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Abstract

Article Info

How grammar should be taught is a topic that has been explored in a plethora of studies as
well as the one concerning the weight attached to grammar teaching and learning by teachers
and students in foreign/second language teaching programs. This qualitative study aims to add
to the literature on grammar teaching by unlocking pre-service English teachers’ views on the
use of deductive and inductive teaching in teaching grammar to young learners. The findings
obtained from the inductive content analysis of the data gathered from qualitative surveys
indicated that the pre-service English teachers favoured inductive grammar teaching over
deductive grammar teaching in young learners’ classes due to their belief in permanent
grammar learning enabled by the facilitative power of inductive grammar teaching. In
addition, the findings based on one-on-one semi-structured interviews revealed that the
participants’ prior grammar learning experiences had an overwhelming influence on their
preference for inductive grammar teaching in teaching grammar to young learners. In view of
the likelihood of the influence of pre-service English teachers’ perceptions of deductive and
inductive grammar teaching on their prospective teaching practices, the findings in this current
research could be thought-provoking for pre-service English teacher educators and prompt
them to investigate the viewpoints of the pre-service teachers they train on deductive and
inductive grammar teaching.
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Cocuklara Dilbilgisi Ogretiminde Tiimdengelim ve Tiimevarim Yaklasimlari: ingilizce Ogretmen

Adaylarimin Goziinden

Oz

Makale Bilgisi

Yabancy/ikinci dil dgretim programlarinda dgretmen ve Ogrencilerin dilbilgisi 6gretimine
verdikleri nemin yani sira dilbilgisinin nasil 6gretilmesi gerektigi pek ¢ok ¢aligma vasitastyla
arastirilmustir. Bu  nitel ¢alisma, Ingilizce Ogretmen adaylarmin ¢ocuklara dilbilgisi
ogretiminde tiimdengelim ve tiimevarim 6gretimi kullanimiyla ilgili fikirlerini arastirarak
literatiire katki saglamay1 amaglamaktadir. Nicel anketten elde edilen verinin tiimevarimsal
igerik analizinden elde edilen bulgular Ingilizce 6gretmen adaylarinin tiimevarimsal dilbilgisi
Ogretiminin kalic1 dilbilgisi 6grenimini miimkiin kalacagina inandiklarindan tiimevarimsal
dilbilgisi 6gretimini tiimdengelimsel dilbilgisi Ogretimine tercih ettiklerini gostermistir.
Bunun yani sira, bire bir yar1 yapilandirilmis miilakatlardan elde edilen bulgular katilimcilarin
onceki dilbilgisi 6grenme tecriibelerinin timevarimsal dilbilgisi 6gretimi tercihleri iizerinde
onemli bir etkisi oldugunu gostermistir. Ingilizce dgretmen adaylarinin dilbilgisi 6gretiminde
tiimdengelimsel ve tiimevarimsal dilbilgisi 0gretimi ile alakali goriislerinin gelecekteki
ogretim uygulamalari ilizerindeki olast etkisi géz dniinde bulunduruldugunda, bu ¢alismadan
elde edilen bulgular, ingilizce 6gretmen aday: yetistiricileri iin ilgi ¢ekici olabilir ve onlart
kendi yetistirdikleri 6gretmen adaylarinin timevarimsal ve timdengelimsel dilbilgisi 6gretimi
hakkindaki fikirlerini arastirmaya sevk edebilir.
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Introduction

The teaching of grammar, which is defined by Huddleston and Pullum (2002) as °... the principles or rules governing
the form and meaning of words, phrases, clauses, and sentences’ (p. 3), could be deemed to have a continuing popularity
in the field of foreign and second language teaching in view of the vast literature on it (Atai & Shafiee, 2017; Bell,
2016, Borg, 2003; Burgess, Turvey & Quarshie, 2000; Criado 2016; Harun, 2017; Keen, 1997; Macrory, 2000; Marsden,
2005; Swierzbin & Reimer, 2019; Wach, 2016; Wright, 1999). Considering the role grammar performs in the formation
of accurate sentences and having effective communication, both recognition of the importance of grammar and the
investigations into the effect of a variety of approaches and methods on grammar teaching make more sense.

