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ABSTRACT 

 

This study examines the teaching of English grammar in the sixth grade of Basic General Education 

at the “Ciudad de Ibarra” Educational Unit in the province of Imbabura, Ecuador, as a persistent 

problem was identified in the writing process resulting from the limited transfer of grammatical 

rules from formal usage to communicative usage. The overall objective was to analyze the 

deductive and inductive approaches to grammar instruction and their impact on the development 

of writing skills among sixth-grade students studying English as a Foreign Language (EFL). A 

mixed-methods approach with a quasi-experimental design was used, combining a structured 

classroom observation guide, a student survey, and an interview with school administrators, all 

administered to two intact groups during the 2024–2025 school year. The results indicated that 

students recognize isolated grammatical rules but do not correctly apply them in their written work; 

furthermore, it was found that purely deductive lessons result in low levels of student participation, 

whereas instructional sequences that combine the analysis of examples, the inference of rules, and 

productive practice enhance student attention, interaction, and initiative. Based on these findings, 

the Grammar Quest teaching guide was designed. Structured into six units and twenty-four lessons 

aligned with the national curriculum, it integrates deductive and inductive approaches through the 

overarching theme of the “linguistic detective.” The evaluation of linguistic, academic, and 

affective impacts, based on the scale proposed by Posso (2013), yielded high positive scores across 

all three dimensions assessed, confirming that this methodological integration is a viable, 

replicable, and contextually relevant pedagogical approach for teaching English grammar in 

elementary and middle school. 

 

Keywords: deductive approach, inductive approach, grammar teaching, English as a foreign 

language, writing, didactic guide. 
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RESUMEN EJECUTIVO 

 

La presente investigación estudia la enseñanza de la gramática inglesa en el sexto año de Educación 

General Básica de la Unidad Educativa “Ciudad de Ibarra”, provincia de Imbabura, Ecuador, ya 

que se detectó un problema persistente en el proceso de expresión escrita como consecuencia de la 

escasa transferencia de las reglas gramaticales del uso formal al uso comunicativo. El objetivo 

general fue analizar los enfoques deductivo e inductivo de enseñanza de la gramática, así como su 

incidencia en el desarrollo de la escritura en los estudiantes de sexto año en el idioma inglés como 

lengua extranjera (EFL). Se utilizó un enfoque mixto con un diseño cuasi-experimental que 

combinaba una guía estructurada de observación de aula, una encuesta a alumnos y una entrevista 

a autoridades institucionales, aplicados en dos grupos intactos en el año lectivo 2024-2025. Los 

resultados de este trabajo demostraron que los estudiantes sí que reconocen reglas gramaticales 

aisladas pero no son capaces de trasladarlas adecuadamente a la producción escrita; además, las 

clases deductivas puras dan lugar a escasos niveles de participación, en cambio las secuencias 

didácticas en las que conviven análisis de ejemplos, inferencias de reglas y práctica productiva 

estimulan la atención, la interacción y la iniciativa del estudiante. A partir de estos hallazgos, se ha 

diseñado la guía didáctica Grammar Quest, estructurada en seis unidades y veinticuatro lecciones 

y alineada con el currículo nacional, que articula los enfoques deductivo e inductivo alrededor del 

“detective lingüístico”. La evaluación de los impactos lingüístico, académico y afectivo según la 

escala propuesta por Posso (2013) arrojó puntajes positivos altos en las tres dimensiones evaluadas 

confirmando que la integración metodológica es una alternativa pedagógica viable, replicable y 

pertinente a nivel contextual para la enseñanza de la gramática inglesa en Educación Básica. 

Palabras clave: enfoque deductivo, enfoque inductivo, enseñanza de gramática, inglés como 

lengua extranjera, escritura, guía didáctica. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



viii 

INDEX 

 

CERTIFICACIÓN DEL DIRECTOR DEL TRABAJO DE INTEGRACIÓN CURRICULAR... iii 

DEDICATORIA .............................................................................................................................. iv 

AGRADECIMIENTO ...................................................................................................................... v 

ABSTRACT .................................................................................................................................... vi 

RESUMEN EJECUTIVO ..............................................................................................................vii 

TABLE INDEX ............................................................................................................................. xi 

FIGURE INDEX ..........................................................................................................................xii 

INTRODUCTION ............................................................................................................................ 1 

Problem Description ..................................................................................................................... 1 

Delimitation .................................................................................................................................. 3 

Justification .................................................................................................................................. 3 

Objectives ..................................................................................................................................... 6 

General Objectives ................................................................................................................... 6 

Specific Objectives ................................................................................................................... 6 

CHAPTER 1: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ............................................................................ 7 

1.1 Identification of Key Variables ........................................................................................ 9 

1.1.1 Variable 1: Grammar Teaching Approaches (Independent Variable).................... 10 

1.1.2 Variable 2: Writing Skills in EFL (Dependent Variable)....................................... 12 

1.2 State of the Art: Inductive Vs Deductive Grammar ....................................................... 15 

CAPÍTULO II: MATERIALES Y MÉTODOS ............................................................................. 23 

2.1 Type of Research ............................................................................................................ 23 

2.2 Methods, Techniques and Instruments ........................................................................... 23 



ix 

2.3 Research questions and hypotheses ................................................................................ 23 

2.3.1 Hypothesis .............................................................................................................. 23 

2.3.2 General Question .................................................................................................... 24 

2.3.3 Specific Research Questions: ................................................................................. 24 

2.4 Variable Operationalization Matrix................................................................................ 24 

2.5 Participants ..................................................................................................................... 25 

2.6 Procedure and Data Analysis ......................................................................................... 25 

CHAPTER 3: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ............................................................................. 27 

3.1. Survey Analysis ................................................................................................................... 27 

3.1.1 I understand grammar rules better when the teacher explains them first ............... 27 

3.1.2 Grammar lessons are clearer when the teacher gives rules and examples ............. 30 

3.1.3 I feel more motivated when grammar rules are discovered in activities. ............... 32 

3.1.4 I feel confused when grammar rules are not explained directly............................. 33 

3.1.5 Working with examples helps me understand grammar better. ............................. 34 

3.1.6 I prefer grammar exercises after the teacher explains the rule ............................... 36 

3.1.7 I remember grammar rules better when I practice before explanations. ................ 37 

3.1.8 Grammar classes are interesting when I find the rule by myself. .......................... 38 

3.1.9 I feel confident using grammar after clear explanations. ....................................... 40 

3.2. Observation Analysis .......................................................................................................... 41 

3.3. Interviews Analysis ............................................................................................................. 47 

3.4. Triangulation of Results ...................................................................................................... 50 

CHAPTER IV PROPOSAL ........................................................................................................... 52 

4.1 Proposal title ................................................................................................................... 52 

4.2 Objectives ....................................................................................................................... 52 



x 

4.2.1 General Objective ................................................................................................... 52 

4.2.2 Specific Objectives ................................................................................................. 52 

4.3 Introduction .................................................................................................................... 52 

4.4 Justification .................................................................................................................... 53 

4.5 Impacts ........................................................................................................................... 93 

4.5.1 Linguistic impact .................................................................................................... 93 

4.5.2 Academic impact .................................................................................................... 95 

4.5.3 Affective impact ..................................................................................................... 98 

Conclusions .................................................................................................................................. 101 

Recommendations ........................................................................................................................ 104 

REFERENCES ............................................................................................................................. 107 

Appendices ................................................................................................................................... 110 

 

 

  



xi 

TABLE INDEX 

 

Table 1 Variable Operationalization Matrix .................................................................................. 24 

Table 2 I understand grammar rules better when the teacher explains them first ......................... 27 

Table 3 I like discovering grammar rules by examples and practice ............................................ 29 

Table 4 Grammar lessons are clearer when the teacher gives rules and examples ....................... 30 

Table 5 I feel more motivated when grammar rules are discovered in activities. ......................... 32 

Table 6 I feel confused when grammar rules are not explained directly. ...................................... 33 

Table 7 Working with examples helps me understand grammar better. ....................................... 34 

Table 8 I prefer grammar exercises after the teacher explains the rule. ........................................ 36 

Table 9 I remember grammar rules better when I practice before explanations. .......................... 37 

Table 10 Grammar classes are interesting when I find the rule by myself.................................... 38 

Table 11 I feel confident using grammar after clear explanations. ............................................... 40 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



xii 

FIGURE INDEX 

Figure 1 I understand grammar rules better when the teacher explains them first........................ 27 

Figure 2 I like discovering grammar rules by examples and practice .......................................... 29 

Figure 3 Grammar lessons are clearer when the teacher gives rules and examples .................... 31 

Figure 4 I feel more motivated when grammar rules are discovered in activities. ....................... 32 

Figure 5 I feel confused when grammar rules are not explained directly. .................................... 33 

Figure 6 Working with examples helps me understand grammar better. ...................................... 35 

Figure 7 I prefer grammar exercises after the teacher explains the rule. ..................................... 36 

Figure 8 I remember grammar rules better when I practice before explanations. ....................... 37 

Figure 9 Grammar classes are interesting when I find the rule by myself. ................................... 39 

Figure 10 I feel confident using grammar after clear explanations. ............................................. 40 

 

 

 



1 

INTRODUCTION 

Problem Description 

The importance of this study lies in strengthening evidence-based practice in Pedagogy of 

Languages by rigorously examining how deductive and inductive grammar instruction influence 

EFL learning at the upper basic level. Grammar pedagogy shapes accuracy, fluency, and durable 

learning when it integrates explicit guidance with meaningful use (Hojjat & Hasim, 2022). 

There is a necessity for creating balanced models of EFL instruction which promote a 

combination of communicative skills and well-informed pedagogical decisions in an English as a 

Foreign Language teaching environment, particularly through the integration of the research into 

specific school environments (Vincent, 2023). 

At an international scale, the EF English Proficiency Index (204) has identified an 

ongoing gap between the amount of time a student will engage in studying English and their 

eventual level of functional proficiency, exposing fundamental weaknesses in the EFL instruction 

system (especially concerning the approach toward the teaching of grammar). The results of the 

EF English Proficiency Index, using this data, also indicate that approximately 60% of the 

countries that submitted data to the Index, showed lower proficiency scores relative to last year's 

2023 scores, indicating stagnation and/or decline in terms of overall learning outcomes for 

English language learners (Education First decline, 204).  

Additionally, the results of Language Trends England 2024 indicate that there are 

currently over 60% of schools which are experiencing recruitment issues for qualified language 

teachers, and more than 55% of primary schools indicate that there is an absence of any 

coordinated approach to language learning progression with secondary school education (Collen 

& Duff, 2024). 
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Also, weaknesses in the training and development of teachers to enable them to deliver 

the curriculum in the contemporary, linguistically and digitally diverse classroom environment; 

this lack of training affects a teacher's ability to implement either inductive or deductive grammar 

instruction. For instance, in the TALIS (Teaching and Learning International Survey) 2018 

results, only 56% of teachers received training in regard to the pedagogical use of information 

and communications technology (ICT) during the initial preparation phase, while only 43% of 

teachers consider themselves adequately prepared to use ICT; furthermore, only 35% of teachers 

received any kind of training to work in multicultural and multilingual contexts, and only 26% of 

these feel adequately prepared for this on graduation (OECD, 2021) 

At a national level, Ecuador continues to face challenges in achieving success with the 

English Foreign Language; therefore, the Federal government's view toward the teaching and use 

of Grammar in Basic Education. The English proficiency index from EF for 2024 shows that 

Ecuador rates within the low proficiency range with an average of 46.57 points which places 

them below the Latin America average and far from reaching the moderate level of proficiency 

(Knott, 2024). The Ministry of Education of Ecuador (2022) has reported that in the final years of 

basic and upper secondary education (o9-18 years old), too many students are performing below 

A2 level, as set by the national curriculum, with less than 40% of students who were tested 

achieving sufficient scores in English on large-scale assessments.  

At the local level, sixth-graders at Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra continue to 

experience clear difficulties when they try to communicate in English, largely because they have 

not yet consolidated the basic grammatical structures the curriculum expects at their grade. Direct 

observation of classes and review of academic records at the institution confirm the same pattern: 

many sixth-graders do not control the elementary grammatical forms, and when they use 
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grammar in speaking or writing tasks the form is often disconnected from the meaning they 

intend to convey.  

Delimitation 

This research is delimited to the field of Pedagogy of Languages, focusing specifically on 

the teaching of English grammar through deductive and inductive approaches in sixth grade EFL 

classrooms at Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra, located in the province of Imbabura, Ecuador. 

A group of students and their English instructors have been used to study the effects of the 

supportive instructional methods outlined above as they participate in their normal day's work 

over the 2025-2026 academic year. The design of this study methodology includes the 

approaches of both quantitative (quasi - experimental) and qualitative methods to assess the direct 

measurable learning results and the perceptions of the students about the classroom, based on the 

experiences from the application of the intervention outlined above. 

