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ANNOTATION

The thesis aims to determine whether teachers use a deductive or inductive approach to teach
grammar in lower-secondary education and why. First, it describes communicative competence
as achieving it is the main goal of English language teaching. Then it follows up with
a description of grammar and focuses on the development of grammar teaching, which reflects
the development of communicative competence. Consequently, the deductive and inductive
approaches are closely described with their advantages and disadvantages. The last chapter
of the theoretical part concerns the lower-secondary learner and the teacher, as they are both
important in learning and teaching. The practical part includes analyses of nine observed lessons

and interviews with three teachers, determining the more used approach.
KEYWORDS

communicative competence, inductive approach, deductive approach, grammar, grammar

teaching
ANOTACE

Cilem prace je zjistit, zda ucitelé v rdmci vyuky gramatiky na druhém stupni spiSe vyuzivaji
deduktivni nebo induktivni zplsob vyuky a zjakého divodu. V praci je nejdiive popsana
komunikacni kompetence, protoZe je to hlavni cil vyuky anglického jazyka. Nésleduje popis
toho, co je to gramatika a dale se zaméfuje na vyvoj jejiho vyucovani, ktery odrazi vyvoj
komunika¢ni kompetence. Deduktivni a induktivni ptfistupy jsou detailn€ popsany, vcetné jejich
vyhod a nevyhod v rdmci vyucovani. Posledni kapitola teoretické Casti se zabyva zadkem
druhého stupné a ucitelem, nebot’ jsou to dileZiti Cinitelé v procesu uceni a vyucovani.
Praktickd ¢ast zahrnuje analyzu deviti pozorovanych hodin a rozhovoril se tfemi uciteli,

na zéklad¢ kterych je rozhodnuto, ktery z pristupti je vyuzivany vice.
KLICOVA SLOVA

komunikaéni kompetence, induktivni pfistup, deduktivni pfistup, gramatika, vyucovani

gramatiky
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INTRODUCTION

Language is a complex instrument to communicate, and it concerns many skills and components
that wouldn’t work without one another. One of the components is grammar, which is the focus
of the thesis. The thesis aims to determine whether teachers use a deductive or inductive
approach to teaching grammar more and why, focusing on lower-secondary learners, since
grammar begins to be more complex throughout lower-secondary education. The thesis could
serve for beginner teachers to decide what approach to grammar teaching they would like
to apply in their lessons, which was also a concern of the author of the thesis.

The thesis is divided into two main parts — theoretical and practical. The theoretical part serves
as a basis for the following research in the practical part. Consequently, the thesis is further
divided into chapters and sections.

Firstly, the development of communicative competence is described, followed by
the communicative competences in the Common European Framework of Reference, including

the current CC concept.

The second chapter briefly introduces grammar and is followed by a description
of the development of grammar teaching that reflects the development of CC. Furthermore, the
focus on grammar is narrowed down by a description of state and school curricular documents

in the Czech Republic and their focus on grammar.

The third chapter describes the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching grammar

and their advantages and limitations to make the most precise basis for the following research.

Since the research will take place in lower-secondary education, the last chapter
of the theoretical part closely describes the lower-secondary learner from the didactic
and psychological point of view because the age also brings certain specifics, especially
for the teacher, who is also described in that chapter since the teacher is the one who decides

what approach is used to teach grammar in their English classes.

In the practical part, lessons that included grammar were observed, accompanied
by an interview with the teachers whose classes were observed. Consequently, methods of data
collection and a technique of analysis are briefly introduced, accompanied by the analysis itself.
The practical part is closed up by a conclusion that answers the research questions stated in

the introduction of the part.



THEORETICAL PART

1 COMMUNICATIVE COMPETENCE

The learners of languages aim to communicate in the target language; therefore, concepts that
should help the learners to achieve that were created, developed, and modified throughout
the years to accompany learners with the best concepts possible. This chapter will examine the

development of the communicative competence and its current realisation.

1.1 Development of Communicative Competence

The first mention of the concept of language competence was carried out by Chomsky (1965,
quoted in Hedge, 2000,45); however, Chomsky’s perception of competence was mainly about
the knowledge of the language rather than the ability to use it correctly in different situations.
Therefore, Hymes (1967, quoted in Brown, 2000, 246) reacted and presented more complex
concept — communicative competence, meaning that by gaining communicative competence,

the language speaker will be able to communicate purposefully in different social environments.

