of language. Those 

who said no from the 4th grade said that they learn grammar subjects in too much detail, 

that they do not need to use grammar rules in detail, that they prefer simple and 

understandable patterns in daily life, that some grammar rules such as Futur II are 

outdated and no longer used speech, that there was no need for so many details to be 

included in grammar classes, that they are taught so many rules which they didn’t use, 

and that even the Germans do not use such rules in daily life and that they do not use 

most subject except the basic structures; and although the number of those who answered 

yes was small, they stated that they used grammar as it was important in establishing 

sentences. 

 To the question of whether there are any grammar issues that they considered 

unnecessary to be taught in Article 6, the prep students answered no and stated that they 

consider all the grammar subjects taught as necessary. This can be explained with the fact 

that they think they need to learn all the grammar subjects without making any 

distinctions, and that they have just started to learn the language, they have no experience 

of using foreign language compared to other grade levels and they have not yet began 

the process of using the language. 1st grade students stated that they thought it 

unnecessary to teach “Perfekt der Modalverben, Futur II, Konjunktiv I,Interrogativsätze, 

Ergänzungen, Plusquamperfekt, Apposition, Partizipien, Zustandpassiv” structures; 2nd 

grade students stated that they thought it unnecessary to teach “temporale Adverbien, 

Futur II, Partizipien, Präposition mit Verben, Konjunktiv I, Perfekt der Modalverben”; 

3rd grade students stated that they thought it unnecessary to teach “Plusquamperfekt, 

Präteritum, Konjunktiv I, Partizip, Futur II”; 4th grade students stated that they thought 

it unnecessary to teach “Konjuntiv I, Partizip, Das Futur II, Präpositionen mit Genitiv 

und Dativ, Plusquamperfekt, Präteritum, Gegenwart der Konjunktiv II, Apposition.” The 

results of these data coincide with the results obtained from the questionnaire form. 

 In the last article, the participants were asked if they had a private German 

grammar teacher, how would they want them to teach to with the aim to determine the 

deficiencies in the course process and to find out what the participants wanted their 

grammar teachers to be like. Preparatory students stated that their ideal grammar teacher 

would give a lecture focused on speaking and reading, focus on short and concise 

narration, focus more on writing and listening, give grammatical structures in a way that 

would help them to communicate, give practical lectures and translation assignments 

and speak German continuously. First grade students stated that their ideal grammar 

teacher would teach the structures they need the most in speech and daily life, do the 

20% of the lecture speaking with the 80% doing practice with them, teach with examples 

instead of being tied to the rules and lecturing all the time, be more superficial in lecturing 

and teach the rules that would help them in their writing skills, teach the reason 

everything is used for and not just go through the book, teach the most commonly used, 

experienced grammatical subjects needed in real life, then move towards more specific 
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subjects, not teach the rules, but help them use the rules, use visual materials and simple 

exercises in four basic skills and teach in the simplest most fun way, and teach the basic 

grammatical concepts to provide them with the four basic skills. Second grade students 

stated that their ideal grammar teacher would give the rules of grammar which would 

be used frequently in daily speaking language, teach the subjects according to what is 

needed the most, and make the course more practical. Third grade students stated that 

their ideal grammar teacher would teach grammar only by explaining the structures that 

will be used in daily life, give priority to frequently used structures that students should 

learn firstly in daily life instead of giving them later, teach them by comparing mother 

tongue and target foreign language subjects, give basic subjects in a simple and 

understandable way to help them talk more and establish dialogue, and explain 

grammatical subjects by associating them with daily life. Fourth grade students stated 

that their ideal grammar teacher would teach grammar structures in a more fun and 

memorable way, make lots of activities for speaking and listening, teach the subjects not 

in a straight order from the book but give the easier ones first and then explain the 

complex subjects step by step later, explain the grammar of daily language, explain the 

uses of daily language and explain the reasons for grammar. 

 

4. Discussion and Conclusion 

 

In this study, the grammatical structures that German teacher candidates need in German 

grammar courses in their communication environments and daily language use were 

determined and the grammatical structures that the students did not use were 

determined according to the results and the subjects that were not required to be taught 

in the grammar course were determined in line with the opinions of the students. In this 

study, the grammatical structures needed by the prospective German teachers to use the 

language effectively were searched and the grammar topics were listed according to their 

opinions and importance and priorities. It has been examined whether these needs differ 

according to the class level and the variables of birth and growth abroad. In addition, it 

was determined which skills they need to use grammatical structures the most. In order 

to support the data obtained from the Grammatical Structure Usage Frequency 

Questionnaire Form, it was investigated whether the linguistic structure needs of the 

participants were met through the subjects they saw in the grammar class, whether they 

needed the subjects taught in class in real life language usage situations, whether there 

were any subjects they found unnecessary to teach with the Grammar Structure Needs 

Analysis Structured Interview Form. In this context, the data obtained from 152 

prospective teachers who participated in the research showed to what extent the students 

needed grammatical structures in both grammar books and textbooks for oral and 

written language, how often they used the said structures, whether there was a 

statistically significant relationship between the required level of grammatical structures 

and grade variable. In addition, what resources students used in grammar teaching, 

whether the linguistic structure needs were met with the resources they use in the course, 
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what skills they needed to use grammatical structures the most in grammar class, 

whether they needed the grammar subjects they learn in class in real life situations and 

how they would want a private German teacher to teach like, was found out with semi-

structured interviews. 