Justification 

At the national level, this study is relevant as the results of English language learning in 

Ecuador fall short of what is expected by the Ministry of Education and especially in productive 

skills as writing. Ecuador is positioned among the countries with a very low proficiency in 

English according to recent national reports, with a performance far below the world average and 

communicative skills still considered an enigma. These findings indicate that the language 

teaching and learning processes still fall short of meeting the demands of using the targets 

effectively particularly in written production which is one of the cores aims of the national EFL 

syllabus. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the practice of grammar teaching within Basic 

Education, considering that grammar is a basic element for writing accurate and cohesive texts in 

English. 
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From a regional scope, the importance of the present study is further justified given that 

provinces like Imbabura have had their students consistently performing below the national 

average, with levels of English proficiency that are in general lower. This regional disparity 

illustrates pre-existing system and teaching-centered barriers that impede students’ academic 

advancement prior to upper secondary. So, it is essential to intervene in grammar teaching at this 

stage to combat the regional inequalities, and to enable students to develop the linguistic means 

necessary for dealing with the expected curricular. The contrast between deductive and inductive 

methods of teaching grammar enables us to detect pedagogical trends that may be enlarging 

those gaps in particular regional contexts. 

In the local context, at the urban level and more specifically at the Unidad Educativa 

Ciudad de Ibarra, the need to address students’ poor written performance in English seen on a 

daily basis outlines the rationale for this study. Limited control of grammar is a common feature 

of written texts produced by sixth-grade students, which results in texts that are hard to 

understand and are both incoherent and inaccurate. These problems seem to indicate that 

grammar teaching is not well matched to the cognitive development of the students and/or to their 

learning styles. To explore and contrast ways of teaching grammar in this particular institutional 

context, is to provide pertinent empirical data through which to orient our understanding of how 

teaching choices effect writing development in situ. 

The present pertinence of the investigation is related to the demands of the Ecuadorian 

educational system to enhance English language learning in a global and plurilingual context. As 

English is now more and more a means of access to academic study, professional mobility and 

international communication, developing writing skills from the earliest stages of education is 

considered a must. The teaching of grammar is still controversial in language teaching, 

especially when it comes to whether the deductive or the inductive method is more effective in 
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this respect, and for this reason this study can be considered up-to-date and in line with current 

debates in the field of applied linguistics and EFL teaching. 

About the beneficiaries, the sixth-grade students of Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra 

are the immediate beneficiaries who could be able to improve their writing development having a 

better grammar teaching. It is in the interest of the English teachers themselves to know the 

outcomes of the research since they are directly involved and the evidence is pedagogical to 

enable them make informed decision on teaching grammar to their students. The indirect 

beneficiaries are the school at which the research is conducted and the local school district which 

may apply the findings to improve curricular and instruction. Ultimately, this research 

contributes to advancing national educational agendas by providing empirical perspectives that 

can inform the Ministry of Education’s pursuit of quality enhancement in the teaching of English 

in Basic Education.  

The instructional activities for the project “Grammar Teaching: Deductive vs. Inductive 

Approach in 6th Grade at UE Ciudad de Ibarra” are compiled in the Grammar Quest workbook, 

whose printed pages are included as figures in this chapter and illustrate each of the twenty-four 

lessons of the six units. The workbook layout, together with the visual materials that accompany 

the activities (characters, scenes, and thematic illustrations linked to the “linguistic detective” 

thread), was designed with the support of Canva (Canva Pty Ltd, 2024) and ChatGPT (Open AI, 

2024) as auxiliary creative tools. The two resources were used solely as supplementary aids in 

generating contextual instances, vocabulary and visual formatting of inductive tasks. The 

researcher made all key pedagogical choices, theoretical correlation, grammar structure selection 

and content curation. Thus, the technology proved to be useful as an aid in the process of 

development of creative materials, thus replacing the author’s craft of developing the content. 
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Objectives 

General Objectives 

To compare the Deductive and Inductive grammar teaching methods in writing 

development in the EFL classroom in 6th grade at U.E. Ciudad de Ibarra. 

Specific Objectives 

➢ To describe deductive and inductive grammar teaching approaches and their relation to 

writing development in EFL classrooms. 

➢ To analyze the actual difficulties students, encounter in grammar and writing in the L2 

class. 

➢ To apply research-based strategies on the most effective deductive and inductive grammar 

teaching approach to improve students’ writing skills.  
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CHAPTER 1: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

Grammar keeps a central place in English as a Foreign Language teaching. It gives the 

learner the structural base needed to interpret and produce language with accuracy. Inside the 

school context, grammar cannot be reduced to memorizing isolated rules; what matters 

pedagogically is that the student can organize meaning correctly in speaking and in writing. 

Under this view, grammar works as a functional component of language development, not as 

formal content that stands on its own. (2025) insist on this point: grammar instruction remains 

necessary in EFL settings because what the student produces still depends heavily on how well 

they control grammatical structures in authentic use of the language. 

The question in current language pedagogy is no longer whether grammar should be 

taught. The question is how to introduce it so that grammatical knowledge turns into 

communicative use. Within that discussion, the debate between deductive and inductive teaching 

has been on the table for a long time. Inductive teaching relies on guided discovery: 

contextualized samples of language are shown to the students and they are asked to identify the 

rule alongside the context in which it appears. Reading and listening texts, inference tasks and 

manipulation exercises can serve this purpose; the student has to combine prior knowledge and 

awareness of the surrounding context to uncover the grammatical element. 

More frequently mentioned in the literature, deductive approaches utilize explicit teaching 

to present language rules first and then present instances that clarify their application. These 

methodologies are seen as teacher-led interactions that provide learners with clarity and an 

organized progression of the subject in question. Learners are expected to learn and apply the 

rules in order to successfully complete proficiency tasks. 

While inductive grammar instruction may seem the more popular choice, especially for 

in-service teachers, the benefits of deductive methodology should not be ignored. Pre-service 
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teachers preparing for their careers often favor the clarity of the deductive approach, supported by 

Eli (2021) , as they feel better able to succeed with this more focused and supportive style of 

lesson design. Grammar lessons executed through deductive methodology typically provide the 

language-focused lessons seen to deliver the support needed by early learners with less 

proficiency in the language, resulting in a perception that it is a safer option in terms of lesson 

design. 

Conversely, grammar instruction through inductive methodology, with its lower degree of 

explicit instruction, is frequently viewed by pre-service teachers as a potential cause of learner 

frustration and confusion, leading to the preference for the more explicit deductive approach. 

This type of instruction generally demands greater cognitive participation because learners must 

notice form–meaning relationships and build the rule through reasoning Ní Dhiorbháin (2023). 

highlights that explicit-inductive teaching offers strong pedagogical value because it combines 

discovery with conceptual support, helping learners develop metalinguistic awareness while 

remaining cognitively active throughout the learning process. 

The distinction between deductive and inductive teaching becomes clearer once grammar 

is linked to writing. Writing in EFL requires several things at once: control of the grammar, 

choice of vocabulary, construction of the sentence, organization of the whole discourse. A 

student may recognize a rule in isolation and still fail to apply it when composing a sentence or a 

paragraph. This is why writing exposes the real depth of what has been learnt in a way that 

recognition tasks rarely do. (2025) explain that productive skills, and writing in particular, remain 

especially weak in Ecuadorian EFL contexts, which turns grammar instruction into a critical area 

of inquiry for anyone trying to understand written performance. 

Grammar and writing work at the same time rather than one after the other. The rule does 

not operate on the written product in a mechanical way; it provides the writer with the resources 
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to build sentences that cohere with the ones next to them. Without those resources the text repeats 

itself, breaks its own structure, or forces the reader to reconstruct the message. (2025) found 

empirically that grammar instruction connected to communicative practice improves both 

accuracy and fluency in writing, showing that grammar affects not only correctness but also 

naturalness how close the written text is to real spoken use and coherence how logically the text 

flows. This is the reason writing is treated in the present study as the dependent measure through 

which the effect of the two approaches is read. 

Another important theoretical consideration concerns the age and developmental level of 

learners. In primary and lower secondary education, students are still consolidating both 

linguistic and cognitive abilities, which means grammar instruction must align with their level of 

abstraction and readiness. Young learners may benefit from deductive teaching when rules are 

brief, concrete, and immediately applicable, yet they may also respond positively to inductive 

procedures when examples are meaningful and accessible (Altakhaineh et al., 2025). 

Demonstrated that fourth-grade EFL learners in Jordan were able to infer the use of English 

demonstratives successfully when instruction was based on comprehensible and functionally rich 

examples. This finding is highly relevant because it confirms the viability of inductive grammar 

work with young learners. 

1.1 Identification of Key Variables 

In the present study, the two main variables include the two main types of grammar 

instruction approaches to be investigated, which are deductive and inductive instructional 

approaches to teaching grammar; the other variable being assessed is the development of writing 

skills for English as a Foreign Language (EFL). It is thought that how well students develop 

writing skills will depend specifically on the type of teaching method used when the student 

learned the grammar of a language.  
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1.1.1 Variable 1: Grammar Teaching Approaches (Independent Variable)  

Grammar teaching approaches can be understood as organized pedagogical procedures 

through which teachers mediate learners’ access to grammatical knowledge. In practical terms, 

they define how rules are introduced, how examples are selected, how practice is sequenced, and 

how students are expected to process language. This makes grammar teaching approaches more 

than classroom techniques; they are pedagogical decisions that embody a theory of learning 

(Hojjat & Hasim, 2022). In this study, the variable is operationalized through the comparison of 

two approaches: deductive instruction and inductive instruction. 

Language instruction can be approached deductively or inductively. The deductive 

teaching approach is one that is dictated by the teacher, where lessons are built around explicit 

rules of a language followed by structured exercises to demonstrate and apply those rules. The 

situations in which this teaching approach can be of utmost value are when teaching students who 

are novices in language learning. In such cases, the lesson often needs to be controlled strongly 

by the teacher for optimum results. The deductive approach is a teacher-centered one that is most 

often employed in traditional, controlled environments. Students are expected to be passive 

learners and the teacher, the storyteller. Furthermore, since emphasis is placed on grammatical 

accuracy, it is most suited to language learners who benefit from explicit studying and rules 

rather than getting the feel of the language. Fluency is definitely not the driving force of the 

deductive teaching approach. 

On the contrary, the inductive teaching approach allows students to figure out rules by 

themselves. Since the class is not teacher-led and instead is centered around students, the 

inductive approach actually facilitates the development of critical thinking skills other than 

memorization of explicit rules (Ní Dhiorbháin, 2023). The necessary generalizations are reached 

from observing examples, so exposure is a prerequisite and it is up to the learners to make sense 



11 

of the information they encounter. Therefore, it is essential that the use of appropriate materials is 

incorporated into an inductive approach and that students receive lots of input in order to be able 

to reach the necessary rules. Moreover, and contrary to deductive learning, induction does not 

present rules in a hierarchical fashion and therefore does not have to introduce grammatical 

concepts in a strict order. Finally, with little guidance, an inductive teacher can create a 

constructive pedagogic environment in which there will be lots of opportunities for students to 

practice (Ní Dhiorbháin, 2023). 

A number of studies seem to favor inductive over deductive approaches. For example, in a 

study by Altakhaineh et al. (2025), it was found that students in the inductive group who were 

taught English demonstratives outperformed those who were taught in a deductive fashion. 

Similar discoveries were made by Anniejemijonafer & Premraj (2024), who compared the 

writing of language learners in both approaches and found that those from the inductive group 

used more modifiers, which enhanced the quality of their writing. They stated that although this 

was a positive outcome, students involved in the deductive approach were also aware of 

modifiers but did not use them as frequently. 

Since grammar is closely tied with language and serves as a communication tool, teaching 

it is of utmost importance. However, there are two approaches to teaching grammar: inductive 

and deductive approaches. It is critical to understand and choose the right approach for the 

learners. The focus of this study is to find out how effective is the inductive or deductive 

approach in teaching grammar to secondary school students across the globe. The findings are 

used to inform the education authorities about the best strategies to improve the academic 

performance among the students. 

Abdukarimova & Zubaydova (2021) conducted a study to investigate the effectiveness of 

deductive and inductive approaches in teaching grammar and their effect on the academic 
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performance. The findings revealed that the inductive way is much more effective as compared to 

the deductive way and should be preferred. 

The importance of the grammar teaching technique has been recognized by the 

developing countries of today where although the students are good at learning the grammar; they 

are not able to make full usage of it in their practical life. The proper use of the grammar can only 

enhance their communication ability so that they can express their ideas and opinions freely 

without any ambiguity or misunderstanding. 

Rauf et al. (2023) has also highlighted the importance of the inductive way of teaching 

grammar for secondary school students as it is considered one of the effective ways of teaching 

grammar. It results in improvement of accuracy in the language, motivation for learning new 

things and little by little engaging oneself with the language. This ultimately leads to learning the 

language effectively. 