Further development of communicative competence was carried out by Canale and Swain
(1980, quoted in Brown, 2000, 264 — 247). They divided communicative competence into four
categories. Two categories described the knowledge of the linguistic system, and the other two
the functional side of language. The categories were grammatical, discourse, sociolinguistic
and strategic. Within grammatical competence, the learners should learn how to create correct
sentences based on understanding rules. The discourse focused on connecting the previous
knowledge into more complex and meaningful utterances. By gaining sociolinguistic
competence, the learners could distinguish how to speak in a different social context. Strategic
competence helped the learners work with mistakes and their repairs and handle their imperfect

language knowledge by using different phrases or simpler words.

Many authors later modified Canale and Swain’s communicative competence, for example,
Bachman (1990, quoted in Hedge, 2000), who called it communicative language ability;
however, nowadays, the concept of communicative competence is illustrated in the Common

European Framework of Reference.



1.2 Communicative Competences in CEFR

To teach effectively, teachers need to know what their students are expected to have learned to
achieve a certain level of English. The Council of Europe developed The Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages to accommodate that. According to the Council
of Europe (2020, 27),
CEFR is concerned principally with learning and teaching. It aims to facilitate
transparency and coherence between the curriculum, teaching, and assessment within

an institution and transparency and coherence between institutions, educational sectors,
regions, and countries.

Council of Europe (2020, 29) indicates that CEFR’s methodological message is that language
learning is most beneficial when its purpose is to equip learners with the skills necessary
to interact in real-life scenarios, convey their thoughts and ideas clearly, and accomplish diverse
tasks. To achieve that, the Council of Europe (2020, 28) provides the essential recognition
of language qualification and helps learners, teachers, and other educational workers with their
learning and teaching efforts. The already mentioned language qualification is outlined by
the Council of Europe (2020, 36 - 37) by the CEFR Common Reference Levels. They describe
six levels, from the basic user to the proficient user. Each level has its descriptive scheme,
representing the overall approach of CEFR, which is “to develop a range of competences, both

general and in particular communicative language competences.”

The communicative language competences illustrated in the CEFR should help learners
and teachers to set aims to achieve a particular level of English. To be able to communicate in
the target language is, according to Hedge (2000, 44), a goal of ELT. And that is what the CLC
facilitates by introducing three competences based on the previously described concepts
in the first section: Linguistic competence, Sociolinguistic competence, and Pragmatic
competence. They are rather complex, and it is impossible to isolate them; they work hand
in hand as in any language. Linguistic competence is about the correct use of language,
Sociolinguistic competence is about the ability to use language correctly in terms of social
relations or politeness, and Pragmatic competence is about using language precisely
in a particular situation. Furthermore, the linguistic competence includes grammar accuracy

that will be closely described within the following chapter.



2 GRAMMAR TEACHING

The development of communicative competence has also been reflected in grammar teaching.
First, the chapter defines what grammar is to be able to understand the core topic of the thesis.
Further, the overview of the development of grammar teaching is illustrated with a basis
in the chapter about CC followed by the illustration of grammar in CEFR and Czech curricular

documents.

2.1 What is Grammar?

To teach grammar, it is necessary to understand what grammar is. According to Richards
and Schmidt (2002, 230), grammar is “a description of language and the process in which
linguistic units such as words and phrases are combined to construct sentences in the language.
It usually considers the meanings and functions these sentences have in the overall system
of the language.” Harmer (1991, 1) interprets grammar as a process in which words change
and make groups to create sentences. He adds that because of knowing grammar, we know
when to use, for example, present or past tense. Thornbury (1999, 1-2) offers a deeper
understanding of grammar by explaining that “a system of rules that cover the order of words
in a sentence is called syntax, and a system of rules that cover the formation of words is called
morphology.” Syntax and morphology are used to understand the links between words that
create sentences. However, it is important to stress, that according to Council of Europe (2020,
129), grammar is a component of language that cannot be separated from other components,
like vocabulary or phonology to make language comprehensive. To conclude,
the abovementioned descriptions of grammar have in common that grammar is words or phrases
combined according to their meaning and function to produce a coherent sentence. The systems
that cover the rules for the word order of a sentence and the formation of single words are syntax
and morphology. Grammar is taught because the language would not be clear without it
and would not be understood.