Two teaching approaches extensively employed in the teaching of grammar are inductive grammar teaching
(IGT) and deductive grammar teaching (DGT). The latter follows the sequence of the presentation of the target grammar
rule and then providing examples involving it while the former is based on the sequence of working on the examples
containing the target grammar rule first, which is, then, supposed to be inferred by students (Thornbury, 2002). The
selection of the kind of teaching to be conducted to teach grammar shows a variation in agreement with a set of variables
like learners’ ages, needs, level of proficiency and the complexity of the target linguistic form. In view of the
characteristics of young learners (YLs), the way grammar is taught to them should be different from the one used to
teach grammar to adult learners.

The review of related literature unveils that though it is rich in the studies on exploring English teachers’ beliefs
about the teaching of grammar and how grammar should be taught, no research has been undertaken to date with an eye
to investigating pre-service English teachers’ (PSETs) views on the use of deductive and inductive teaching in teaching
grammar to young learners (TGYLs). Hence, this research is highly likely to broaden the extant literature on grammar
teaching by scrutinizing PSETs’ views about the use of DGT and IGT in TGYLs. Looking into the perceptions PSETs
have regarding DGT and IGT in TGYLs could be deemed to be invaluable because it may open a window into their
prospective grammar instruction. Associated with that, the findings to be presented in this research might encourage
pre-service English teacher educators to unearth the conceptions the PSETs they train hold of the use of DGT and IGT
in TGYLs and lead them to get their students to delve into the instructional practices related to DGT and IGT in YL
classes.

Practicing Teachers’ Beliefs about Grammar Teaching

English teachers’ beliefs regarding the teaching of grammar, which are likely to change as a consequence of employing
diverse pedagogies in the teaching of the same linguistic item as was reported in the study by Robertson, Macdonald,
Starks and Nicholas (2018), shape their grammar instruction. Allford (2003) claims that explicit grammar teaching,
notwithstanding its deficiencies such as its decontextualized nature, is justifiable. For example, English teachers’ beliefs
of grammar teaching were examined in the study by Andrews (2003), the findings of which revealed that the
participating secondary school teachers of English used explicit grammar teaching and focused on form by conducting
mechanical activities due to the obligation they felt to help students prepare for examinations. Burgess and Etherington’s
(2002) study indicated that teachers of the EAP course at universities preferred explicit grammar teaching yet they
favoured more real-life tasks for practice. Opposing explicit teaching of grammar, Dahl (2004) asserted that it could not
support students in preparing for future situations in which they would need to use the learned grammar rules. The
findings of the research undertaken by Phipps and Borg (2009) showed the disparity between practicing English
teachers’ core and peripheral beliefs about grammar teaching and the core ones affected teachers’ classroom practice
relating to the teaching of grammar more than the others. The study by Underwood (2012) showed that the practicing
study participants did not favour teaching grammar through communication-based teaching, in other words IGT, putting
forth the existence of high-stakes exams, and inadequate resources, time and training.

The modern foreign language teachers taking part in the research by Liviero (2017) employed disparate
approaches to the teaching of grammar as while some reported they adopted inductive teaching approach, the others
stated they taught grammar explicitly. Furthermore, that study reported the incongruence between the requirements of
the national curriculum, teacher practices and assessment of modern foreign language learning in that grammar teaching
was prioritized in the curriculum and teachers’ instructional practices while assessment aimed to measure modern
foreign language learners’ level of proficiency in skills. Watson (2012) also investigated teachers’ beliefs concerning
grammar teaching, and the results indicated that viewing it as out-date, the participating teachers had negative feelings
about teaching grammar. However, it was suggested that provided teachers were trained in how to teach grammar, their
negative feelings about the teaching of grammar could be converted into positive ones. Davis (2015, pp. 69-70) stated
the teachers informed about how grammar enables carrying out good communication taught grammar though below-
mentioned steps:

e Use judiciously selected authentic discourse in preference to manufactured and isolated sentences;
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e collect and highlight (input flood and input enhancement) examples of less frequent patterns, so that the learner

is exposed to rich input, particularly those examples that are most instructive of the role of form and meaning;
e cengage in consciousness-raising tasks that are informed by an understanding of the workings of grammar; and
e when appropriate, provide instruction that is form-focused, meaningful, and clear.