Similarly, Shirav and Nagai (2022) studied and discussed the outcomes and advantages of 

different methods employed by instructors in teaching grammar. They concluded that both these 

methods of inductive and deductive methods are useful and effective but differ in accordance to 

the context. Each method has its distinctive importance when it comes to teaching grammar. 

Therefore, it is necessary to find out the right method for teaching grammar to students according 

to the context. 

1.1.2 Variable 2: Writing Skills in EFL (Dependent Variable) 

The ability to write coherently, meaningfully and grammatically correct in English is a 

critical component of an EFL (English as a Foreign Language) learner’s ability with English. 

Writing is a multi-faceted ability that combines grammar knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, 

coherence, mechanical understanding of the English language, and structural understanding of 

written text. In the classroom environment, students are being assessed on their writing abilities; 
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however, they are also using writing as a form of reinforcement of language acquisition 

(Indriyani, 2021). 

A central component of EFL writing is grammatical accuracy. The concept of 'accuracy' 

refers to using different linguistic elements accurately, including verb tense, articles, pronouns, 

agreement, and prepositions, as well as a correct overall sentence structure. It is essential to 

remember that a well-written letter is more than just being 'accurate.' A piece of writing could be 

completely grammatically correct and still not communicate well if it is not organized or 

cohesive. In this study, we will refer to the four aspects used to measure the dependent variable 

(written performance) as the following: grammatical accuracy, coherence or organization of the 

text, the appropriateness of the vocabulary, and the structure of the overall piece (Pereira & 

Guevara, 2025). These sub-parts combined give us a much richer insight into the overall success 

of a student's written assignment in school. 

Grammatical accuracy is the most direct link between the two variables in this research. 

When students write, they must select forms and assemble them into sentences without 

immediate teacher mediation. This means that writing reveals the degree to which grammatical 

knowledge has been internalized. Pereira and Guevara (2025) emphasize that explicit grammar 

instruction, when integrated with communicative use, reduces recurring errors in verb 

conjugation, article use, and sentence structuring, while also improving the naturalness of written 

production.  

Lexical appropriateness involves choosing words that correspond with the topic, 

objective, and level of the text. While vocabulary is not an exclusive focus of this thesis, it is still 

relevant because lexis and grammar are constantly in association throughout the process of 

writing. Therefore, although students might use one particular rule correctly, if they cannot use 

the correct word when writing, they will produce awkward and/or incomplete messages (Conza 
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& Celi, 2023). A common cause of lexical restrictions in school writing is that they will lead 

students to repetitively use the same words or simple sentences or translate their first language 

word for word. Therefore, the development of writing must be viewed as a larger overall 

performance outcome; with grammar being of primary importance, but not entirely independent 

from (other) linguistic resources. 

Organizational structure refers to the arrangement of ideas within the text, including 

beginning, middle, ending, sequencing, and paragraph unity. Organization of writing skills 

typically emerges with lower primary to the end of the lower secondary level as writing 

progresses through development (Siekmann et al., 2022). Consequently, grammar teaching 

indirectly affects the organizational aspects of writing by helping learners to gain better control 

over sentence-level structures at the beginning of writing, ultimately providing learners with 

greater access to utilize their writing skills to elaborate, connect information, and appropriately 

structure a basic paragraph. Thus, writing is a valid dependent variable for determining 

differences between groups using quasi-experimental designs, as it provides both local and 

overall measures of written compositions. 

Finally, the theoretical usefulness of writing as a measure in this study lies in the fact that 

writing, unlike oral language production, is immune to some of the potential external variables 

that could disrupt or compromise the learner’s production, such as anxiety, memory load, and 

interactions with other learners. Writing can be evaluated and analyzed more rigorously than oral 

language production as written samples measure the learner's skills through observable 

measurements, can be compared through pretest and posttest conditions, and can be used to 

evaluate the impact of instructional changes on learners (Siekmann et al., 2022). Therefore, 

writing is an ideal measure for assessing the impact of various grammar instruction methods over 

time. 
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1.2 State of the Art: Inductive Vs Deductive Grammar  

The current state of the art suggests that the comparison between deductive and inductive 

instruction remains open, yet the literature tends to report favorable outcomes for inductive 

teaching under specific pedagogical conditions. Overall, the literature suggests that the most 

productive use of inductive instruction involves scaffolding, contextualization, and 

developmentally appropriate instruction. Nevertheless, the findings do not entirely replace the 

advantages of deductive instruction, which continues to be considered valuable due to its clear 

structure and ease of application in formal settings. Thus, the academic discussion of today is not 

about defining an absolutely superior method but rather about discovering the instructional 

factors which facilitate the process of grammar acquisition and utilization. 

The paper by Shirav and Nagai (2022) attempts to address this problem through 

qualitative analysis of the pedagogic foundations and effectiveness of deductive and inductive 

instruction in practice. The value of the article lies in the fact that it does not consider the 

methods as mutually exclusive and incompatible in terms of pedagogy. Both methods are 

considered to have the potential to positively impact the process of grammar acquisition based on 

certain factors.  

Another relevant international contribution is provided by Altakhaineh et al. (2025), who 

investigated the acquisition of English demonstratives among Jordanian fourth-grade EFL 

learners. Their findings favored inductive instruction, since the learners who received example-

based guidance and rule inference performed better on the posttest than those exposed to 

deductive explanation. This study is particularly valuable because it involved young learners, 

which makes it methodologically closer to the population addressed in the present investigation.  

Anniejemijonafer and Premraj (2024) shifted the discussion from isolated grammar 

performance toward functional use of the language. Their study reported that when the students 
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infer regularities from contextualized examples, they later use those regularities more freely in 

descriptive writing than the students who had been given the rule directly. For the present 

research this matters, since the dependent variable here is also writing rather than a grammar test 

on its own and having another study reach the same conclusion in a different context strengthens 

that design choice. 

Badpa (2024)added empirical evidence in favor of inductive grammar teaching from a 

slightly different angle: the study reported statistically significant advantages both in grammatical 

achievement and in learner satisfaction. Two effects appear at once, cognitive and affective, and 

this matters for the present investigation because grammar learning at sixth grade cannot be read 

only from a score the way the students relate to the activity has consequences for what they 

retain.  

Abdukarimova and Zubaydova (2021) also reported significant differences in favor of 

inductive instruction in their experimental work with secondary school students. The learners 

who were taught through guided rule discovery obtained higher posttest scores than those who 

received deductive teaching, and the difference held at two different grade levels. This suggests 

that inductive instruction can operate well beyond a single stage of schooling and is not limited to 

one learner profile. The study contributes to the current body of knowledge in a straightforward 

way: active learner participation in the formation of the rule supports stronger achievement in 

grammar. 

One useful aspect of Abdukarimova and Zubaydova (2021) is that their sample covered 

two different educational levels, and the advantage of inductive teaching remained visible in 

both. The effect, therefore, does not seem tied to one specific age group, which reduces the risk 

of reading the result as a local outcome. For the present thesis this reinforces the case for asking 
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the sixth-grade students at Ciudad de Ibarra to identify patterns, compare examples and derive 

rules through guided analysis, rather than saving that kind of work for older students. 

Rauf et al. (2023) examined the effectiveness of deductive and inductive grammar 

teaching with eighty undergraduate students using a pretest–posttest experimental design. The 

target structures were tenses and modal verbs; on the posttest, the inductive group outperformed 

the deductive one. The authors concluded that inductive instruction pushes the learner into more 

active engagement with the grammatical form and, as a consequence, produces stronger results. 

This is relevant here because it supports the idea that rule discovery brings deeper processing 

than rule transmission. 

The work of Rauf et al. (2023) points to a pattern that had already shown up in earlier 

studies: inductive instruction reveals its clearest advantage when the target structures require the 

learner to compare cases and infer the conditions of use exactly what happens with tenses and 

modal verbs. Their pretest–posttest design is close to the one used in the present thesis, which 

reinforces the choice of a quasi-experimental structure for measuring the effect of the two 

approaches on writing at sixth grade. 

Shirav and Nagai (2022)carried out a quasi-experimental study with Japanese vocational 

students to compare deductive and inductive instruction in the learning of the passive voice 

within communicative teaching. Both groups benefited from the process, but the inductive 

learning group performed much better in the recognition part of the test. However, the students 

preferred being taught using deductive methods as they were considered more familiar and 

predictable. The double effect is significant in regard to the fact that often the most efficient 

approach is not necessarily the most popular one. 

Obeidat and Alomari (2020) provide a further piece of evidence. In their sample, 

demographic variables such as gender, school type and year of study did not significantly affect 
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the posttest results the teaching approach did. Isolating the effect this way strengthens the reading 

of the present investigation, in which the comparison of deductive and inductive instruction is 

treated as the pedagogical variable of interest and other student characteristics are held constant 

across the two groups. 

Obeidat and Alomari (2020) add a further piece of evidence: in their sample, demographic 

variables such as gender, school type and year of study did not significantly affect the posttest 

results, while the teaching approach did. Isolating the effect this way strengthens the reading of 

the present investigation, where the comparison of deductive and inductive instruction is treated 

as the pedagogical variable of interest and other student characteristics are held constant across 

the two groups. 

At the same time, the state of the art also shows that deductive instruction remains 

prominent in actual classroom practice. (2021) documented a predominant use of deductive 

teaching among pre-service teachers working with young learners in online classrooms. What 

those teachers reported was not that the deductive method produced better results, but that it was 

easier to plan, easier to manage in class and easier to keep under control. This gap between what 

the literature recommends and what teachers actually do is worth naming it is one of the reasons 

any proposal for sixth grade needs to be practical enough to fit real teaching conditions and not 

only sound in theory. 

In Ecuador, the most directly related recent contribution is that of Pereira and Guevara 

(2025) who examined the role of grammar instruction in improving accuracy and fluency in EFL. 

The study that was done with undergraduate learners found that teaching grammar in a way and 

having them practice communicating helped them get better at using grammar correctly and 

writing more easily. This study did not directly look at which method's better teaching grammar 

rules first or figuring them out from examples but it did show that grammar is very important for 
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being able to use language well in Ecuador. This is very important to know because Ecuadorian 

students are still having trouble with skills like writing and speaking. The Ecuadorian students 

need to improve their writing and speaking skills. This study shows that grammar is a key part of 

that. The study with learners in Ecuador found that grammar is essential for good language 

performance especially, for writing and speaking in the Ecuadorian context. 

Conza and Celi (2023) explored Ecuadorian university learners’ perceptions of Data-

Driven Learning as a discovery-oriented approach to grammar learning. Through a range of 

methods, such as questionnaires, reflection logs, and interviews, it was shown that the main way 

students saw grammar patterns was through discovering using DDL (Data-Driven Learning). 

Along with this finding, the authors also reported that learners tended to show preference for 

inductively orientated, but some encountered difficulties in using corpus tools for technical 

reasons. This study is relevant because it has shown that Ecuadorian learners can respond well to 

Grammar Discovery when there is adequate mediation of instruction.  

Pereira and Guevara (2025) explored the effect of using haiku composition tasks on the 

development of academic writing skills of graduate students in Ecuador’s TEFL programs. Using 

a mixed-methods approach, the authors found that after six weeks of the task, the students wrote 

at least one incrementally improved piece of writing over time, with improvements made in 

organization, vocabulary use, grammatical competence and overall writing ability. While this 

study does not make direct comparisons between deductive and inductive grammar instruction, it 

is highly relevant since the authors have confirmed that writing can grow from effective 

pedagogical intervention. This is very important to support the current thesis, since writing is the 

dependent variable. 

 Another Ecuadorian contribution is provided by Zambrano (2020) whose analytical 

synthesis of seventeen empirical studies concluded that no single grammar teaching method can 
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be considered universally superior. Based on the author, the effectiveness of any approach 

depends on contextual appropriateness, learner factors, and objectives of instruction. It is 

important that this finding has particular significance since it adds another consideration into 

existing literature that despite better performance of one method in a given context, such findings 

cannot be indiscriminately applied to other situations. In the current case, this is important since it 

provides grounds for local empirical evidence. 

This study presents the effectiveness of inductive grammar instruction for teaching 

English grammar in Ecuador. The study is based on the model of the grammar rules and the 

context of the study. Besides the inductive approach's advantage of enhancing student-teacher 

rapport, the inductive instruction is widely accepted due to the context of the subject. This study 

will be guided by the evidence of Rauf et al. (2023) who concluded that the inductive approach 

led to better results in students. In their efforts, the authors discovered that students had better 

academic results in the learning and understanding of grammar from their grammar tests due to 

the increase in the strategy used. Therefore, the current study posits that despite the shortcomings 

of the current-generation approach, it is better than the traditional method as put forth by the 

authors. 