2.2 Development of Grammar Teaching

This section will examine several grammar concepts, from the oldest to the newest, reflecting
the development of communicative competence. As Rama and Agullé (2012, 179) state,
“the way grammar is - or has been - considered has a direct and decisive influence on
pedagogical grammars, learning processes and many other areas involved in foreign language
teaching.” For example, Larsen — Freeman (2014, 262) points out that some educators have

questioned the need for the grammar being taught. She mentions Krashen’s belief “that if



the input is understood and there is enough of it, the necessary grammar will unconsciously be
acquired, much as young children learn the grammar of their native language.” Larsen- Freeman
(2014, 262) opposes Krashen’s belief and states that teachers shouldn’t expect their students
to learn a new language the same way they learned their native language. Overall, teachers
cannot expect their students to learn grammar by picking it up from what they hear, which is
why other educators came up with teaching approaches that have been developing throughout
history.

English grammar teaching has long been studied to find the most convenient teaching
approaches and methods for EFL students. According to Lock (1997, quoted in Rama
and Agullo, 2012, 180), some divisions arise with grammar teaching, for example,
“form vs function, form vs meaning, fluency vs accuracy,” etc. According to Newby (2003,
quoted in Rama and Agullé 2012, 180), “these dichotomies have been ‘solved’ by three general
ways of approaching grammar throughout ELT history: traditional grammar teaching,
communicative language teaching and post-communicative approaches, including the CEFR.”
Those ways reflected the changes within the communicative competence. All of them are

introduced in the following paragraphs.

The first approach is exact in its form because it involves steps that follow a pre-set pattern
and reflects Chomsky’s concept of competence mentioned in the first chapter because it is
mainly about the knowledge of the language. According to Rama and Agullo (2012, 180),
traditional grammar teaching consists of the teacher explaining the rule, form, and meaning,
followed by controlled or drilling exercises to practice and understand the rule. A drill is,
according to Richards and Schmidt (2002, 170), “based on repetition or practice of one sentence
pattern”. In addition, Rama and Agull6é (2012, 180) state that the practice aims to produce
the grammar rule from the learners. Similarly, according to Yin (1990, quoted in Xia, 2014,
559), a traditional grammar’s characteristic feature is that it is descriptive, aiming to point out
the differences in the language and its use. As Larsen-Freeman (2014, 262 - 263) states, this
approach is the present, practice, produce approach, which leads to automating the usage of
the grammar rule so that the students do not have to think about it consciously. Crystal’s (2003,
192) description of traditional grammar teaching introduces the same goal, meaning that
the result is that the students master the rule and apply it correctly. Ultimately, the approach
focuses mainly on the knowledge of the language and written production and does not
encourage the students to use the language spontaneously without thinking about it. The aim is

a controlled production of sentences where the grammar rule is used.
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The Traditional Grammar approach preceded communicative language teaching, concentrating
more on spoken production. According to Rama and Agull6 (2012, 180), it appeared in the 80s
and transformed the world of foreign language teaching by presenting more precise
communicative methods. According to Littlewood (1991, 6), the learners should be able
to understand grammar but then use it correctly in their speech. Moreover, the importance
of the CLT draws on distinguishing the social situation and then using appropriate language
forms in different social interactions. Similarly, Celce-Murcia (2014, 8) adds that the goal
of the CLT is to be able to communicate in the target language; however, as Rodgers
and Richards (2014, 71) state, the communicative language teaching did not focus on grammar
as much as the previous traditional grammar teaching. Ultimately, communicative language
teaching drew attention to the communicative importance of language; however, grammar was

not considered crucial.

