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Abstract:

English language teaching (ELT) undergoes substantial transition in response to
enhancement in linguistics, psychology, education and theories of language learning. From
Grammar -Translation method to the contemporary communication and Task-based
approaches; language teaching has progressively shifted from simple memorization of
grammatical knowledge towards the meaningful communication and pragmatic use of
language. In Jack C. Richards and Theodore S. Rodgers, in Approaches and Methods in
Language Teaching provide an important structural framework for understanding these
transitional developments. They distinguish between the Approach, design, and procedure,
which can be studied not as the prescription for how to teach but as a source of well used
practices, which teachers can adapt or implement based on their experience in using different
teaching approach and methods can provides teacher with basic teaching skills that they can
later add to [or] supplement as they develop teaching experience. This article discusses the
major approaches and methods in ELT, their theoretical foundation, and their relevance to
contemporary English language teaching.

Keywords: ELT, Approach, method, Grammar-Translation, Communication, and Task-
based methods.

English language Teaching (ELT) has experienced siginifcant changes over the last
several decades as a outcome of developments in linguistics, pycholoy, educational theory,
and research on second- language acquisition. The study of ELT demonstrates a gradual
movement from teacher-centred and form-focused approaches towards learner-centred,
communicative, and meaning-oriented approaches. Earlier methods particularly the
Grammar- translation Method, placed significant emphasis on the explicit teaching of
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grammar, translation, vocabulary memorization, and the reading of literary texts. Though
these practices contributed to learner’s knowledge of grammatical structure, they offered
relatively limited opportunites for the spontaneous oral communication and practical
language use.

With the emergence of alternative approaches and methods brought important
changes to language pedagogy. Methods such as the Direct Method, Audio-Lingual Method,
and various humanistic approach attempted to inscribe some of the limitation of Grammar-
Translation.Later, Communication Language Teaching (CLT) placed commicative
competence at the centre of language instruction, emphasizing meaningful interaction.
Functional language use, and learner participation.

Richards and Rodgers framework provides a useful means of comparing these
approaches. They conceptualise a method through three interconnected
dimensions:approach, which concern theories of language and language learning; design is
the level of method analysis in which we consider: what the object of a method, how
language content is selected and oraganised with the method that is , the syllabus , learner
roles , and instructional materials; producer, which concerns classroom techniques and
practice .1t is a particular trick, stratagem, or contrivance used to accomplish an immediate
objective. Therefore, technique must be consistent with a method and therefore in harmony
with an approach as well.

Richards and Rodgers’ framework originated in their earlier article, “Method:
Approach, Design, and Procedure.” They explain that “A method is defined in terms of three
levels: approach, design, and procedure” (Richards & Rodgers, 1982, p. 153). This
formulation provides a systematic basis for analysing language teaching. Approach concerns
theories of language and language learning; design addresses learning objectives, syllabus
organisation, learner and teacher roles, and instructional materials; procedure concerns
classroom practices and techniques.

The strength of this framework lies in its insistence that teaching practices should be
examined in relation to their theoretical foundations. A teacher cannot meaningfully evaluate
a classroom activity merely by observing whether students participate enthusiastically. The
activity must also be assessed in terms of its learning objectives, linguistic demands, and
contribution to language development. In this respect, Richards and Rodgers move
methodological discussion beyond the simple classification of teaching techniques.

Nevertheless, the framework has limitations. The distinction between approach,
design, and procedure can appear more systematic in theory than in actual classrooms.
Teachers frequently combine methods, modify textbook activities, and respond to
unexpected learner needs. Their decisions may be influenced by institutional examinations,
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class size, time constraints, and available resources rather than by a single coherent theory.
Consequently, the framework is most useful as an analytical instrument rather than as a rigid
formula for classroom instruction.

Content-Based Instruction represents an important departure from teaching language
as an isolated collection of grammatical structures. It integrates language development with
meaningful subject matter, enabling students to acquire linguistic knowledge while exploring
topics in science, history, literature, social issues, or professional communication.

Brinton, Snow, and Wesche (1989) define this relationship as “the concurrent study
of language and subject matter, with the form and sequence of language presentation dictated
by content material” (p. vii). This definition challenges the traditional separation between
language learning and knowledge acquisition. Instead of studying English exclusively
through artificial sentences, learners encounter the language as a means of understanding and
communicating information. The educational value of CBI lies in its capacity to provide
intellectual purpose for language learning. For example, university students can read an
article about environmental problems, discuss its arguments, prepare a summary, and present
possible solutions. Such activities develop reading, speaking, listening, and writing while
expanding subject knowledge.