Similarly, grammar instruction in writing remained a multidimensional aspect that should 

not be solely handled but with others including the proper structure, general organization, the 

expression of ideas, evidence of quality vocabulary and sentence variety, and of course, avoiding 

first-language interference (Zambrano, 2020). Consequently, there was a need to identify the 

instructional conditions governing writing among the students and implement the changes that 

would ensure the multidimensional writing problems were addressed. The journey of writing 

began with the identification of the problems by students, whether certified or they had a 

background of poor language use. 



21 

Most high school students as affirmed by Zambrano-Tenesaca and Argudo-Serrano were 

found to write due to their need to conform to the pedagogical policy of writing. The issues 

identified above constitute to be among the main factors determining the effectiveness of the 

inductive grammar instruction. Consequently, it is important to note that while the inductive 

grammar instruction is effective, it does meet a number of shortcomings such as the high 

expectations of outcomes and generalization, rigidity, time-consuming and replication challenges. 

However, the challenges experienced with the method should not overshadow its importance and 

effectiveness in teaching grammar as a traditional method such as the deductive approach despite 

its superiority over the literacy instruction. Just as the approach was developed to handle a 

particular reason, there are various factors that should be put into consideration while 

implementing the method such as classroom practicality, effectiveness of instruction, learner age 

and positionality to the subject of instruction, pedagogical context, and students' unique interest. 

Research investigating the effectiveness of differing instructional methods employed to 

teach grammar has been a fertile area of research since the late 20th century. However, in critical 

studies, it has been noted that there have been more studies on grammar tests than on how 

grammar instruction influences student writing, a point underscoring the importance of our study. 

It has also been noted that the focus of research has been on secondary students with little 

attention paid to understanding how grammar is taught in the early stages of English language 

acquisition, a gap which this study fills by concentrating on upper-primary learners in a Latin 

American country.  

Additionally, research which has been carried out in Ecuador using quasi-experimental 

methodologies are very few in number, and have tended to concentrate on the effect of teaching 

strategies on vocabulary or speaking. In addition, current literature fails to take into account the 

difference between grammar versus writing proficiency to prove that emphases on grammar 
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instruction based on test scores do not lead to improved writing scores; our study will 

demonstrate that deductive grammar instruction can improve writing scores at the early stages of 

learning English because it results in higher test scores. 

The gap in the latest literature this study intends to cover is the need for evidence 

collected in a local school-based setting to understand how the methods are employed to teach 

grammar in the classroom. Another important and relevant aspect drawn from current literature is 

that writing has been noted as being a weak skill in Ecuadorian English education.  

Since this is the first experimental research study of an inexperienced graduate student, 

foundational research was completed on the effectiveness of deductive versus inductive methods 

of grammar instruction, and a well-established theory on how to impart grammar instruction was 

developed. Thereafter, experimental and test data were collected to make original contributions to 

the body of knowledge and understanding of second language teaching as it applies to the 

Ecuadorian context, and to provide practical evidence to support classroom practice and 

pedagogy. The well-established rules of the research study established the need to obtain both 

qualitative and quantitative data simultaneously during the research period. The following 

sections explain how data were collected, synthesized, coded, and analyzed to arrive at 

meaningful deductions on the topic. 

Two of the research questions fall into the quantitative category: 

- What is the improvement in writing proficiency in conclusion-heavy essays by 

participants from the experimental group when deductive instructions in conjunction with 

inductive instructions are implemented? 

- What is the improvement of writing proficiency in conclusion-heavy essays by 

participants from the control group when inductive instructions only are implemented? 

  



23 

CAPÍTULO II: MATERIALES Y MÉTODOS 

2.1 Type of Research  

A mixed-methods approach with a quasi-experimental structure was used for this study 

because both quantity (writing performance) and quality (students’ perceptions in the classrooms) 

of data were analyzed through the combined use of quantitative and qualitative methods. A mixed 

method research design provides an overall greater understanding of the educational phenomena 

(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The use of a quasi-experimental design was considered ideal 

since students were assigned to intact groups without random assignment, which offered an 

opportunity to assess instructional effects in typical, everyday classroom situations (Cohen et al., 

2018). 

2.2 Methods, Techniques and Instruments  

For this quantitative study, a structured classroom observation guide, a student perception 

questionnaire, and semi-structured interviews with school administrators were used for the 

assessment of grammatical accuracy, coherence, and the organization of student writing. A 

structured classroom observational guide and a student questionnaire about perceptions were used 

to collect qualitative data. The writing tasks aligned with existing curricula, and rubric scoring 

increases the reliability of such assessments for language (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2019). 

2.3 Research questions and hypotheses 

2.3.1 Hypothesis 

H1: There is an important difference between deductive and inductive grammar teaching 

approaches in the writing development of 6th grade EFL students at U.E. Ciudad de Ibarra.  

H0: There is no significant difference between deductive and inductive grammar teaching 

approaches in the writing development of 6th grade EFL students at U.E. Ciudad de Ibarra.  
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2.3.2 General Question 

How do deductive and inductive grammar teaching approaches influence writing 

development in EFL classrooms in 6th Grade at UE Ciudad de Ibarra?  

2.3.3 Specific Research Questions:  

➢ How can deductive and inductive grammar teaching approaches and their relation to 

writing development in EFL classrooms be described?  

➢ What are the actual difficulties students encounter in grammar and writing in the L2 

class?  

➢ How can research-based strategies on the most effective deductive and inductive grammar 

teaching approach be applied to improve students’ writing skills? 

2.4 Variable Operationalization Matrix 

Table 1 

Variable Operationalization Matrix 

Variable Dimensions Indicators 

Independent Variable: 

Grammar Teaching 

Approach 

Instructional sequence 

Order of rule–example 

presentation 

Progression from explicit 

explanation to practice 

Rule presentation 

Explicit rule explanation 

Guided discovery tasks 

Learner inference 

opportunities 

Practice type 

Controlled exercises 

Contextualized activities 

Communicative production 

tasks 

Dependent Variable: 

Writing Skills Development 

Grammatical accuracy Error frequency 

Textual coherence 
Logical sentence 

connection 

Lexical appropriacy 
Appropriate vocabulary 

selection 
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Organizational structure Paragraph structuring 

 

2.5 Participants 

The participants of this study were all sixth graders who were enrolled in an EFL class at 

the Unidad Educativa Ciudad De Ibarra for the 2024–2025 academic year. The two groups of 

students were selected using a non-probabilistic intact group sampling strategy consisting of two 

existing classroom groups who were assigned as either the experimental or comparison group. 

Using non-random sampling methods occurs frequently within school quasi-experimental 

research (Cohen et al., 2018). Therefore, the participants had been exposed to the same 

curriculum, had an equal distribution of age (10–11 years old), and had been enrolled in an EFL 

class 

2.6 Procedure and Data Analysis 

The study was carried out in three phases. To start with, the classroom observation tool 

was utilized in regular English lessons to document the real process of grammar teaching, making 

differences between lessons that adopted deductive methods and those that applied an inductive 

approach. Next, the questionnaire was distributed among the two sixth-grade classrooms to 

obtain information about students’ thoughts on the best possible way of teaching and learning 

grammar rules. Finally, semi-structured interviews were performed with the school 

administrators in order to add to the classroom findings the viewpoint from the school authorities. 

Quantitative data from the questionnaire were processed through descriptive statistics 

(frequencies and percentages) and displayed in tables and figures to identify patterns of 

preference and difficulty. Qualitative data from observations and interviews were examined 

through thematic analysis, coding recurrent categories and triangulating them with the survey 

results. Ethical considerations included informed consent from parents, verbal assent from the 
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students, confidentiality of responses, and institutional authorization from the school (Cohen et 

al., 2018).  
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CHAPTER 3: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This section is focused on the outcomes that have been obtained during the questionnaire 

survey among students of Grade 6 from UE Ciudad de Ibarra, and how they perceive grammar 

classes taught through deductive or inductive approaches. In terms of analysis of their answers to 

the questions, some tendencies can be found related to their preference for the explicit 

presentation of rules, learning through actions, or the combination of structures with pictures. 

Analysis is not limited to numbers; rather, previous research and theoretical framework are 

considered. Therefore, perspectives of learners in terms of grammar teaching are highlighted. 

3.1. Survey Analysis  

3.1.1 I understand grammar rules better when the teacher explains them first 

Table 2 

I understand grammar rules better when the teacher explains them first 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 5 8.1 % 

Disagree 1 1.6 % 

Neutral 5 8.1 % 

Agree 11 17.7 % 

Strongly Agree 40 64.5 % 

Total 62 100 % 

Note. Responses were coded using a five‑point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to 

Strongly Agree. Percentages are calculated based on the total number of participants (N = 62). 

 

Figure 1 

I understand grammar rules better when the teacher explains them first 
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Table 1 shows that most of the group backs a teaching sequence in which the rule comes 

before the practice. When the lesson opens with the explanation, 64.5% report that their 

understanding improves considerably. Disapproval is rare barely more than one student out of ten 

resists this format. A smaller portion agrees without much conviction, and its weight is clearly 

below that of the students who strongly agree. A few remain in the middle, without a clear 

position for or against. Despite this range, teacher guidance appears to carry a strong weight at 

this age. 

This preference is aligned with what earlier studies had found. Abdukarimova and 

Zubaydova in 2021 said that when teachers explain the rule clearly students feel less confused 

when they meet a grammar structure. Obeidat and Alomari in 2020 found that Jordanian 

university students did better on tests when they were taught using instruction. In a study to the 

Ecuadorian situation Benítez-Correa and others, in 2019 saw that Ecuadorian teenagers improved 

more quickly in using grammar correctly when the deductive method was used. Read against this 

background, the response of the sixth-graders at Ciudad de Ibarra falls in line: at the initial stages 

of learning English as a foreign language, structured input helps the students consolidate 

accuracy before being asked to operate more autonomously. 

4%

1% 4%

9%

32%

50%

Strongly Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly Agree Total
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Table 3 

I like discovering grammar rules by examples and practice 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 3 4.8 % 

Disagree 0 0 % 

Neutral 5 8.1 % 

Agree 26 41.9 % 

Strongly Agree 28 45.2 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

Note. Items were measured on a five‑point Likert scale. The absence of responses in the Disagree 

category indicates minimal resistance to inductive learning strategies. 

Figure 2 

I like discovering grammar rules by examples and practice 

 

Most of the group finds discovering the pattern on their own an attractive way to work. 

When they are given examples and exercises, close to nine out of ten students 87.1% to be exact 

see value in uncovering the grammatical structure without being told the rule first. Resistance is 

minimal: under five percent firmly rejected this method, and no one placed themselves in simple 

disagreement. Some hesitation is present in the remaining minority; around 8% stayed neutral, 
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likely because this way of working is not yet familiar. Starting the lesson from practice tends to 

spark more interest than starting from the theory. Read together with items 3.1.4 and 3.1.7, the 

picture is of a class that responds well to entering the content through hands-on work. 

This inclination toward entering the rule through practice matches what the literature 

already reports. Badpa (2024) documented deeper engagement in young Iranian learners once 

grammar was reached through experience rather than delivered as a finished rule, and 

Altakhaineh et al. (2025) found that Jordanian fourth-graders grasped English demonstratives 

better when they were guided to spot the pattern by themselves. In Ecuador, Conza-Armijos and 

Celi-Celi (2023) reported that university learners preferred working through authentic samples 

before formulating conclusions, an orientation later associated with stronger analytical autonomy. 

The way the sixth-graders at Ciudad de Ibarra responded fits the same line of evidence: for this 

age group, meaning built out of concrete cases keeps interest going better than the rule delivered 

as an abstraction. 

3.1.2 Grammar lessons are clearer when the teacher gives rules and examples 

Table 4 

Grammar lessons are clearer when the teacher gives rules and examples 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree 1 1.6 % 

Disagree 0 0 % 

Neutral 6 9.7 % 

Agree 25 40.3 % 

Strongly Agree 30 48.4 % 

Total 62 100 % 
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Note. Percentages reflect the distribution of student perceptions regarding the clarity of grammar 

lessons when rules are accompanied by examples. The high proportion of Agree and Strongly 

Agree responses highlights the effectiveness of combining deductive and inductive elements. 

Figure 3 

Grammar lessons are clearer when the teacher gives rules and examples 

 

The distribution of answers leans toward combining the two methods. Around 90% of the 

group those who agreed or strongly agreed find grammar easier to grasp when the teacher 

explains the rule and then works with examples. Only one student expressed strong disagreement, 

so resistance is practically absent. Neutral responses reach 9.7%, which points to a small 

subgroup that does not see a clear gain from adding the examples to the explanation. Clarity gains 

the most when structured guidance meets an actual use of the language. 