Unlike the previous two approaches, the post-communicative one connects them together
and adds the learner as an inevitable part of the learning process. According to Margaroni
and Magos (2020, 1), in the post-communicative era, also called the post-method era, the aim
is not only the knowledge about the language and to communicate it correctly, but the learners
are also encouraged to be actively involved in the process of their learning; for example,
by co-operating together or discovery-based learning. With it agrees Kumaravadivelu (1994,
quoted in Celce-Murcia, 2014, 10), who emphasises that teachers should create opportunities
for the learners to learn as much as possible themselves and to create opportunities
for interaction between the learners. In addition, Harmer (1997, quoted in Rama and Agulld
2012, 185) states that in this era, the role of grammar is also important in the language
classroom, but as Brown (2002, quoted in Celce-Murcia, 2014, 10) states, the way it is taught
is irrelevant. Ultimately, the post-communicative era focuses on the learners’ active
involvement in the learning process rather than focusing only on one aim as in the previous
eras. The teacher’s role in this type of teaching is not to transmit knowledge to the learners but

to create the best environment possible for their learning.

However, the post-communicative era describes only the ways how language should be taught.
Still, to know what to aim for in terms of teaching grammar, Council of Europe (2020),
which is included in the post-communicative era as mentioned in Rama and Agullé (2012, 180),

illustrates grammar accuracy, which is demonstrated within the linguistic competence.



According to Council of Europe (2020, 132), the scale describing the aims of individual levels

concerns both the user/learner’s ability to recall “prefabricated” expressions correctly
and the capacity to focus on grammatical forms while articulating thought. This is
difficult because, when formulating thoughts or performing more demanding tasks, the
user/learner must devote the majority of their mental processing capacity to fulfilling
the task.

The thesis concerns the learners of lower - secondary education in the Czech Republic, where
the educational expectations are supported by a Framework Education Program, which will be
discussed in the following section. According to the FEP BE (2021, 17), the educational
expectations of learners who finish their 9™ grade should be on level A2. Meaning that
according to grammatical accuracy in CEFR, they should know how to use simple structures
correctly but still systematically might make some mistakes. However, it should usually be
clear what they are trying to say. Based on the CEFR, the Framework Education Program
of Czech Basic Education created its criteria for foreign language learning by using
the requirements for the level required by the end of Basic Education.

Overall, the development of grammar teaching was described in this section. It reflects
the development of communicative competence illustrated in the first chapter. Firstly,
traditional grammar teaching was mainly about the knowledge of the grammar rule rather than
its usage. Followingly, communicative language teaching emerged and changed the world
of ELT in terms of rather communicative way than learning prefabricated expressions.
Consequently, the post-communicative era connected both previous approaches and added
the learner as an active participant in their process of learning. The aims in the
post-communicative era are described in CEFR which is the basis for further frameworks in

other countries, as well as in the Czech Republic, which is described in the following section.

2.1.4 Curricular Documents in the Czech Republic

Without a system of rules and individual aims, the educational system would not be effective
because it would not have pre-set aims to achieve. That is why CEFR exists and the Czech
Republic Department of Education created the curriculum “Framework Education Program
for Basic Education” (FEP BE). As Simonik (2005, 19) states, a curricular document system
in the Czech Republic is created at the state or school level. The FEP BE (2021, 5) defines basic
education and its stages on a state level. School educational programmes define the aims
of education on a school level and are based on the FEP BE.



The principles of the FEP BE (2021, 6) are, for example, that it includes everything necessary
for every learner in the mandatory basic education and specifies the key competencies which
learners should achieve by the end of it. It also defines the educational content, as in the

educational expectations by the end of the fifth and ninth grade of the basic education.

As a foreign language for Czech learners, English belongs in the FEP BE (2021, 16) to an
educational area called “Language and Language Communication” alongside the Czech
language and another foreign language. This area mainly aims to support the development
of communicative competences and equips the student with knowledge and skills that help them
develop in their life. Foreign languages contribute to understanding and discovering facts which

exceed the knowledge and experience gained from the native language.

The previously mentioned key competences (FEP BE, 2021, 10 — 13) represent a summary
of attainments, skills, attitudes, and values essential for the personal development of every
citizen of the society. The key competences are not isolated; they intertwine and are achievable
only as a goal of the whole process of education. To achieve the key competencies,
the educational content must aim to create alignment within all the educational areas, including

foreign language.