 In each context, frequency and percentage values of the frequency of use of 

grammatical structures of the participants were given. Accordingly, the structures used 

at high, medium and low levels were grouped. Frequently used structures according to 

data are “Artikel, Akkusativ, Dativ, Genitiv, Modalverben, Präsens, Präteritum, Perfekt, 

Nebensatz dass, zu-infinitiv, Relativsätze, Wunschsätze, Adjektivdeklination”; 

moderately used structures are “trennbare Verben, untrenbare Verben, Plusquamperfekt, 

Futur I, Konjunktionen, kausale, konditionale, temporale Nebensätze, Vorgangspassiv, 

Nominalisierung, Verbalisierung, Konjunktiv II der Gegenwart, Konjunktiv II der 

Vergangenheit, irreale Konditionalsätze, Deklination der Adjektive als Attribute, Partizip 

I”; and the structures almost never used are “Imperativ, Präpositionen mit Akkusativ, 

mit Dativ, mit Genitiv, das Perfekt der Modalverben, das Futur II, konzessive, 

konsekutive, modale Nebensätze, Finalsätze, Interrogativsätze, Zustandpassiv, das 

Passiv bei Modalverben, Partizipien, Konjunktiv I, Partizip II ve Apposition.” As can be 

seen, it can be said that the structures that are not needed by the students are taught in 

the course. Therefore, teaching of structures with low or almost no use frequency and 

rate, such as Futur II, Konjunktiv I, Apposition, can create a negative situation in terms 

of time, work load and decrease students' interest, motivation and energy in foreign 

language teaching for both learner and instructor. Another important aspect of the 

research results is that students are exposed to learning structures that they do not need 

in real life. While Präsens, Präteritum, Perfekt are sufficient for students to express 

themselves, Futur I is a structure rarely used by students. Plusqumperfekt and Futur II 

were found to be structures almost never used by the students. This can be interpreted 

as the ability of students to express the situations and actions they wish to express with 

Futur I using Präsens. This is because Präsens can be used both in the present tense and 

the tense and sometimes in the future tense function. Therefore, although the structures 

of Plusquamperfekt, Futur I and Futur II are taught in grammar classes every semester, 

students do not need to learn these structures permanently because they do not use these 

times in daily life. Das Perfekt der Modalverben structure is also among the structures 

that are almost never used by the students. Because Präteritum is preferred in modal 

verbs instead of this structure and for the students this structure can be established 

syntactically more easily than das Perfekt der Modalverben structure. For example, 

“Mein Bruder hat gut Fussball spielen können” is more difficult to learn syntactically 

relative to the students' perspective than “Mein Bruder konnte gut spielen.” When the 

first sentence is made as a sub-sentence, the sentence becomes more complex in order: 

“Mein Vater hat gesagt, dass mein Bruder gut Fussball hat spielen können.” Because of 

the different uses of language in daily conversations (Karaman, 2014: 58), these structures 

are also a means of communication depending on the preference of the user. Ozer and 

Korkmaz concluded in a study of theirs that a simple language education should be 
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brought to the students with the understanding that they can use the foreign language 

only to talk to foreigners in daily life and to continue their daily lives if they are abroad. 

(2016: 82) In the model designed by Karaman for a short-term foreign language teaching, 

it is necessary to make grammatical explanations to the extent required by the 

communication situations in foreign language teaching, instead of giving the grammar 

rules in detail as in the grammar books, the linguistic structures necessary for 

communication are transferred and explanations should be made depending on the 

example use as needed by the students (2018). 

 According to the chi-square test conducted to determine whether the grammatical 

structure requirement is related to the class level variable, the dependence between the 

need of Akkusativ, Genitiv, Imperativ, Präpositionen mit Genitiv, das Präteritum, das 

Perfekt, das Perfekt der Modalverben, das Futur I, das Futur II, Nebensatz dass, zu – 

infinitiv, konditionale, temporale, konzessive, konsekutive, modale Sätze, Finalsätze, 

Interrogativsätze, Relativsätze, Vorgangspassiv, Zustandspassiv, das Passiv bei 

Modalverben, Partizipien, Nominalisierung, Verbalisierung, Konjunktiv I, Konjunktiv II 

der Gegenwart, Konjunktiv II der Vergangenheit, Irreale Konditionasätze, Wunschsätze, 

Adjektivdeklination, Deklination der Adjektive als Attribute, Ergänzungen, Partizip II, 

Apposition subjects and the class variable was found to be statistically significant; the 

dependence between rtikel, Dativ, trennbare Verben, untrennbare Verben, Präpositionen 

mit Akkusativ, Präpositionen mit Dativ, Modalverben, das Präsens, Plusquamperfekt, 

Konjunktionen, kausale Nebensätze, Partizip I subjects and class variables was not 

statistically significant. 