The reported clarity gain here is consistent with Ní Dhiorbháin’s (2023) argument that 

explicit guidance and learner independence are not mutually exclusive and that an explicit-

inductive design keeps students cognitively active while providing them with a stated rule to 

work with.  

Anniejemijonafer and Premraj (2024) found the same in descriptive writing; a mix of 

rule-led an example-led exposure led to better performance than either route alone. In Ecuador 
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too, Benítez-Correa et al. (2019) found that understanding was improved when the two strategies 

were combined rather than separated. In sixth grade in Ciudad de Ibarra, the same combination is 

not a theoretical ideal but the setup the students find to be the clearest 

3.1.3 I feel more motivated when grammar rules are discovered in activities. 

Table 5 

I feel more motivated when grammar rules are discovered in activities. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree / Totalmente en desacuerdo 2 3.23 % 

Disagree / En desacuerdo 2 3.23 % 

Neutral / Neutral 1 1.61 % 

Agree / De acuerdo 23 37.10 % 

Strongly Agree / Totalmente de acuerdo 34 54.84 % 

SUMA 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 4 

I feel more motivated when grammar rules are discovered in activities.
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The item on motivation during discovery activities produced a clear pattern in favor of inductive 

work. Slightly over half of the students chose strongly agree, and another portion representing 

54.84% marked strongly agree, and 37.10% agreed, so 91.94% of the group reported 

feeling more motivated when the rules emerge from an activity instead of being handed to them 

at the start. Only four students (6.46%) placed themselves on the disagree side, and a single 

student stayed neutral. The neutral rate being the lowest of the whole item is worth noting, 

because it means the class had a formed opinion rather than a distracted one. In practical terms, 

when a lesson at UE Ciudad de Ibarra opens with a discovery task instead of a rule, the teacher 

can count on most of the class arriving with willingness to work. 

3.1.4 I feel confused when grammar rules are not explained directly. 

Table 6 

I feel confused when grammar rules are not explained directly. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree / Totalmente en desacuerdo 7 11.29 % 

Disagree / En desacuerdo 5 8.06 % 

Neutral / Neutral 3 4.84 % 

Agree / De acuerdo 26 41.94 % 

Strongly Agree / Totalmente de acuerdo 21 33.87 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 5 

I feel confused when grammar rules are not explained directly. 
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The results for this item show that discovery, on its own, is not enough for a good portion 

of the group. Confusion when the rule is not made explicit was reported by 41.94% of students 

who agreed and 33.87% who strongly agreed, so three out of four sixth-graders admit that a 

lesson without a clear explanation leaves them lost at some point. The neutral option was the least 

chosen (4.84%), which again indicates that opinions on this are firm rather than diffuse.  

Read together with the previous item, the picture that emerges is not a preference for one 

method over the other but a demand for both: students want the discovery phase and the explicit 

rule, and they notice the absence of either. For lesson planning this means that pure inductive 

sequences, without a moment of consolidation where the rule is stated, are likely to leave part of 

the group behind. 

3.1.5 Working with examples helps me understand grammar better. 

Table 7 

Working with examples helps me understand grammar better. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Always / Siempre 29 46.77 % 
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Often / A menudo 11 17.74 % 

Sometimes / A veces 14 22.58 % 

Rarely / Rara vez 6 9.68 % 

Never / Nunca 2 3.23 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 6 

Working with examples helps me understand grammar better. 

 

Almost half of the class (46.77%) chose always for the item on whether working with 

examples helps them understand grammar, and if often (17.74%) and sometimes (22.58%) are 

added, 87.09% of students report that examples help them at least some of the time. Only two 

students (3.23%) chose never. This is consistent with what the previous two items already 

suggested: examples are not perceived as a decorative resource but as part of how the rule 

becomes usable. The takeaway for the sixth-grade classroom is straightforward a grammar lesson 

without a contextualized example is a lesson the group will struggle with, regardless of whether 

the rule is presented first or discovered. 
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3.1.6 I prefer grammar exercises after the teacher explains the rule 

Table 8 

I prefer grammar exercises after the teacher explains the rule. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree / Totalmente en desacuerdo 3 4.84 % 

Disagree / En desacuerdo 5 8.06 % 

Neutral / Neutral 6 9.68 % 

Agree / De acuerdo 19 30.65 % 

Strongly Agree / Totalmente de acuerdo 29 46.77 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 7 

I prefer grammar exercises after the teacher explains the rule. 

 

The item on preferring to do exercises after the teacher has explained the rule confirms 

the pull toward deductive sequencing that already appeared in item 3.1.1. Strongly agree was 
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chosen by 46.77% of students and agree by 30.65%, giving 77.42% of the group in favor of a 

rule-first order of work. 

Only three students (4.84%) strongly disagreed. Read alongside item 3.1.2, where 

discovery activities also received high approval, the two results do not cancel each other out: the 

group values both, but when asked specifically about the moment of doing exercises, it prefers to 

have the rule already on the table. This suggests a practical rule for planning inductive work fits 

well earlier in the sequence, while structured practice is where students want the deductive 

scaffold in place. 

3.1.7 I remember grammar rules better when I practice before explanations. 

Table 9 

I remember grammar rules better when I practice before explanations. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree / Totalmente en desacuerdo 8 12.90 % 

Disagree / En desacuerdo 6 9.68 %  

Neutral / Neutral 10 16.13 % 

Agree / De acuerdo 19 30.65 % 

Strongly Agree / Totalmente de acuerdo 19 30.65 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 8 

I remember grammar rules better when I practice before explanations. 
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The results for this item are more divided than in the previous ones. Agree and strongly 

agree tied at 30.65% each, so 61.30% of the group thinks they remember grammar better when 

they practice before the rule is explained; the remaining 38.70% split between neutral (16.13%), 

disagree (9.68%) and strongly disagree (12.90%). The higher rate of neutral and disagree 

responses here compared with items 3.1.4 or 3.1.5 is consistent with what the classroom 

observation later showed: not all sixth-graders are equally comfortable operating without an 

explicit anchor, and about a third of the group prefers to see the rule before touching the 

exercises. 

3.1.8 Grammar classes are interesting when I find the rule by myself. 

Table 10 

Grammar classes are interesting when I find the rule by myself. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Strongly Disagree / Totalmente en desacuerdo 7 11.29 % 

Disagree / En desacuerdo 3 4.84 % 
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Neutral / Neutral 6 9.68 % 

Agree / De acuerdo 23 37.10 % 

Strongly Agree / Totalmente de acuerdo 23 37.10 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 9 

Grammar classes are interesting when I find the rule by myself. 

 

Agree and strongly agree again tied, this time at 37.10% each, so 74.20% of students 

consider grammar classes more interesting when they arrive at the rule themselves. Disagreement 

was low (4.84% disagree and 11.29% strongly disagree), and 9.68% remained neutral. The 

relatively higher strongly disagree rate compared to items 3.1.1 or 3.1.4 is worth reading 

carefully: a small subgroup of students clearly experiences the discovery task as an obstacle 

rather than as an invitation, and that subgroup is the one that most needs the deductive scaffold to 

be visible in the same lesson. 
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3.1.9 I feel confident using grammar after clear explanations. 

Table 11 

I feel confident using grammar after clear explanations. 

Response Category Frequency Percentage 

Always / Siempre 34 54.84 % 

Often / A menudo 8 12.90 % 

Sometimes / A veces 12 19.35 % 

Rarely / Rara vez 4 6.45 % 

Never / Nunca 4 6.45 % 

Total 62 100.00 % 

 

Figure 10 

I feel confident using grammar after clear explanations. 

 

Slightly over half of the students (54.84%) chose always for the item on feeling confident 

with grammar after a clear explanation, and 12.90% chose often, so two thirds of the group tie 
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their sense of security in the language directly to the moment when the teacher makes the rule 

explicit. The rarely and never categories collected four students each (6.45% each), giving 

12.90% of the class that does not derive confidence from explanation alone a proportion that 

matches, almost exactly, the strongly disagree rate on item 3.1.7. Considered together, the two 

items point to the same subgroup: some students gain security from the explanation, others do 

not, and a well-designed lesson should offer both routes to the rule so that the class is not sorted 

into confident and lost by the method itself. 

3.2. Observation Analysis  

Table 12 

Observation 4A Group  

Item Description Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

1 Teacher explains grammar rules 

directly (deductive approach) 

x     

2 Teacher uses examples first to guide 

students to discover rules (inductive 

approach) 

x     

3 Students actively participate in 

deductive grammar activities  

 x    

4 Students actively participate in 

inductive grammar activities  

 x    

5 Students show motivation when 

discovering grammar rules  

 x    
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6 Teacher provides clear instructions 

for grammar exercises  

 x    

7 Students collaborate during grammar 

activities  

  x   

8 Grammar games or group tasks are 

used to reinforce rules  

  x   

9  Students demonstrate confidence 

when applying grammar rules  

  x   

10 Classroom environment reflects 

engagement and effective grammar 

learning  

  x   

 

In the sessions observed in 4A, the teacher presented the grammar rules directly most of 

the time, which shows how firmly the deductive approach dominates the class. On occasion the 

students were left to work things out for themselves, but these moments were the exception rather 

than the rule. Both types of activity had participation, but the level of enthusiasm was clearly 

higher during the discovery segments the students seemed to enjoy that piecing-together quality, 

as if they were solving small puzzles. Instructions from the teacher were most of the time clear 

enough for the whole class to understand what had to be done.  

What did not appear often was collaborative work. Group tasks were scarce in this class, 

which reduced the chances of learning from a classmate's voice. Grammar games showed up now 

and then, but not systematically, and this took away a natural way of making repetition less tiring. 

Confidence in using the correct form was not steady either; it appeared and disappeared across 
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sessions, and participation followed the same rhythm. Even when the teacher's explanations made 

the concept click quickly, the energy of the group dropped in the places where movement and 

shared thinking might have kept it alive. Looking at the class as a whole, two paths seem to pull 

in opposite directions: one arrives quickly at the answer, the other takes longer but grows deeper 

roots. In short lessons the first wins on time; over the weeks the second is what actually builds 

lasting language. 

Table 13 

Analysis 4C Group  

Item Description Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

1 Teacher explains grammar rules 

directly (deductive approach) 

x     

2 Teacher uses examples first to guide 

students to discover rules (inductive 

approach) 

 x    

3 Students actively participate in 

deductive grammar activities  

 x    

4 Students actively participate in 

inductive grammar activities  

  x   

5 Students show motivation when 

discovering grammar rules  

  x   

6 Teacher provides clear instructions 

for grammar exercises  

  x   
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7 Students collaborate during grammar 

activities  

  x   

8 Grammar games or group tasks are 

used to reinforce rules  

   x  

9  Students demonstrate confidence 

when applying grammar rules  

  x   

10 Classroom environment reflects 

engagement and effective grammar 

learning  

 x    

 

The grammar classes observed in 4C give good room for clarifying rules but leave very 

little space for the students to discover them on their own. The teacher tends to state everything 

directly rather than opening a path for the class to reach the rule through examples. During 

teacher-led work the students take part without difficulty, but as soon as the task shifts to an 

exploratory format both participation and visible interest go down.  

Participation is higher during the structured activities, whereas the number of students 

who join team tasks or show curiosity in front of an open-ended grammar activity is very low. 

Most instructions from the teacher are understood by the class, but the clarity of those 

instructions is not uniform: some tasks come with a precise brief, others leave the students unsure 

of what exactly has to be produced.  

The absence of games and collaborative projects also makes it harder for the students to 

learn through experience or simply to enjoy the class. Confidence in applying grammar appears 

occasionally and matches the level of participation the same students show in general classroom 
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activities, which suggests a link between lessons that are clear in their presentation but low in 

dynamic interaction between teacher and students. 

Beyond delivering accurate grammar content, adding group projects, discovery activities 

or short challenges would very likely raise the energy of the room. Learning tends to settle in 

more easily and to remain longer when the student engages physically with the material instead 

of only listening to an explanation from the front. If teachers moved in the direction of exploring 

the content with the class rather than transmitting it, students would gain not only skills through 

the tasks completed but also the confidence that grows out of the process. 

Table 14 

Analysis 4B Group  

Item Description Always Often Sometimes Rarely Never 

1 Teacher explains grammar rules 

directly (deductive approach) 

x     

2 Teacher uses examples first to guide 

students to discover rules (inductive 

approach) 

  x   

3 Students actively participate in 

deductive grammar activities  

  x   

4 Students actively participate in 

inductive grammar activities  

 x    

5 Students show motivation when 

discovering grammar rules  

 x    
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6 Teacher provides clear instructions 

for grammar exercises  

x     

7 Students collaborate during grammar 

activities  

 x    

8 Grammar games or group tasks are 

used to reinforce rules  

  x   

9  Students demonstrate confidence 

when applying grammar rules  

 x    

10 Classroom environment reflects 

engagement and effective grammar 

learning  

  x   

 

In 4B, the sessions were built around lessons where the rule came first and was explained 

directly by the teacher, with exercises immediately after and step-by-step directions that left little 

room for confusion. From time to time the students tried to figure out patterns on their own and 

showed interest whenever they identified a rule themselves, but these moments never became a 

steady part of the class rhythm. Even when opportunities to work from examples were opened, 

participation in the inductive part came only occasionally; the teacher-led explanation kept the 

class clear on the content, though attention did wander between one explanation and the next.  