The key competencies are competence to learn, problem-solving, communication, social and
personal, citizenship, work and digital. Those competences are used in the language classes
to accompany the curriculum, aiming to achieve educational expectations. Those are divided
into four skills — listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Grammar is only briefly mentioned
since it is included in all four skills and introduced as it is about developing grammatical
phenomena to realise the student’s communication intention. It tolerates elementary mistakes
that do not disrupt the message’s meaning and understanding. The individual grammar is
mentioned

in SEP, which is more specific for every year of basic education, not only as the education

outcome at the end of the 9" grade as in FEP BE.

Every basic school in the Czech Republic has its own SEP, a document covering all the areas
of primary education. It follows the educational expectations from FEP BE in detail,
particularly grammatical phenomena important for the thesis topic. For example, a chosen
excerpt of SEP introduces several grammatical items to be mastered during the 7" year of basic
education, specifically: the gradation of adjectives, and numbers, creation of questions

and interrogative pronouns, usage of so and because, adverb, the verb to be in the past tense,



past tense of regular and irregular verbs, present simple vs present continuous, imperative,

yes/no questions, questions with interrogative pronouns and adjectives.

Overall, the curricular documents in the Czech Republic are created on a state and school level.
Concerning English, the educational outcomes in FEP BE are based on CEFR. SEP introduces
specific items to be mastered by the students during a school year to reach the educational

outcomes by the end of their basic education.



3 DEDUCTIVE AND INDUCTIVE APPROACHES TO
TEACHING GRAMMAR

Because the thesis aims to determine whether teachers tend to use a deductive or inductive
approach in lower-secondary education, it is essential to examine each approach first and then
demonstrate their advantages and limitations to understand why the teachers might choose

to use them.

3.1 Deductive Approach

This subchapter will examine the deductive approach, also called rule-driven learning. It will
give descriptions by different authors and demonstrate a deductive exercise to clarify
the definitions and present the practice. To begin, according to Shaffer (189, 395), many foreign

language teachers use the deductive approach.

This approach promotes relatively passive than active cooperation of the learners in terms
of finding out a new grammar rule. Richards and Schmidt (2002, 146) state that learning
by deduction is “an approach to language teaching in which learners are taught rules and given
specific information about a language. They then apply these rules when they use the language.”
Widodo (2006, 126) shortly summarises the deductive approach by saying that it is from general
to specific, meaning that the students are given the rule, followed by presenting examples with
the new structures highlighted and a controlled exercise to practice. Similarly, Thornbury
(1999, 29) shows the deductive approach as a presentation of a rule followed by an example
with the rule applied. In addition, according to Benitiez-Correa et al. (2019, 227), the deductive
approach is based on traditional grammar teaching. When teaching deductively, the rules are
presented to the learners first, followed by examples with the highlighted structures

and controlled practice.

To understand how the deductive exercises might be held, Nunan (1991, 160) first presents how
the information about the new grammar rule might be given to the learners. The author
illustrates a handout which includes rules and examples about past simple. The handout includes
loads of similar examples and additional information about language use. Further, the author
(1991, 165) demonstrates how the deductive approach might be used to teach “wh-questions.”
The teacher requires a correct form of a question from the learner; however, when the learner
does not know the correct answer, the teacher tells it to them and wants them to repeat the same
question precisely after them and then encourages the learners to ask the same question to each

other.
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To sum up, the deductive approach is focused on a controlled production of the grammar rule.
First, the rule is presented with examples, and then the learners practice it. However,

spontaneous usage in a real-life environment might be tricky for learners.

3.2 Inductive Approach

The second approach focused on in the thesis is the inductive approach, also called discovery
learning. This subchapter will describe the possible explanations of the approach and present
an inductive exercise to show how the inductive approach can be used in practice.

According to Richards and Schmidt (2002, 146), the inductive approach is when “learners are
not taught grammatical or other types of rules directly but are left to discover or induce rules
from their experience or using the language.” Correspondingly, Ellis (2006, 97) states that when
learners are taught inductively, they are asked to find the generalisation of the grammar rules
by themselves, which could lead to either a final rule or not. Widodo (2006, 128) adds that this
approach requires the active participation of the learners and encourages them to develop their
strategies to deal with tasks. According to Benitez-Correa et al. (2019, 227), the practice
of the inductive approach does not have to be used only by inducing rules from a written text;
it can also be from audio, which helps them to discover the grammar pattern which leads them

to the creation of their own examples which means that they practice the language.