 According to the data obtained from the structured interview form, which consists 

of seven items and applied to 47 prospective teachers, no participant has any experience 

abroad. Participants use “Menschen, Übungsgrammatik für die Grundstufe, Regeln, 

Listen, Übungen, Lehr- und Übungsbuch der deutschen Grammatik,” modern German 

and websites as sources. 

 According to the participants, in general the the sources used in the grammar 

course are handled in more detail than necessary, there is a large number of structures 

not used in daily life, the resources used in the course are higher than the students’ 

German levels and the language is heavy, the examples of practical applications are 

included in the books, students have difficulty in understanding because of the high 

level, even the practice examples are complex according to the level of the students, the 

book contains a lot of details, there is a lack of visuals in the photocopies, there are too 

many conceptual explanations, so that resources used don’t meet the needs for 

grammatical structures to use the language effectively. The reasons of those who gave 

positive opinions about the sources are that the subjects in the sources they use are 

explained in detail, all subjects are included in the sources and there are many examples. 

Those who said yes to Article 3 generally evaluate the fact that all the grammar issues are 

included in the books in detail in a positive light, and those who gave no as an answer 

evaluated this situation as negative. When the data were examined, it is seen that the 

prep students don’t use grammatical structures for speech skills; 1st, 2nd and 3rd grade 
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students don’t use grammatical structures in their reading and listening skills, whereas 4 

classes use grammatical structures in all four skills. 

 All of the prep students stated that they needed the subjects they saw in the 

grammar course in their daily life. Other participants who gave negative opinions about 

this issue stated that they used simpler structures in everyday language than they learned 

in the course, they saw a lot of unnecessary details in the course, and they did not form 

sentences with complex rules in daily life; those who expressed a positive opinion stated 

that they cannot speak without grammar rules and that these rules are very important 

for establishing sentences. 

 Again, all preparatory class students deemed it necessary to teach all grammar 

subjects. 1st, 2nd, 3rd, and 4th grade students stated that they found it unnecessary to 

teach Futur II, Plusquamperfekt, Konjunktiv I, Perfekt der Modalverben, Apposition, 

Ergänzungen, Zustandpassiv, Präpositionen mit Genitiv und mit Dativ, Partizip, 

Gegenwart der Konjunktiv II, Präteritum, Interrogativsätze, Präpositionen mit Verben 

structures. 

 Students' expectations from grammar teachers were determined from the data 

obtained from the interviews. According to this, students expect their teachers to teach 

the structures they will need the most in speaking and daily life, teach them in the 

simplest and most fun manner using visual materials and simple exercises, teach the four 

basic skills with basic grammatical concepts, teach according to what is most needed and 

frequency of usage, focus more on practice in class, give priority to the frequently used 

structures rather than giving the grammatical structures that the student should learn 

first for use in the daily life later in the class, and teach by comparing the mother tongue 

and the target foreign language. 

 

5. Recommendations 

 

As a result of this research, the following suggestions can be made regarding the 

grammar teaching process. 

1) The books used for teaching German grammar should not have an intense content 

of terms, not too many mechanical exercise types, subjects should not be explained 

in more detail than necessary, and practice types should be used. 

2) Subjects should be taught without prioritizing the grammatical progression in 

textbooks, that is, giving priority to the grammatical structures that students often 

use, rather than sorting out subjects as usual and structures such as Futur II, 

Perfekt der Modalverben, Apposition, which is relatively less used and almost 

never used should be taught later or removed from the program. Instead of 

teaching all grammar subjects, priority should be given to transferring frequently 

used structures from the results of the research above. 

3) Grammar books explaining the linguistic features of German in detail and the 

grammar books to be used for foreign language teaching should be supported and 

contextually arranged with practical exercises in order to include the structures 
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that will enable the use of language. Because it is not necessary to teach all the 

linguistic features of the language in order to communicate in a foreign language. 

4) For learners of German as a foreign language, instead of a grammar book that 

includes all grammar subjects, a local grammar book should be prepared, which 

allows the use of language in communication environments and contains 

frequently used structures in communication environments. 

5) In grammar books, priorities should be given to the subjects needed in order to 

develop communicative skills instead of the subjects not used in daily life. In 

books, explanations should be given regarding how to use grammatical structure 

rather than conceptual explanations. 
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