Now and then the students teamed up, played short grammar games or worked on a 

shared assignment, but this kind of activity remained infrequent. As a result, learning rarely 

happened through teamwork or through the lighter register of a game. Confidence in using the 

rules showed up occasionally and tracked the same level of engagement the students had in the 
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class in general, which points to lessons that are well organized but miss the livelier touches that 

help ideas settle. Instruction in 4B was clear and steady; the space where the class could grow is 

precisely where discovery activities meet pair and small-group work. Grammar stops feeling like 

a routine when talking becomes shared, effort gets woven into doing, and understanding builds 

through interaction. 

3.3. Interviews Analysis  

Across the three interviews with the Vice Rector, the English Coordinator and the 

classroom teacher, a common view of sixth-grade grammar teaching takes shape. All three 

consider that the current instruction meets the basic standard but that the methodology needs 

refinement, in particular in the way deductive and inductive teaching are combined. Each speaker 

enters the topic from a different place. The Vice Rector talks in terms of institutional policy and 

the need for pedagogical updating. The Coordinator focuses on what is available in practice how 

many teachers are trained for what, and how resources reach the classroom. The Teacher speaks 

from what happens every week: how the students respond to a discovery activity, when the group 

loses attention, when they gain it back. 

The three interviewees value both routes rule first with practice afterwards, and examples 

first with rule discovery. They also agree that combining them in the same lesson takes deliberate 

planning; it does not happen by improvisation. Deductive teaching gives clarity and structure; 

inductive work brings engagement and deeper understanding. On the ground, the interviews show 

that the students respond well to inductive tasks such as looking at examples and inferring the 

rule, but the teachers also underline the role of the deductive explanation for accuracy and for 

reinforcing what has just been discovered. 

Table 15 

Thematic Analysis Table: Deductive vs. Inductive Grammar Teaching 



48 

Theme / Code Vice Rector 

(Institutional Vision) 

Coordinator 

(Managerial View) 

Teacher (Classroom 

View) 

Quality of 

Teaching – 

Indicators 

Teaching quality is 

acceptable but needs 

methodological 

innovation. 

Points to the need for 

a balanced use of the 

two approaches in the 

same lesson. 

Reports higher 

motivation when 

students reach the 

rule through 

discovery. 

Institutional 

Policies – 

Grammar 

Approach 

Institutional policy 

backs updated 

methodologies and 

continuous teacher 

training. 

Supports combining 

inductive work with 

the clarity of a 

deductive 

explanation. 

Insists on grammar 

tasks calibrated to the 

sixth-grade age 

group. 

Teacher Support – 

Deductive & 

Inductive Methods 

Allocates resources for 

methodological training. 

Runs workshops 

focused on grammar 

pedagogy. 

In class, uses 

examples, guided 

discovery and rule 

explanation together. 

Expected Impact of 

Approaches 

Expects gains in 

comprehension and 

communicative 

competence. 

Sees the balance 

between approaches 

as a way to raise 

participation and 

accuracy. 

Notes that students 

gain confidence when 

they arrive at the rule 

themselves. 
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Student & 

Community 

Participation 

Encourages projects and 

contests where grammar 

is used in context. 

Encourages 

interactive work with 

grammar in the 

classroom. 

Reports positive 

student response to 

inductive tasks such 

as games, charts and 

dialogues. 

Teacher Training – 

Grammar 

Pedagogy 

Sees continuous training 

as a condition for 

teaching grammar well. 

Prioritizes the 

development of 

methodological skills. 

Recommends 

practical classroom 

strategies that 

combine the two 

approaches. 

Challenges in 

Implementation 

Limited access to 

methodological 

resources. 

Difficulty allocating 

class time between 

the two types of 

tasks. 

Main challenge in the 

classroom: adapting 

inductive tasks to the 

proficiency level of 

sixth-graders. 

 

The three viewpoints meet at the same concern: grammar teaching needs to change, and 

the change has to come from a real combination of the two approaches. For the Vice Rector this 

is an institutional matter tied to policy and training. For the Coordinator it is a practical matter of 

blending methods within the time and the resources that already exist. For the Teacher it is a 

matter of student motivation and of how each approach lands emotionally in the room. 

Beyond that, the three interviews also share one further conclusion: deductive teaching 

and inductive teaching complete each other. The first trains the student to work with accuracy 
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and structure. The second builds interest and learning independence. The point where the 

department can grow is precisely at the intersection blending both aspects to strengthen the sixth-

grade student's grasp of grammar and use of the language. 

3.4. Triangulation of Results  

The survey brought two trends to the surface at the same time. The larger portion of the 

group considers that they learn better when the teacher explains the rule first, and a portion 

almost as large reports being more interested when patterns are uncovered through practice 

before any explanation is given. When students are given concrete examples of the grammatical 

point, understanding also improves. What comes out of these three signals is not a preference for 

one style over the other; it is a case for combining them. The first brings order to the class, the 

second brings engagement and neither reaches a level of preference high enough to displace the 

other. 

The classroom observations line up with what the survey suggested. In the three groups 

the lessons were mostly deductive: the teacher stated the rule and then set up the practice. 

Whenever a moment of inductive work was introduced, however, students became visibly more 

attentive; they leaned into the task, offered guesses, and compared their answers with the 

classmate next to them. Participation level has remained steady during deductive segments, but 

level of attention increased in the discovery parts. Energy of the room also changed, even if it did 

so only subtly. There was not much collaborative work to observe in the three observations; what 

was going on was limited and did not create conditions for real interaction. The conclusion that 

can be drawn is clear: rule-first teaching means quicker understanding, while pattern discovery 

equals better engagement, but latter occurs too seldom to matter. 

The interviews with the Vice Rector, the English Coordinator and the classroom teacher 

add a layer that neither the tests nor the observation could show on their own. Policy shapes a 
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large part of what happens in class, but daily practice tells a slightly different story. From the 

Vice Rector's side, the emphasis was on updating methods and keeping teacher training active. 

The Coordinator's answers stayed closer to practical constraints time available, materials, how to 

distribute both across the sessions. The teacher, speaking from inside the classroom, kept coming 

back to the same observation: the energy in the room increases when students work the pattern 

out for themselves, although the same discovery task also slowed down some students who need 

a clearer scaffold.  

A middle ground emerges, with none of the three voices describing it as such. Structure 

supports freedom, not the opposite, and balance in this sense is less a theoretical statement than a 

weekly adjustment. Neither approach works well alone at sixth grade. The combination is the 

way the room is arranged. 

Read together, the surveys, the observations and the interviews point in the same 

direction. Deductive teaching brings order and assurance because it gives the student something 

clear to hold onto; inductive teaching brings attention and effort because it asks the student to do 

something with the language. Students, teachers and the school authorities all recognize this 

balance, and each preference softens once the joint value is on the table. The difficulty is 

practical rather than conceptual: distributing hours, choosing materials, planning so the lesson 

does not stop at the rule. Learning gains depth when it moves through exploration, shared tasks 

and use in real situations. In sixth grade at Ciudad de Ibarra, the combination of the two styles is 

what allows both understanding and usable language skill to grow at the same pace. 

  



52 

CHAPTER IV 

PROPOSAL 

4.1 Proposal title 

A Deductive Inductive Guide for Teaching English Grammar in 6th Grade at Unidad Educativa 

Ciudad de Ibarra. 

4.2 Objectives 

4.2.1 General Objective 

To strengthen English grammar learning and writing development in sixth-grade students 

at Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra through the design and implementation of a didactic guide 

that integrates deductive and inductive grammar teaching approaches. 

4.2.2 Specific Objectives 

To design a didactic guide with structured lessons that combine deductive and inductive 

strategies to teach English grammar in a context-rich and age-appropriate way for sixth-grade EFL 

students. 

To implement the Grammar Quest guide with sixth-grade students at Unidad Educativa 

Ciudad de Ibarra in order to observe its impact on grammar acquisition and writing performance. 

4.3 Introduction 

Few areas of EFL teaching stay as debated as grammar, and the debate becomes sharper at 

basic education, when children begin to work with the structures, they will later need for writing 

and speaking. At sixth grade the way the teacher opens the topic already conditions what the student 

can later do with it. If the rule arrives first and stays clear, students gain a stable reference point; if 

the class starts from examples and asks them to notice the pattern, they engage more and think 

harder about the form. Neither of the two routes wins on its own. What the recent evidence shows 

is that the sensible move is to combine them inside the same lesson. 
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Grammar Quest, the guide presented in this chapter, was built around that idea of 

combination. It has six units matched to the sixth-grade EFL curriculum, four lessons each, and 

every lesson follows the same path: the class first looks at short texts and tries to spot the pattern, 

then the teacher states the rule, and finally the students use it in a writing or speaking task. Along 

the way they read, underline structures, write paragraphs with clear sentence goals, do small group 

projects and give short presentations. The intention behind this design is straightforward. The 

diagnostic phase of the thesis showed that sixth-graders at Ciudad de Ibarra can recognize a rule 

but do not always transfer it to their writing. Presenting the same rule twice once as a discovery 

and then as an explicit statement before asking them to write with it, is the pedagogical move meant 

to close that gap. 

4.4 Justification 

Teaching English grammar in sixth grade at Ciudad de Ibarra is not simple. The teacher has 

to keep the students focused, keep them motivated, and the hardest part get them to actually use 

the rules when they write. The three instruments applied for this thesis pointed to the same problem 

from different angles. The survey with the students, the observation of the three sixth-grade groups 

(4A, 4B, 4C) and the interviews with the Vice Rector, the English Coordinator and the classroom 

teacher agreed on one thing: the children know the rule when asked in isolation, but the rule does 

not travel into their writing. That is the gap the guide addresses. The way it addresses the gap is 

not by choosing between deductive and inductive teaching but by using both in the same lesson, so 

noticing the pattern, stating the rule and using it become three steps of one sequence instead of two 

rival methods. 

Grammar Quest was designed to respond to exactly that need. Inside a single instructional 

structure, it combines explicit rule explanations, discovery tasks, group work and short writing 

projects. All the activities were calibrated to eleven- and twelve-year-old students brief, concrete, 
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with a visible outcome. The guide gives the teacher a tool that is practical, structured and reusable, 

and that follows the school curriculum. In doing so it aims to strengthen grammar teaching at the 

sixth-grade EFL classroom and, more generally, to help the students write better at basic education. 

The material can also be moved to other grades or other Ecuadorian schools with small adjustments; 

nothing in the design ties it exclusively to this institution. 
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Note on the Use of: Artificial Intelligence in This Proposal: It is hereby noted that the 

images illustrating the units and lessons of the Grammar Quest teaching guide presented in Chapter 

IV were generated using artificial intelligence tools, specifically ChatGPT (OpenAI, 2024), 

together with the graphic design platform Canva (Canva Pty Ltd, 2024), on the basis of descriptions 

(prompts) created by the author. These images serve a pedagogical function as visual aids to 

contextualize characters, scenes, and activities within the “linguistic detective” thematic thread and 

in no way constitute reproductions of third-party copyrighted material. The instructional design, 

the selection of grammatical structures, the activities, and the pedagogical sequencing are the 

original work of the author.  
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4.5 Impacts 

This research needs the analysis of three impacts. 

• Linguistic impact 

• Academic impact 

• Affective impact 

Also, it is necessary to know the numerical impact levels. 

Table 16 

Numerical impact levels 

-3 High negative impact 

-2 Medium negative impact 

-1 Low negative impact 

0 No impact 

1 Low positive impact 

2 Medium positive impact 

3 High positive impact 

Taken from: Posso (2013) 

Finally, it is important to show the formula to gather the final result. 

IL (Impact level) = ∑ / 5 = 3 

∑ = The results of each indicator are added. 

5 = Number of indicators included in the table. 

4.5.1 Linguistic impact 

Table 17 

Linguistic impact indicators 

Indicator Impact levels (-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 

3) 

a) Correct use of grammatical structures (verb to be, simple 

present, there is/are) in written production. 

3 
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b) Recognition of grammatical patterns through inductive 

discovery activities. 

3 

c) Application of explicit grammar rules in structured writing 

tasks. 

2 

d) Production of coherent multi-paragraph texts using target 

grammar. 

2 

e) Reduction of recurring grammatical errors (agreement, 

articles, plurals). 

3 

Total 13 

 

Linguistic impact level: 13 / 5 = 2.6 / 3 

Linguistic impact level: High positive impact. 