It might be tricky to prepare an inductive lesson; therefore, Nunan (1991, 161-163) introduces
a classroom interaction between teacher and learners to understand how to hold an inductive
lesson. The lesson’s subject is “wh-questions”, and the teacher is asking students several
questions about train journeys; the teacher uses wh-questions, and the learners are expected to
use the forms in their answers without being explained how to use them. And, in the following
task, the students are asked to create their questions in pairs, leading them to use the questions
they heard at the beginning of the lesson. According to Harmer (2007, 216 — 217), learners
should find out by themselves how the forms of the language are created and used. He gives an
example of a teacher who got their students to listen to a dialogue where they heard things being
compared. Firstly, the teacher wants the students to pay attention to how the comparative forms
of adjectives are created. The teacher then put pairs of adjectives next to each other and gave
learners three questions to notice the differences (appendix A). After finishing, the teacher
checked their answers to ensure the learners understood individual questions. A practice
exercise follows, and it is supposed to help the students create their comparative forms

of adjectives; the students are in pairs; one of them is drawing an arrow between two words,
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and the other is making a sentence using those two words. Harmer (2007, 217 — 218) emphasises
that even though this exercise does not include all the information about comparative forms, it
encourages the learners to think about how the language works, which leads back to Widodo’s

statement about learners creating strategies to deal with those kinds of tasks.

To summarise, when learners learn inductively, they try to understand a rule, for example, from
recurrent grammar in examples. Then they use it without the explicit knowledge of the rule,
which should lead them to its generalisation. However, as stated, an inductive exercise does not
need to lead to the final generalisation. It is supposed to help the learners to understand how
the language works and to think about it, therefore, it could be said that it follows the principles

of post-communicative era.

3.3 Advantages and Disadvantages of the Inductive and Deductive

Approaches
The previous chapters focused on the descriptions of each approach, inductive and deductive;
therefore, this chapter will present the advantages and disadvantages of both approaches to

realise what they might bring to the classes or what might be tricky.

Firstly, the focus will be drawn on the advantages. According to Widodo (2006, 127),
the advantages of the deductive approach are that it is unequivocal because it starts with the
rule straight away, which saves time. Followingly, many grammar rules can be easily explained
rather than being evoked from examples, and advantageously, many practice examples can be
instantly given. Nunan (1991, 154) also suggests that if grammar is taught by grammatical
explanation, the learners will know quite a lot about the language. Also, according to Larsen-
Freeman (2014, 268), the deductive approach is better when learners’ cognitive thinking is not

convenient for language analysis.

When inductive approach is used, the advantages are, according to Widodo (2006, 128), that
the learners are introduced to rule discovery, leading to their autonomy and self-reliance. As
Larsen-Freeman (2014, 268) indicates, students’ cognitive depth is utilised, making them more
active when learning rather than only receiving the grammar rule. According to Widodo
(2006, 128), some learners will enjoy recognising the patterns and problem-solving.
Concerning this, Hedge (2000, 163) suggests that even a simple inductive exercise will help the
learner gain confidence to learn by discovering. Lastly, Widodo (2006, 128) suggests that
problem-solving might be done in groups, leading to more language practising, which is also
suggested by Ellis (1998, 49).
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There are, however, disadvantages to these approaches. According to Widodo (2006, 127),
the cons of the deductive approach are that if the teacher starts the lesson with a rule
explanation, it might be disheartening for some learners who do not understand
immediately. Subsequently, if the class is for young learners, they might need more help
understanding the grammar terminology they were given. The deductive approach might also
discourage learners from involving and interacting with the teacher, as this approach often leads
to a teacher-fronted teaching style. In addition, the approach advocates the thought that if a
language learner knows the rule, it is simply everything they need to be able to use the language.
This is refuted by Shaffer (1989, 396), who suggests that if learners try to use a grammar rule
that they have been presented with deductively, they need more practice with the usage because

their knowledge is often one-dimensional.