The way grammar is assessed in tests influences how it is taught in the classroom. The research by Safford
(2016) showed that the statutory test in England led to the explicit teaching of grammar and the class time allocated to
teaching grammar increased significantly. Sanchez’s (2014) research showed that teachers’ self-perceived knowledge
about grammar was a determinant of how they taught grammar and the instructional decisions they made while teaching
grammar. Similarly, the results of the study by Sanchez and Borg (2014) revealed teachers’ perceptions of their
knowledge of grammar, the merit they gave to grammar teaching and the context in which they taught impacted on how
they taught grammar. The research by Helmantel, Bazhutkina, Steringa, Hummel and Suhre (2016) demonstrated that
explicit deductive and explicit inductive teaching was both effective in the teaching of grammar while the explicit
deductive instruction group performed better in grammaticality judgments tests. Grammar exercise types in textbooks
produced for foreign language teaching were explored in the research by Maijala and Helmantel (2019), which revealed
that filling in the blanks activity was the most commonly used exercise type and presentation-practice-production
approach was the one employed in the teaching of grammar, indicating that deductive approach was adopted.

Student Teachers’ Beliefs about Grammar Teaching

Graus and Coppen (2015) carried out a study to investigate PSETs’ beliefs about grammar teaching and the overall
findings demonstrated that the study participants preferred form-focused, explicit, inductive instruction and focus on
forms over meaning-focused, implicit, deductive instruction and focus on form. Another striking finding in that research
was that the higher the year of study the participants were the more inclination they had to prefer implicit, meaning-
focused and focus on form instruction. PSETs’ preparedness to teach grammar was explored in a recent study by Merisi
and Pillay (2020), which reported that they were not feeling ready for teaching grammar due to the reasons encapsulating
prior grammar learning experiences and the emphasis placed on pedagogical knowledge in the teacher education
programs they were enrolled in.

How pre-service teachers gain their knowledge of grammar has been investigated as well as their and practicing
teachers’ perceptions of the impact of divergent methods on effective teaching of grammar. Student-teachers’
knowledge of grammar was assessed following the end of a postgraduate certificate of education course in the study by
Cajkler and Hislam (2002), the findings of which demonstrated that despite the increase in pre-service teachers’
grammatical knowledge, their high level of anxiety about their understanding of grammar sustained after the course.
The courses offered in pre-service teacher education programs and field placement could play a significant role in the
formation of student teachers’ knowledge and beliefs of grammar teaching as was demonstrated in the research by
Cooke (2019). Farrell (1999) emphasised the probable mismatch between how grammar was taught to pre-service
teachers in their prior schooling and what was preached in the program pertaining to grammar teaching.

Students’ Views on Grammar Teaching
Students could feel enthusiastic about learning grammar if they use their understandings of grammar and get feedback
from their teachers (Yarrow, 2007). Agudo (2015) conducted research to explore EFL learners’ perceptions of grammar
instruction, the findings of which indicated that the participants valued communicative use of language more as opposed
to controlled grammar practices and the corrective feedback provided by the teacher was found by the participants to be
highly significant in grammar instruction. Teachers and students’ objectives for grammatical improvement may change
as was revealed in the study by Zhou, Busch and Cumming (2014). In that study, whereas students’ goals were learning
formal grammatical features, teachers either did not have the goal of improving students’ grammatical knowledge or
their knowledge of grammatical complexity.

The views of Japanese-as-a-foreign language learners on grammar teaching were explored in the research by
Fujino (2019), and the findings indicated that students valued detailed grammar explanations. Jean and Simard (2013)
undertook a study to investigate the effectiveness of deductive and inductive instruction in teaching grammar to high
schoolers, reporting that students had a preference for deductive instruction even though they found both types of
instruction as equally effective.