Analysis 

The linguistic dimension averaged 2.6 out of 3, which on the Posso (2013) scale 

corresponds to high positive impact. Three of the five indicators hit the top score and the two 

remaining ones scored 2. In other words, the sixth-grade group at Ciudad de Ibarra moved forward 

in every aspect of grammatical accuracy that could be observed, both during the lessons and in the 

final written products. 

Where the group progressed, most was in the use of the target structures. Verb to be, simple 

present and there is / there are appeared in the three main written products of the sequence the 

Autobiographical Narrative Profile, the School Guidebook Feature Article and the Routine Booklet 

and errors on these forms dropped noticeably from the first paragraph the students wrote to the last 

one. This is not the effect of drilling. Each structure had already been observed, inferred and 

practiced under control before the writing stage, so what the final paragraphs show is transfer of 

the rule, not mechanical recall. 

Pattern recognition through discovery also reached the maximum score. Activities such as 

Language Pattern Decoder, Inductive Formula Crafting and Spelling Machine asked the students 
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to work from grouped examples toward the rule, and in every unit the class produced a formulation 

close enough to the target that the teacher only had to refine wording rather than deliver the rule 

from scratch. This matters for what the student takes away from the lesson: since they have already 

put the rule into their own words, they retrieve it more easily when they write. 

The application of explicit rules in structured writing scored 2 and not 3. The reason is 

visible in class: part of the group identifies the rule during the inductive phase but still hesitates 

when the moment comes to use it alone in a paragraph. It is the same subgroup that in items 3.1.7 

and 3.1.8 of the survey reported needing an explicit explanation to feel secure. That coincidence is 

not accidental, and it is the reason why every lesson in the guide keeps the deductive scaffold 

visible instead of relying on discovery alone. 

Error reduction returned to the maximum. The Broken Diary and The Haunted School 

Mystery editing tasks placed the three most frequent classroom errors on the same page subject–

verb agreement, singular and plural forms, and word order in questions and asked the students to 

correct them. Across the sessions the percentage of errors that the students themselves caught kept 

growing, and by the last unit most of the group was already spotting agreement and question-order 

mistakes without the teacher having to point them out. These are the very areas the sixth-grade 

EFL curriculum expects the students to control at this age. 

4.5.2 Academic impact 

Table 18 

Academic impact indicators 

Indicator Impact levels (-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 

3) 

a) Improvement in grammar and writing assessments after 

implementing the guide. 

2 

b) Active participation in structured grammar activities 

(deductive and inductive). 

3 
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c) Autonomous application of grammatical rules in class 

projects. 

2 

d) Transfer of grammatical knowledge to other language 

skills and classroom routines. 

1 

e) Completion of unit projects (portfolios, articles, posters, 

maps, photo stories) with accuracy. 

2 

Total 10 

 

Academic impact level: 10 / 5 = 2.0 / 3 

Academic impact level: Medium positive impact. 

Analysis 

The academic dimension came in at 2.0 out of 3 the medium positive band. The gain is 

real but not even across the five indicators. Two behaviors the guide aimed at reached the top, 

two scored 2 and one scored only 1: the transfer of grammatical knowledge outside the guide's 

own activities. That single low number is the piece of information that matters most for the next 

revision of the guide, and it is discussed below. 

In grammar and writing assessments, most of the group improved. The gain was clearer in 

structured paragraph production and in error correction than in open prompts, where students still 

needed help to plan the text. Progress was not uniform either: the students who at the start already 

had a working command of verb to be moved forward faster, while those with weaker foundations 

needed several sessions on the same structure before their writing showed the change. 

Active participation reached the maximum score of 3. The Broken Diary Editing Challenge, 

the Directions Game and the Mime Game share the same feature: each has a clear goal and a 

moment in which the class has to agree on the correct form. In these three activities the teacher 

stopped having to call on students one by one corrections were offered, follow-up questions came 

up, and the students challenged each other's answers. The same happened during deductive tasks 
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where the rule was already on the board, so what raised participation was not the inductive design 

by itself but the mixed sequence the guide follows. 

The class projects that used the rules on their scored 2. When we did the assignment with 

the teachers help most of the group was able to use the target structures by themselves. When we 

worked on the biographical essay and the community guidebook, which were more open some of 

the class still needed help from the teacher. They especially needed help when they had to link 

sentences to make a paragraph that made sense. So, the students are better at controlling the 

sentences than organizing the paragraphs. The next guide should give attention to organizing 

paragraphs. The paragraph organization is not as strong as the sentence control. The guide should 

help the students, with this. 

Transfer scored 1, the lowest number in the whole evaluation. What was learnt inside a unit 

tended to stay inside the unit. The students used the target structures accurately in the guide's tasks 

but rarely carried them into unrelated classroom routines: greeting the teacher, asking permission, 

or describing what was happening in the room. This does not disqualify the intervention, but it 

points to the correction the guide needs. Without an explicit bridge between the closed practice of 

the lesson and the free use of the language for the rest of the class, the grammatical control the 

guide builds ends up tied to the task where it was learnt. 

The unit projects Talent Poster, Community Map, Photo Story Album were completed at a 

satisfactory level of accuracy in the whole class. The fact that the deliverable was visible mattered 

pedagogically. Students knew the product would be shown or shared, and this changed how they 

revised their own writing: they read it again, corrected mistakes on their own initiative, and asked 

classmates for a second opinion. In that indirect way the projects reinforced the grammar work 

done in the lesson. 
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4.5.3 Affective impact 

Table 19 

Affective impact indicators 

Indicator Impact levels (-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 

3) 

a) Motivation to participate in inductive discovery activities. 3 

b) Enjoyment and positive attitude during collaborative 

grammar tasks. 

3 

c) Willingness to produce written and oral output using new 

grammar. 

2 

d) Confidence when presenting written and oral work in front 

of peers. 

2 

e) Reduction of anxiety and frustration when facing grammar 

challenges. 

3 

Total 13 

 

Affective impact level: 13 / 5 = 2.6 / 3 

Affective impact level: High positive impact. 

Analysis 

The affective dimension also reached 2.6 out of 3, tying with the linguistic dimension in 

the high positive band. Motivation, enjoyment and reduction of anxiety hit the top score; 

willingness to produce output and confidence in front of peers stayed at 2. The distribution matches 

what the surveys in Chapter III already showed: the items linked to discovery gathered the highest 

agreement rates in the group. 

Curiosity peaked during the inductive phase. Language Pattern Decoder, Spelling Machine 

and Grammar Magnifying Glass all put the student in the position of noticing something the teacher 

has not stated. Faced with that opening, the class did not sit and wait for the answer. They worked 

competitively trying to be the first to name the rule, asking the teacher to confirm, revising their 

guess when a classmate proposed a better one. 
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The collaborative activities Sentence Expansion Speed Run, the Directions Game, the 

Guess Who Game changed the atmosphere in the room. Students laughed at each other's attempts, 

negotiated meaning in pairs and small groups, and helped the classmates who were struggling 

instead of staying quiet. English stopped being a subject on the timetable and turned into the tool 

needed to play the game. At this age, that affective condition is the one that best predicts whether 

learning stays. 

Willingness to produce output stayed at 2 rather than 3 because part of the class was 

reluctant at the beginning, especially with the oral tasks. That reluctance eased with time. The 

lesson sequence is fixed brief explanation, contextualized example, guided discovery, controlled 

practice, productive task and once the students recognized the pattern the entry cost of speaking or 

writing dropped. By the fourth or fifth unit, the same students who had avoided producing anything 

during the first weeks were writing short paragraphs and reading them out loud. It was the 

predictability of the sequence, more than any particular activity, that made this possible. 

Confidence in front of peers also scored 2. The Portfolio Page Exhibition, the Editorial 

Presentation and the Talent Poster gave the students repeated occasions to show their work to the 

rest of the class, and repetition mattered. Those who clearly struggled during the first exhibition 

arrived at the second one with a short rehearsed intervention; by the third they were volunteering 

to go. The score did not reach 3 because a small subgroup still preferred to hand the work in rather 

than present it. That subgroup is the one future versions of the guide should target directly. 

The reduction of anxiety and frustration reached the maximum. Two elements of the guide 

seem to explain this. First, no lesson depended on a single method: the student who did not connect 

with the inductive phase could still catch the rule during the deductive one, and vice versa. Second, 

the mistakes made during the discovery stage were treated as part of the process, not as failures. 

English, at sixth grade in Ecuador, is very often reported as the subject that produces the most 
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anxiety. Arriving at a group that describes grammar as accessible and in their own words during 

the closing session fun, is not a marginal outcome. 
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Conclusions 

The theoretical review confirmed that deductive and inductive approaches are two 

complementary paradigms of grammar instruction. Deductive teaching provides structural clarity 

through the explicit presentation of rules, while inductive teaching activates cognitive engagement 

through guided discovery of grammatical patterns. The two share the same objective building 

conscious grammatical knowledge but they differ in the cognitive route students take to reach it. 

The literature reviewed in Chapter I links grammatical control directly to writing 

development at the basic education level. When grammar is taught as a resource for communicating 

rather than as a list of rules to be memorized, students write with greater accuracy, more coherence 

and clearer intention which is why writing was selected in this thesis as the dependent variable for 

measuring the effect of grammar instruction. 

The state of the art shows that neither the deductive nor the inductive approach is 

universally superior; the most consistent evidence supports their integration, especially for young 

learners who benefit simultaneously from explicit scaffolding and from guided discovery. This 

integrated view constitutes the theoretical foundation that justifies the Grammar Quest proposal 

designed in Chapter IV. 

The mixed-methods design with a quasi-experimental structure proved appropriate for the 

object of study, since it made possible the simultaneous analysis of writing performance 

(quantitative dimension) and of student and teacher perceptions (qualitative dimension), producing 

a more complete and pedagogically meaningful understanding of grammar instruction in the sixth-

grade EFL classroom. 

The combination of instruments, structured classroom observation guide, student survey, 

and interview with authorities offered coherent triangulation of the data, since each instrument 
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covered a specific dimension of the operationalization matrix and increased the internal validity of 

the findings obtained from the two intact groups. 

The variable operationalization matrix demonstrated that the grammar teaching approach 

(independent variable) and writing skills development (dependent variable) can be broken down 

into measurable dimensions and indicators, which made it possible to move from theoretical 

constructs to observable classroom behavior and, therefore, to quantifiable evidence about the 

effects of each instructional approach. 

Sixth-graders at UE Ciudad de Ibarra recognize grammatical rules when the rule is 

presented on its own, but the same students struggle to move that recognition into their written 

production. The survey evidence in Chapter III makes this pattern visible in the same group and 

pinpoints the pedagogical problem the proposal is designed to address. 

The classroom observations recorded lower participation and lower engagement in lessons 

built exclusively around the presentation of rules without a contextualized example, and higher 

attention, interaction and student initiative in lessons that combined the analysis of examples, 

comparison and rule inference. Lesson design, in other words, affects classroom behavior directly 

and visibly. 

The interviews with the authorities and the triangulation of the three instruments confirmed 

the institutional need for a structured pedagogical tool that combines deductive and inductive 

approaches, since teachers currently work without a shared methodological reference for grammar 

instruction, which explains the heterogeneous results observed across parallel sixth-grade 

classrooms. 

The Grammar Quest didactic guide, structured in six units and twenty-four lessons aligned 

with the sixth-grade EFL curriculum, materialized the theoretical integration of deductive and 

inductive approaches into a concrete pedagogical tool, developmentally adapted to the cognitive 
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and affective characteristics of eleven- and twelve-year-old learners at Unidad Educativa Ciudad 

de Ibarra. 

The evaluation of impacts linguistic, academic, and affective carried out with the Posso 

(2013) numerical scale produced high positive scores in the three dimensions, which shows that 

the guide contributes not only to grammatical accuracy in written production but also to overall 

academic performance and to the students' emotional relationship with the writing task. 

The design of the guide organized around the recurring "linguistic detective" theme, 

collaborative projects, and productive writing outputs proved to be developmentally appropriate 

and replicable in other Ecuadorian basic education EFL contexts that share similar curricular 

demands and student profiles, which broadens the potential impact of the intervention beyond the 

institution of origin. 
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Recommendations 

Teacher training programs in EFL should incorporate updated content on the theoretical 

foundations of both deductive and inductive approaches, so that pre-service and in-service English 

teachers can plan grammar lessons on the basis of an explicit methodological rationale rather than 

on personal preference or classroom routine. 

EFL curricula for basic education should explicitly present grammar as an instrument for 

written and oral communication instead of treating it as an autonomous content block; lesson 

planning at Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra and similar institutions should always link each 

grammatical structure to a specific productive task (a paragraph, a description, a short dialogue) 

that requires the learner to use the structure in context. 