On the other hand, the cons of the inductive approach are, according to Widodo (2006, 128),
that, unlike the deductive approach, it might need to be more strenuous since it tries to lead
the learners to a correct perception of the rule. When the rules are given implicitly, not directly
expressed, the learners might misunderstand the rule taught. The lesson planning, in this case,
will take the teacher much more time to prepare. The inductive approach might also be
something entirely new for the learners, and it might be frustrating for those students, making
them to prefer the other approach. Subsequently, Larsen — Freeman (2014, 268) suggests that
the problem teachers face when teaching inductively is deciding if they need the learner
to create an explicit rule since an actual performance is required and not knowledge of the rule.
Moreover, avoiding oversimplifying the rule after induction is crucial because it might need

to be clarified for the learners rather than offering them deeper linguistic insight.

As described above, the approaches dispose of their advantages and disadvantages. It is only
up to the teacher to decide which of the approach they use because, according to Rutherford
and Smith (1988, 133, quoted in Larsen Freeman, 2014, 268), “a combination of induction
and deduction produces the best result” and “the old controversy whether one should provide
the rule first and then the examples or vice versa, is now seen to be merely a matter of tactics
to which no definite answer can be given.“ This all depends on the teacher’s teaching style,
which according to Rodgers and Schmidt (2002, 544), contrasts because it all depends on how
the teacher considers their role in a class and the way they decide to communicate with
the learners and of course, what teaching strategies they encourage in their classes. Ultimately,
it is up to the teacher to consider all the pros and cons described above and decide whether to

use the inductive, deductive or a combination of both approaches because, as mentioned,
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different grammar rules might benefit from a different approach to be used and also the learners
need to be considered.

14



4 LOWER-SECONDARY LEARNER AND TEACHER

Teaching lower-secondary learners brings certain specifics. This chapter firstly concerns lower-
secondary learners from a psychological point of view, followed by a didactic point of view,
meaning the best way to teach learners at this age, not only in English classes. It is followed by
a subchapter about a teacher, which describes what the teacher should have acquired to teach

effectively.

4.1 Lower-Secondary Learner from the Psychological View

To teach the lower-secondary learners, it is essential to understand the period of their life
because it brings certain specifics in their behaviour and, therefore, the way to be taught.
According to ISCED (2011, 33), lower-secondary learners are approximately from eleven
to fifteen years old, which is the beginning of adolescence. According to Vagnerova and Lisa
(2021, 373 - 374), adolescence is a period during which children become adults, which she
divides into two phases — early adolescence, which concerns the age of lower-secondary
learners and late adolescence. Helus (2018, 281) divides the phases similarly; however, the first
phase is called pubescence, and the second is adolescence. Differently, Thorova (2006, 420)
presents adolescence in four stages: the first two regard the lower-secondary learners. They are
the phase of differentiation and the phase of gaining experience. The only difference is
the division; however, Vagnerova and Lisa (2021, 373), Helus (2018,281 — 283), and Thorova
(2006, 414) agree that adolescence is characterised by significant personality and physical

changes that begin to be more evident in their surroundings.

During adolescence, individuals start to search for their identity, which their peers impact.
Thorova (2006, 420) emphasises identity searching by pointing out a need to differentiate
from parents and being more critical of their vicinity, especially their attitude towards adults,
which explains Vagnerova and Lisa (2021, 374) according to whom the individual changes
their thinking and the pubescents begin to disengage from their parents and spend time with
their peers instead. To sum up, the phase of adolescence is challenging in terms of all
the changes and brings much uncertainty about their identity.

4.2 Lower-Secondary Learner from the Didactic View

The section about the didactic view follows the psychological one because they are both closely
connected, and teachers need to consider the psychology of adolescence when teaching.
Obst (2017, 22) characterises early adolescence as a period of vitality, impulsivity,

and increased activity, which requires energetic teachers with a positive attitude to learners
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and an understanding of these characteristic features. Those learners at the beginning of puberty
are still close to the characteristics of a young learner who needs to be, according to Ur
(2012, 259), provided with much exposure to the language and learn it by heart. Unlike
adolescents, they shouldn’t be burdened with abstract explanations, language analysis,
or exercises to apply a new rule. Ur states (2012, 264) that adolescents are surprisingly more
likely to learn a language than young learners; however, the author’s concerns are that most
of them learn the language only because they must, which leads to a lack of effort from them.
Ultimately, it is crucial to consider these characteristics when teaching to ensure the method

used is most effective.