How YLs Learn
Before stating how YLs learn, it is important to explicate what is meant by YLs. According to Ellis (2014, p. 75),
“Young learners’ ... is a generic term that encompasses a wide range of learners who as a group share commonly

accepted needs and rights as children but differ greatly as learners in terms of their physical, psychological, social,
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emotional, conceptual, and cognitive development, as well as their development of literacy Understanding how YLs
learn necessitates raising one’s awareness of their characteristics.

A variety of age ranges have been advanced to specify who YLs are. For instance, Harmer (2007) argues the
children between the ages of 2-14 are YLs. In this research, YLs is also used as a term referring to the learners who are
2-14 years old. Aside from determining the age range of YLs, it is also necessary to have a clear understanding of their
characteristics as they can exercise influence on how grammar should be taught to them. According to Cameron (2005,
p. ),
they are enthusiastic and lively as learners.
they want to please their teachers rather than their peer groups.
they have the desire to carry out an activity even if they do not understand why and how.
they do not have inhibitions.
they have a tendency to learn by playing, their explorations, and talking to others.
they learn indirectly and holistically.
they lose interest quickly and are less able to remain motivated while working on difficult tasks.
it is difficult for them to use language to talk about language.
they have limited world knowledge.

Piagetian and Vygotskyan theories of learning provide insights into how YLs learn. For Piaget, children are
active learners in a world of objects and learning occurs as a result of interacting with that world, whereas for Vygotsky,
learning takes place in a social context through interacting with others. Taking into account how learning occurs, YLs,
scaffolded by their teachers, more proficient peers and parents, learn English through songs, games, stories and fun
activities and by assuming an active role in lessons rather than just listening to the teacher (McKay, 2008; Pinter, 2017).
As could be understood from the literature review, there is no research examining PSETs’ viewpoints on DGT and IGT
in TGYLs though there exists a range of research on exploring practicing teachers’ views about grammar teaching.
Considering the stated-gap in the literature, this research is likely to contribute to the related literature by seeking
answers to the following research questions:

1) What do PSETs think about the use of DGT and IGT in TGYLs?
2) Is there any influence of PSETs’ lived grammar learning experiences on their preference for DGT and/or IGT
in TGYLs?

Methodology

Research and publication ethics were followed. In this study, the data were collected before 2020 (Academic
year 2018/2019), and voluntary participation of study group was observed during the data collection period.

Research Design and the Context

As is maintained by Creswell (2012), qualitative research which is conducted with an eye to gaining a thorough
understanding of a phenomenon is based on study participants’ views on it. Since the purpose of this research is to
unearth the views of PSETs about implementing DGT and IGT in TGYL, the present study was carried out as a
qualitative study.

In the context of this study, PSETs take Teaching English to YLs I course in the fall term of the third academic
year and Teaching English to YLs II course in the spring term of the same academic year in the initial English language
teacher education program. These two courses help equip PSETs with the knowledge of the characteristics of YLs,
diverse approaches to teaching English to them, how to teach language skills and systems to them and developing,
evaluating and adapting materials to use in young learner classes. The study participants took the Teaching English to
YLs I and II courses taught by the researcher, and in the last week of the spring term and Teaching English to YLs II
course, the qualitative survey was emailed to the participants who were allocated one week to email it back to the
researcher. All the participants responded to the survey. Although the researcher taught the study participants, which
could be considered to endanger participants’ objectivity, the findings indicate that they sincerely stated their beliefs
with regard to the use of DGT and IGT in TGYLs in that they expressed the advantages and disadvantages of both
teaching approaches and there were participants favouring either DGT or IGT in TGYLs. After reading the participants’
responses to the survey, interviews were administered on the phone.
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Participants

The research participants were 80 junior PSETs studying a state university in Turkey and in the selection of whom
convenience sampling was used. Whilst 21 participants were male, the rest were female. The mean age of the participants
was 21.7. The purpose of the study was explained to the participants in the e-mail and it was also pointed out that
participation was based on voluntariness. No personal information about the participants will be mentioned throughout
this study to preserve their anonymity.

Data Collection Tools and Analysis

Quualitative Survey
A qualitative survey comprised of two parts was developed by the researcher. The first part was used to gain personal
information about the participants. The second part of the survey involves three open-ended questions that were created
so as to learn about PSETSs’ views about DGT and IGT in TGYLs. The open-ended questions are as follows:

1) What do you think about the use of deductive teaching in TGYLs?