English teachers should abandon dichotomous choices between deductive and inductive 

teaching and adopt integrated instructional designs that combine explicit rule explanation with 

contextualized discovery tasks, following the theoretical logic described in Chapter I and 

materialized in the Grammar Quest guide. 

Future research on grammar instruction in basic education should preserve the mixed-

methods approach used in this study, integrating pretest–posttest writing measurements with 

observation and interview instruments, in order to avoid pedagogical inferences based only on 

numerical scores and to capture the affective and interactional dimensions of the classroom. 

Researchers who intend to replicate the present investigation should maintain the four-

instrument combination described in Chapter II and calibrate the writing rubric with at least two 

independent raters, so that inter-rater reliability is documented and the conclusions about writing 

development are supported by a more robust measurement procedure. 

Teachers and researchers working with grammar instruction should build explicit 

operationalization matrices before designing any intervention, since making variables, dimensions, 
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and indicators explicit prevents ambiguous interpretations of student performance and provides a 

common language to discuss pedagogical progress with colleagues and school authorities. 

English teachers at Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra should systematically include 

written transfer tasks sentence construction, paragraph writing, guided text production after every 

grammar lesson, instead of limiting practice to gap-fill or multiple-choice exercises, in order to 

close the gap between rule recognition and rule application detected in the survey. 

When introducing new grammar content, teachers should start with short contextualized 

samples that invite observation and inference before delivering the explicit rule, so that student 

attention and cognitive involvement which the classroom observation showed to be higher in 

discovery-based activities are activated from the first minutes of the lesson. 

 The management team of Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra should formalize the use of 

an integrated grammar guide across the entire English department and monitor its application 

through periodic pedagogical meetings, so that the methodological consensus that the authorities 

and teachers identified as necessary during the interviews is institutionally consolidated. 

The English department of Unidad Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra should adopt Grammar 

Quest as the reference pedagogical resource for sixth grade during the following academic year 

and progressively adapt its structure six units, four lessons per unit, integrated deductive-inductive 

design to fifth and seventh grades, in order to guarantee methodological coherence across the basic 

education cycle. 

Teachers who use the Grammar Quest guide should apply the same three-dimensional 

impact scale (linguistic, academic, affective) at least twice per academic year, in order to monitor 

student progress in the three dimensions and to adjust activities whenever any indicator falls below 

the expected level, transforming the impact evaluation into an ongoing formative instrument. 
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Other Ecuadorian basic education institutions interested in improving grammar instruction 

should replicate the Grammar Quest structure, adjust the thematic units to their local curricular 

demands and student interests, and share their results in academic networks and journals, so that a 

national body of evidence on the integrated deductive-inductive approach is progressively 

consolidated. 
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Appendices 2 Interviews with teachers 
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Appendices 3 Validation of instruments 
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Appendices 4 Interview with Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz 

1. Fernanda Noboa: ¿Cómo evalúa la calidad actual de la enseñanza del inglés en la institución?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: En lo que es el departamento de vicerrectorado en la 

institución para la calidad no solo de inglés sino de los compañeros en todas las asignaturas, pues 

se evalúa de acuerdo al rendimiento académico de los estudiantes que se reflejan en 

presentaciones, en concursos a los que están invitados y en las casas abiertas que también 

demuestran sus habilidades y también lo más importante por la competencia y la formación de los 

docentes. 

2.Fernanda Noboa: ¿Qué importancia se le da al aprendizaje de la gramática dentro del 

currículo escolar?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: Dentro de lo que es currículo a nivel nacional, eso ya va en 

el currículo priorizado que se está trabajando actualmente, entonces eso sí se les da la apertura 

para que ellos escojan las estrategias y según tengo entendido el inductivo, deductivo del inglés 

es primordial porque de lo que hemos conversado con las compañeras y de lo que poco se sabe es 

de que se deben combinar los dos, el inductivo un poquito más porcentaje porque es del ejemplo 

de los ejemplos llegar a la norma, por decir, a la regla, a las reglas gramaticales, que va a ser la 

estructura básica, porque eso es lo que va, la estructura básica para que ellos tengan más fluidez 

incluso al comprender, a hablar, a escribir. Y el otro ya cuando se requiere más complejidad, el 

deductivo, en sextos años yo creo que ya es un poquito más del porcentaje. Así es. 

3.Fernanda Noboa: ¿Qué políticas institucionales existen para fortalecer la enseñanza de la 

gramática en inglés?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: Como institución, nosotros ahorita estamos como directivos 

en la implementación de un laboratorio de inglés, casi está en un 80%, ya se ha logrado conseguir 

de las universidades o de otras instituciones los computadores, estamos tras lo que son audífonos, 
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la instalación de las mesitas, todo eso, como ustedes saben no tenemos recursos en ese sentido, 

esa es una de las políticas que están ya cerca, esperamos que el próximo año ya se implemente. 

También en la situación de exigir un poquito ya el cambio de lo tradicional a las metodologías 

activas, en las planificaciones que se realiza y que se hace por semana, se sugiere mucho y al 

menos ahora con el DUA, de que ya no sean las clases tradicionales, sino que se utilicen las 

metodologías activas. 

4.Fernanda Noboa: ¿Qué apoyo se brinda a los docentes para implementar diferentes enfoques 

metodológicos (deductivo e inductivo)?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: El apoyo que nosotros podríamos brindar ya nada más que 

nos queda hacer el seguimiento en base, por ejemplo, a las visitas áulicas, el seguimiento a la 

planificación micro curricular y las recomendaciones que se les pueda dar a los docentes de lo 

observado, de lo analizado, eso es lo que nosotros podemos hacer. 

5.Fernanda Noboa: ¿Qué expectativas tiene respecto al impacto de estos enfoques en el 

aprendizaje de los estudiantes?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: Expectativas respecto a este enfoque, de que la situación de 

lo que es el inglés que nos limita el currículo a tres horitas, avanzar un poco más en lo que es la 

fluidez del speaking, de la escritura, ustedes lo hablan mejor, incluso de la comprensión, porque 

apoyar nosotros o expectativa como mejorar o subir horas de clase, no tenemos, porque no nos 

dan los docentes para eso, no tenemos estructurado las tres horitas, no quisiéramos tener más 

horas, con el laboratorio esperamos alguna situación, un avance. 

6.Fernanda Noboa: ¿Cuál es la visión institucional sobre el futuro de la enseñanza de la 

gramática en inglés?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: La visión es de que sea como más a la realidad de nuestros 

estudiantes, porque muchas veces los ejemplos, los ejercicios, las metodologías, los métodos que 
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se aplican, es como con otra realidad a eso, pero si le asentamos un poquito más la realidad a los 

chicos, hasta va a haber una mejor aceptación de la materia y más motivación para que ellos 

también se interesen y pronunciar mejor, defenderse un poquito más, eso.  

7.Fernanda Noboa: Mejorar el nivel sería, ¿no?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: Claro, mejorar el nivel en todo sentido. 

8.Fernanda Noboa: ¿Qué importancia se le da a la capacitación docente en metodologías 

innovadoras para la enseñanza de la gramática?  

Vice-Rector Margarita Santacruz: Nosotros estamos en el proceso de planes de mejora, en 

donde de parte de lo que es Junta de Coordinadores de Área y en el Vicerrectorado se están 

organizando ya capacitaciones para todos los años. Dentro de ellos se hacen encuestas para ver 

cuál es la más, priorizar las capacitaciones, entonces, por ahí vamos, para buscar también para el 

inglés apoyos desde la institución, porque lo que es Ministerio hay capacitaciones también. 
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Appendices 5 Interview with English Area Coordinator Edison Guerrero 

Fernanda Noboa: Good afternoon, teacher. Now I'm going to do an interview. The objective of 

this interview is to obtain information from the teacher's point of view about the grammar 

teaching, Deductive and inductive approaches in EFL classrooms in the 6th grade at the Unidad 

Educativa Ciudad de Ibarra. 

English Area Coordinator: Hello, good afternoons. It's a pleasure for me doing this interview. 

I'm Edison Guerrero, I'm a teacher, an English teacher and I'm also the English area coordinator. 

Fernanda Noboa: Go ahead with the interview. 

1. Fernanda Noboa: What advantages do you see in deductive grammar teaching for 6th 

graders? 

English Area Coordinator: Good, I think that the inductive teaching offers a clear explanation 

and helps students understand grammar rules in a quickly way. 

2. Fernanda Noboa: What challenges do teachers face with deductive approaches? 

English Area Coordinator: I think that are different challenges, maybe can reduce the 

interaction with the students in active participation. 

3. Fernanda Noboa: What advantages do you see in inductive grammar teaching? 

English Area Coordinator: I consider that students discover themselves the learning process by 

themselves. 

4. Fernanda Noboa: What difficulties do students face with inductive grammar learning? 

English Area Coordinator: I think that some students have trouble to identify the rules without 

an explicit guide. 

5. Fernanda Noboa: Which approach do teachers seem to prefer? Why? 

English Area Coordinator: From my point of view, I think that teacher seems to prefer the 

deductive form because it is clear and it is going directly to the point. This is a to take advantage 
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to the time, because the limit of time we have in the classroom is very limited, so I believe that 

teachers prefer the deductive form. 

6. Fernanda Noboa: How do you decide which approach is more suitable for a lesson? 

English Area Coordinator: It depends, I think that it depends on the lesson, if it is a grammar 

topic, you can choose the deductive form. But if you can teach, for example, something about 

culture or something like that, you can teach the inductive form. 

7. Fernanda Noboa: How does students’ age influence the grammar teaching method? 

English Area Coordinator: I think that students at this age benefit from a structural explanation 

and concrete examples. 

8. Fernanda Noboa: How do grammar teaching approaches affect student participation? 

English Area Coordinator: I think that the inductive training method increases participation, 

while the deductive form approach supports interaction between students. 

9. Fernanda Noboa: How do you assess students’ grammar understanding in the institution? 

English Area Coordinator: About of myself, I asses writing tests, class activities and all the 

work. 

10. Fernanda Noboa: Do teachers combine deductive and inductive approaches? How? 

English Area Coordinator: Yes, I consider that teachers combine deductive form and inductive 

form. The deductive form when they give the lesson to students, and the inductive training 

method is when they need to guide for a reflection time and also the work that they give to 

students. 

Noboa: Okay, that's all. Thank you for your collaboration. 

English Area Coordinator: Many thanks. Thank you. 
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Appendices 6 Interview with Teacher Celeni Torres 

Fernanda Noboa: Good morning, teacher. My name is Fernanda Noboa. I am a student at the 

Universidad Técnica del Norte. This is an interview for my curriculum integration work. This 

interview aims to obtain information from the point of view of teachers about grammar teaching, 

deductive and inductive approaches in EFL classes in six grades at the Unidad Educativa Ciudad 

de Ibarra. 

Teacher Celeni Torres: Good morning, Fernanda. It's a pleasure to help you answer questions. 

Fernanda Noboa: Thank you, teacher. Let's get started. 

1. Fernanda Noboa: What advantages do you see in deductive grammar teaching for 6th 

graders? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: I think it is fast and clear. Children understand quickly and can start 

practicing writing way. 

2. Fernanda Noboa: What challenges do teachers face with deductive approaches? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: Lessons can become boring. Children just memorize the rules, without 

using the natural language. 

3. Fernanda Noboa: What advantages do you see in inductive grammar teaching? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: It's fun and like again. Children discover the rules by themselves, using 

examples, so they remember it better. 

4. Fernanda Noboa: What difficulties do students face with inductive grammar learning? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: It can be confusing for some children. You need more time to find the 

rules and you might feel frustrated. 

5. Fernanda Noboa: Which approach do teachers seem to prefer? Why? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: Much prefers the deductive approach because children learn best 

through games and activities, and not through long explanations. 
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6. Fernanda Noboa: How do you decide which approach is more suitable for a lesson? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: It depends on the topic. If the rule is very difficult, I use deductive. If 

it's easy, I let them discover it. 

7. Fernanda Noboa: How does students’ age influence the grammar teaching method? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: At 11 years old, children have very short attention spans. They need 

action, images and dynamic activities, not abstract rules. 

8. Fernanda Noboa: How do grammar teaching approaches affect student participation? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: Deductive makes them passive learners, and the inductive makes them 

talk, play and participate much more. 

9. Fernanda Noboa: How do you assess students’ grammar understanding in the institution? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: I use it deductively, but most of the time I look at how I talk and write 

the class activities. 

10. Fernanda Noboa: Do teachers combine deductive and inductive approaches? How? 

Teacher Celeni Torres: Yes, we do it. First, they play and seek partners. Then, I explain the 

rules clearly. To fix any errors, the deductive method is used. 

Fernanda Noboa: Okay, thanks. Thank you, teacher, for your collaboration. 

  



135 

Appendices 7 Tool for disseminating the proposal 
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Appendices 8 Photos of the outreach process 
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