However, CBI should not be accepted without criticism. Learners with limited
English proficiency may struggle to understand complex academic material before they have
developed the linguistic resources necessary to engage with it. Teachers must therefore
balance subject knowledge with vocabulary development, comprehension support, and
explicit instruction in academic language. Without this balance, content may dominate the
classroom while language learning receives insufficient attention. CBI is most effective
when content and language objectives are deliberately integrated rather than when authentic
subject matter is simply introduced into an English lesson.

Task-Based Language Teaching places purposeful language use at the centre of
instruction. Rather than organising the entire syllabus around grammatical structures, it
requires learners to use English to achieve identifiable outcomes. Examples include planning
a college event, conducting an interview, solving a problem, comparing educational
opportunities, or preparing a group presentation. Nunan (2004) situates TBLT within a
broader concern with linking classroom learning to language use beyond the classroom. This
connection is important because learners need opportunities to negotiate meaning, exchange
information, and make decisions through English rather than merely reproduce
predetermined sentences.

Mike Long’s work further clarifies the relationship between communication and
grammatical development. He describes focus on form as a practice that “overtly draws

[JOES JOURNAL 387



SP Publications

International Journal Of English and Studies (IJOES)

An International Peer-Reviewed and Refereed Journal; Impact Factor:8.337(SJIF)
ISSN: 2581-8333|Volume 8, Issue-9(September);2026

students’ attention to linguistic elements as they arise incidentally in lessons whose
overriding focus is on meaning or communication” (Long, 1991, p. 45). This principle
suggests that grammar need not disappear from communicative teaching. Instead, attention
to grammatical accuracy can emerge from the difficulties learners encounter while
completing meaningful tasks.

Long and Norris (2000) similarly argue for combining meaning-focused learning
with attention to linguistic form. Their discussion of TBLT recognises that an exclusively
meaning-oriented approach may not adequately address the development of grammatical
accuracy. This is an important qualification to the claim that communication alone
guarantees language acquisition. A critical difficulty, however, concerns the distinction
between genuine tasks and conventional exercises presented under a new label. A dialogue
designed solely to practise a particular tense may provide useful grammatical practice, but it
does not necessarily require learners to communicate in order to achieve an outcome.
Genuine task-based instruction gives students a reason to exchange information, interpret
meaning, or make decisions. The distinction matters because changing the name of an
activity does not automatically transform its pedagogical purpose.

Although CBI and TBLT offer valuable alternatives to grammar-centred instruction,
their effectiveness depends on the educational conditions in which they are implemented. In
large Indian university classrooms, learners may differ considerably in their exposure to
English, confidence in speaking, and familiarity with academic communication. Students
who have studied mainly through memorisation may initially hesitate to participate in open-
ended discussions or collaborative tasks. Furthermore, institutional examinations may
continue to reward grammatical knowledge, predetermined answers, and written
reproduction more heavily than spontaneous communication. When assessment systems
remain disconnected from communicative objectives, teachers may find it difficult to devote
sufficient classroom time to tasks and content-based activities.

Teacher preparation is another concern. CBI requires the ability to select suitable
subject matter and support the language demands associated with it, while TBLT requires
careful task design, classroom management, and assessment of both communication and
linguistic development. Neither approach eliminates the need for explicit teaching. On the
contrary, successful implementation requires teachers to identify linguistic difficulties and
provide appropriate support. Richards and Rodgers’ framework helps expose these tensions
by connecting classroom practice with syllabus design and theoretical assumptions.
Nevertheless, methodological coherence should not become an end in itself. A teacher may
need to combine explicit grammar instruction, content exploration, collaborative tasks, and
individual writing to meet diverse learning needs. Such flexibility is not necessarily a
weakness; it can be a realistic response to the complexity of language education.
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Richards and Rodgers’ Approaches and Methods in Language Teaching remains valuable
because it provides a systematic framework for understanding the relationship between
linguistic theory, syllabus design, and classroom practice. CBI and TBLT demonstrate the
importance of treating English as a means of acquiring knowledge and accomplishing
meaningful purposes rather than merely as a collection of grammatical rules. Yet neither
approach should be regarded as a universal solution. Their success depends on learners’
proficiency, teachers’ expertise, assessment practices, institutional resources, and the
integration of fluency with accuracy.

Ultimately, effective English language teaching requires more than adopting a
fashionable methodology. It requires teachers to examine why an activity is selected, what
learning it produces, and whether that learning transfers to real communicative situations.
Richards and Rodgers’ framework is most powerful when used critically: not to prescribe a
single method, but to help educators make informed, context-sensitive decisions about
language learning.
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