2) What do you think about the use of inductive teaching in TGYLs?

3) Which one do you favour in TGYLs, deductive or inductive teaching? Why?

The questions in the survey were sent to two pre-service English language teacher educators to ensure they
could help find answers to the first research question and were precise. Taking account of the feedback provided by
them, necessary changes were made in the wording of the questions. Then, three senior PSETs who were not among the
study participants were asked to respond to the survey to make sure the questions were understandable and clear on the
part of student teachers. After making the last changes in the survey questions by taking into consideration the comments
of the student teachers, it was finalized.

The data gathered from the survey were analysed adopting inductive content analysis following the steps of
coding process proposed by Creswell (2007, p. 244), stated below:

e All the responses were read to get an overall sense of them.
One of the surveys was randomly chosen and what was meant in the responses was written down in the margin.
Coding commenced.
Similar codes were grouped to avoid redundancy.
Students’ responses were read again to not leave a code behind.
Themes were created.

Coding was conducted by two coders, one of whom is the researcher. They coded the data and created categories
individually. Thereafter, the coders checked each other’s codes and categories to eliminate the discrepancies between
them. Finally, themes were created by the coders from the categories. Member checking was realized by sharing the
findings with ten of the participants to ensure they reflected what they had in their minds about the survey questions
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

One-on-One Semi-Structured Interviews
One-on-one semi-structured interviews were carried out with ten randomly chosen participants, who accepted to attend
the interview. An interview protocol involving the name of the interviewee, the date of the interview and interviewees’
answers to the questions was kept for each interviewee. The interviews, each lasting for 5-7 minutes, were conducted
on the phone. Two questions were posed in the interview:

e Did your English teachers use deductive or inductive teaching to teach you grammar when you were a YL?

e What do you think about the relationship, if any, between your preference for a particular way of grammar

teaching and your lived grammar learning experiences?

The data collected from the interviews were used to seek answers to the second research question. The questions
to be asked in the semi-structured interviews were sent to the same teacher educators mentioned in the subsection of
qualitative survey to guarantee they were clear and could offer answers to the second research question. The interviewees
did not have difficulties in remembering how English grammar was taught to them when they were YLs because they
could answer them without feeling the need for asking for time to recall their past English grammar learning experiences.
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Findings

Findings as to PSETs’ Views about the Use of DGT and IGT in TGYLS
Findings with respect to the first research question of what PSETs’ views on DGT and IGT in TGYLs are will be
presented under the subheadings of the use of deductive teaching in TGYLs and the use of inductive teaching in TGYLs.

The Use of Deductive Teaching in TGYLs

The participants stated in their answers to the first question in the survey that the use of DGT in TGYLs had both
advantages and disadvantages. The analysis of the data led to the development of the following themes within the
framework of the advantages of the use of DGT in TGYLs.

Enabling efficient use of the limited class time

According to the participants, teaching grammar deductively to YLs enabled using the limited class time efficiently.
They argued that the class time was just 40 minutes and learning objectives other than learning target grammar rules
should be accomplished, thus, explaining the rule overtly at the beginning of the lesson and getting students to engage
in controlled practice activities could transcend the limitations of the class time. Another point made by the participants
as explicating the advantages of the use of DGT was YLs’ attention span. They highlighted in their responses that given
the fact that YLs’ attention span was short, it was laborious to make them work on a number of activities till they
discovered the target grammar rule. In addition, DGT was viewed to be advantageous in crowded classrooms. The
participants asserted that it would be a hard task to implement IGT in crowded classrooms because of the limited class
time considering the obstacles that could be posed by the teacher’s inability to monitor students as they carried out
activities and to make sure students noticed the target linguistic item.

1 believe I can have some problems with limited class time. YLs are really lively and walk around the classroom.
Keeping them focused on the lesson is really difficult. I guess teachers need a lot of time in a lesson to control them.
Because of that, I think DGT is more appropriate for TGYLs. (PSET 11)

Similar to PSET 11, PSET 34 stated: “I guess DGT is more suitable because there are 35-40 YLs in a classroom.
IGT cannot guarantee all the students have learned the target rule, but DGT can.”

Develops low-proficiency YLs’ understandings of grammar
The participants emphasized that DGT could be more effective in teaching low-proficiency YLs because they might
face difficulties in discovering the rules through working on the activities exemplifying target grammar rules. According
to the participants, low-level of proficiency could hinder taking advantage of IGT. They elucidated their point of view
by stating that making inferences about the rules required a certain level of proficiency in English. PSET 54 noted in
the survey: ‘I do not think beginners can benefit from IGT. It is better for them to learn grammar through DGT. The
more proficient students are in English, the more useful inductive teaching is for them.’

The inductive content analysis revealed that the participants thought using DGT in TGYLs had a number of
disadvantages as well as it advantages. Below are the themes that developed from the analysis of the disadvantages of
the use of DGT stated by the participants and the explanations they provided about them.

Forcing YLs to remain teacher-dependent
Putting forward its teacher-fronted nature, the participants claimed that DGT made YLs more teacher-dependent. They
stated since the teacher explained the rule before students began to carry out the activities, they deemed it as an
impediment to autonomous learning. It was emphasized in the participants’ responses that YLs did not take
responsibility for discovering grammar rules in DGT, and therefore, the probability of promoting autonomous learning
was reduced. The statements extracted from one of the participants’ responses exemplify those of others who also
believed the employment of DGT increased teacher-dependency among YLs.

As teachers, we need to do our best to help YLs become autonomous learners. How can we achieve this? By
giving more responsibility to them for their learning but DGT is teacher-centred. We should let YLs discover grammar
rules themselves. (PSET-62)

Inappropriate for YLs due to their characteristics

The participants underscored that the use of DGT was not appropriate in YL classes due to YLs’ lively nature. They
claimed that DGT made YLs inactive; that is to say, they listened to the teacher while the teacher served as the transmitter
of grammar rules in DGT. Linked with this point, it was also asserted that DGT could make lessons dull, which they
perceived to be clashing with YLs’ short attention span. Participant 47 noted that “YLs are energetic and get bored
easily, and therefore, they can lose their concentration easily, too”. Likewise, participant 53 expressed: “YLs are not
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like adult learners. Their attention span is short. Because of that, English teachers need to plan and teach enjoyable
lessons, but DGT is boring.” DGT is like a lecture. I do not believe it is useful for them.” Moreover, it was emphasized
in the responses that teachers implementing DGT used metalanguage, nevertheless, YLs lacked metalinguistic
awareness and abstract thinking, and hence, the participants posited that it would not work with YLs.

If the teacher teaches present simple tense saying “to make positive sentences, the pattern is S+V+0”, YLs
probably won’t understand the teacher’s explanations because they do not have metalinguistic knowledge. Because of
the same reason, if the teacher tells YLs “for the third person singular pronoun, we add —s to the verb”, they can’t
understand the rule. (PSET-72)

The Use of IGT in TGYLs

Similar to the findings with respect to the participants’ views on the use of DGT in TGYLs, the analysis of the responses
of the participants to the second survey question of what they thought about the use of IGT in TGYLs revealed that it
also had some advantages and disadvantages. The inductive conduct analysis led to the development of the below-stated
theme within the framework of the advantages of implementing IGT in TGYLs.

Facilitates YLs’ grammar learning

According to the participants, IGT enabled YLs’ permanent grammar learning. They stated that because YLs were active
in discovering grammar rules when they were taught inductively, they would be able to retrieve them when they needed
to use them, which would be less likely for the grammar rules that were taught deductively. They stressed DGT made
YLs memorize the rules, which were doomed to be forgotten, nonetheless, IGT enabled learning by doing, which
contributed to permanent learning. Participant 21 wrote down in the survey: “In IGT, YLs take responsibility for
discovering target grammar rules by doing the activities and they can remember it for a longer period of time.” In the
same vein, participant 69 stated: “YLs’ retention rate can be increased by using IGT as they learn grammar by
discovering grammar rules.”

Another point emphasized by the participants is that YLs were more autonomous in lessons in which IGT was
used, enabling permanent learning. The participants also argued that working collaboratively with peers and the teacher
to discover rules could help them retain the newly learned grammar rule/s. According to the participants, DGT did not
promote the collaboration among YLs, their peers and the teacher, and therefore, forgetting what was learned in the
short term was more likely. Another point made by the participants relating to boosted grammar learning as a result of
IGT was encouraging YLs’ critical thinking, which was necessary for working out rules.

YLs think critically when we use IGT to teach grammar to them because they need to work on the examples and
think critically together with their deskmates or in small groups to discover the rules. I believe this is the biggest
advantage of the use of IGT in TGYLs. (PSET-37)

Nine of the participants resembled the process of discovering grammar rules in IGT and how a first language is
acquired to each other. The statements of PSET 9 as regards this metaphor typify the statements of the other participants
having the same opinion.

1 think using IGT is like learning the grammar of our mother tongue because no one deductively teaches us our
mother tongue’s grammar rules at home when we acquire it, and the teacher does not directly present grammar rules
to students in IGT, either. (PSET-52)

Though the number of points in the advantages of IGT is higher as against that of its disadvantages, the
participants also stated few disadvantages. The analysis of the data on the disadvantages of IGT led to the emergence of
the theme of learning grammar rules is not guaranteed.

Learning grammar rules is not guaranteed

The concern voiced by the participants about the use of IGT was the risk YLs might face in not being able to work out
grammar rules themselves through working on examples. It was maintained that notably low-proficiency YLs might not
notice the rules in grammar lessons taught inductively. Associated with that, the participants also emphasized the need
for a long time YLs needed to work out rules, which they might not fulfil in lessons with limited time. They believed
that discovering rules while and/or after carrying out activities required more time in comparison to learning them in
DGT, and thereof, DGT could be more efficient than IGT in TGYLs. PSET 56 claims: “I do not think YLs can discover
grammar rules themselves especially YLs whose level of proficiency in English is low. A lesson lasts only for 40 minutes
and it may not be enough for them to discover the rules.”
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Findings as to the Influence of PSETs’ Lived Grammar Learning Experiences on Their Preference for DGT
and/or IGT in TGYLs

The analysis of the participants’ answers to the survey question of which teaching approach, deductive or inductive,
they preferred in TGYLs revealed that 75 participants valued IGT over DGT while the remaining five participants did
not favour one of them, but both. Wandering the effect of past grammar learning experiences on their substantial
preference for IGT, the researcher conducted interviews with ten participants to gain insights into this issue. The content
analysis revealed that participants’ prior grammar learning experiences exerted tremendous impact on their preference
for the use of IGT in TGYLs. All the interviewees stated that their past English teachers used DGT to teach grammar
when they were YLs. They underscored that they just memorized the rules presented by the teacher yet could not use
them for communicative purposes. They stated in the interviews that since they experienced DGT in their prior
educational lives, they knew that it would not help YLs learn and internalize grammar rules, and produce utterances by
using them in novel situations. The statements of interviewee 3 epitomize the thoughts of the other interviewees on this
issue.

When I was at primary school, my English teacher used to teach grammar deductively. For example, she said
we would learn past simple tense and wrote the rule for positive and negative sentences and questions on the board. We
memorized lists of verbs and did fill-in exercises but I could not remember the rule after a short time or use the rules to
make sentences.

Discussion

The findings of the study indicated that though the participants did not deem DGT as effective in TGYLs, they pointed
out a number of advantages such as enabling efficient use of limited class time teachers and students had in a lesson and
being more effective than IGT in teaching grammar to low proficiency YLs. The literature review also shows that there
exist both teachers and students preferring DGT. The high-schoolers taking part in the research by Jean and Simard
(2013) favoured deductive teaching over inductive teaching. The teachers favouring DGT over IGT might base their
preference on their belief concerning the probability that students exposed to DGT could get higher scores on tests. For
instance, the practicing teachers in the study by Andrews (2003) employed explicit teaching of grammar due to the
impact of the responsibility they had for getting students to prepare for high-stakes tests. The research in Helmantel,
Bazhutkina, Steringa, Hummel and Suhre (2016) reported that the students taught grammar deductively outperformed
the one taught inductively in the grammaticality judgment tests. However, the common conception regarding the use of
DGT among the study participants in this research was the incompatibility between YLs’ characteristics and how
teaching was conducted in DGT, which is promising considering the importance attached by the participants to making
instructional decisions by keeping in sight YLs’ characteristics instead of applying one single teaching approach to all
students. Emphasizing the diversity among students’ needs, Fujino (2019) also underscored the significance of
formulating a teaching methodology to cater for the students of various needs. The reason for not supporting explicit
grammar teaching was reported in Dahl’s (2004) study to be the issue that the students being subjected to explicit
grammar teaching could not use the grammar rules in new situations.

Participants believed that IGT could facilitate YLs’ grammar learning owing to the responsibility taken on by
them in the learning process. When YLs were given responsibility for learning grammar rules, they would be more
motivated and engaged in grammar lessons and that was the thing that would make them learn target grammar rules.
According to the participants, IGT enabled permanent learning because YLs learned by being involved in the learning
process. Similar to the beliefs of the PSETs with regard to IGT, the participating students in the research by Agudo
(2015) preferred communicative use of language in grammar instruction over controlled practice, which may be
interpreted as the participants’ tendency towards IGT.

The findings also demonstrated that all the participants preferred IGT over DGT while five participants stated
that DGT alongside IGT could be employed in TGYLs. Interview findings revealed that participants’ past grammar
learning experiences exerted overwhelming influence on their preference for IGT. Because they were taught grammar
deductively when they were YLs and they had first-hand experience in the negative effect of DGT on YLs’ grammar
learning, they opted for IGT rather than DGT. Additionally, they explicated their preference by putting forth that DGT
directed children to memorize the grammar rules presented in teacher-centred lessons, which did not end up with
permanent learning, that is to say, YLs could not remember and use them in situations in which they would need them
for carrying out successful communication. In the same vein, the impact of past grammar learning experiences on
PSETs’ beliefs on grammar teaching was also demonstrated in Merisi and Pillay’s (2020) study. The participants
highlighted the significance of the active student participation in grammar lessons and valued the talk between the
teacher and students in discovering grammar rules. Considering the lack of research exploring PSETs’ views about DGT
and IGT in TGYLs, this research stands as a candidate for filling that gap in the literature and could encourage pre-
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service English language teacher educators in different contexts to investigate the viewpoints of their PSETs on the use
of DGT and IGT in TGYLs.

Conclusions

This study targeted uncovering PSETs’ views on the use of DGT and IGT in TGYLs. The findings indicted that an
overwhelming majority of the research participants favoured IGT over DGT. Additionally, it set out to explore whether
the PSETs’ past English grammar learning experiences exerted impact on their viewpoints on IGT and DGT in TGYLs.
The findings pointed to the profound effect their past English grammar learning experiences had on their preference for
DGT and IGT in TGYLs. The findings could be used to make projections about their future instructional practices in
TGYLs. The emphasis recursively placed by the participants on the necessity of bearing in mind YLs’ characteristics in
making decisions about which approach to implement to teach grammar is encouraging in that once they start to teach,
they will presumably plan and teach grammar lessons in light of how YLs learn. The follow-up of this study will be
carried out when the participants of this study commence to teach YLs to explore the changes, if any, in their perceptions
of teaching grammar deductively and inductively to them and to examine if they can put their beliefs about TGYLs in
practice.

Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Further Research

This study was conducted with the participation of 80 third-year students studying at the same university, and for this
reason, the findings cannot be generalized to broader population. In addition, the results were based upon the views of
the participants in this research. In future studies, PSETs may be invited to conduct microteaching in which they will
teach grammar to their classmates pretending to be YLs to see whether or not their microteaching reflects their
conceptions of the use of IGT and DGT in TGYLs. Further research could also be carried out to investigate whether
PSETs’ views on effective ways of TGYLs change according to their year of study. Furthermore, a larger scale study
could be undertaken with PSETs studying at different universities to explore their beliefs about the use of DGT and IGT
in TGYLs so that the results to be obtained from it can be extended to wider population.
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