Obst (2012, 22) stresses the need to view the changes described in the previous chapter by
the authorities in their lives, like teachers and parents, to succeed in the teaching process.
The individuals are somewhat introverted, and if educational interventions are too harsh, it
could lead to educational harm rather than prosperity. Scrivener (2005, 74) confirms the thought
by stating that trying and progressing with new topics is only effective considering the impact
on the learners in the class. To find out what the adolescents need, Ur (2012, 265) shares
a reliable source, the adolescents themselves, because, as Scrivener (2005, 74) stresses,
feedback not only from the teacher to students but also another way around is essential,
especially to take the students’ input into account and let it affect the following lessons. Ur
(2012, 265 — 266) introduces a questionnaire which includes a series of questions concerning
students’ opinions on various topics, for example, whether the students want the teacher to be
interested in each of them as a person. A questionnaire can be a valuable tool to find out what
students think about various approaches already used in classes to be able to teach them

effectively.

Even though a questionnaire is a good way of getting feedback, it should not be the only one.
According to Scrivener (2012, 77), teachers should vary the feedback, for example, simply
asking a question, that can be either small questions, like if any of the activities were difficult
that day or big ones, which could ask about a whole course. The time of asking the questions
should also vary, as teachers shouldn’t ask for feedback only at the end; it can be implemented

at any time of the lesson, even at the beginning.

Ultimately, teaching adolescents is challenging. To succeed, teachers should focus on

the students’ needs and ask them for feedback to apply in the following lessons to keep students
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interested in the subject and not let them burn out because of too many new items to learn

without adequately discussing it.

4.3 Teacher

A teacher from the point of view of teachers’ thinking and professional competences will be
described in this chapter to understand what teachers should have acquired to teach grammar
effectively, especially since teacher is the one who decides about the lesson design.
Obst (2017, 156) states that an adequate or good teacher is not defined universally. With it
agrees Anderson and Burns (1989, quoted in Prucha 2017, 191), by stating the same thought.
Obst (2017, 157) argues that the teacher’s personality does not affect the learners’ outcomes,
but what the teacher does and how in the education process affects the results. Similarly,
Harmer (2007,113) stresses the need for a good relationship between learner and teacher so that
their interactions are positive and valuable for learners’ further development. Consequently,
Benitez — Correa et al. (2019, 226) highlight the importance of a good classroom rapport. The
ideal teacher does not exist, but it is important to focus on the way their lessons are conveyed
and whether their relationship with the learners is rather positive, because it brings better results

in the learning process.

The teachers should be able to think about how to prepare their lessons effectively, which leads
to Pricha (2017, 195), who presents teachers’ thinking, which can be understood as what
teachers’ attitudes are towards, for example, different teaching approaches and the way they
teach. The teachers’ thinking mainly focuses on the education process, meaning the classes'
aims, what is being taught, its organisation and used teaching methods. It is all connected with
how the teacher considers their role in the process and learners. Kyriacou adds (2007, 3) that
many studies “viewed teaching as a complex cognitive skill, based on knowledge about how to
construct and conduct a lesson, and knowledge about the content to be taught.” Thanks to this
skill, the teachers can create lesson plans and quickly decide during the lesson what should be

changed according to the circumstances, which is connected to the teachers’ thinking.

As mentioned, what the teacher does and how they deliver it affects the outcomes of the learners
significantly. Teachers should have acquired some competencies that lead teachers to be as
skilful as possible. Obst (2017, 157) describes seven professional competencies. According to
him, the teacher should know their field, in the case of the thesis, English itself. They should
create a positive climate in their classes, so the learners have the most effective place

for learning; they should have the ability to communicate with the learners and adults that work
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in the school, and they should be able to plan their work and know how to follow up. In their
classes, there should be a system and rules applied. Teachers should also be able to diagnose
the learners’ feelings and why and how to help them, and they should be able to communicate
with the parents of the learners and give them recommendations on their children’s further
development. And finally, the teacher should be able to reflect on work and modify teaching
approaches to benefit the learners.

Similarly, Kyriacou (2007,3) mentions teachers’ knowledge about teaching Where he stresses
the content knowledge, knowledge of the principles and class management, curriculum
knowledge, knowledge about how to prepare different topics, learning about the learners,
the context of the education, how to work with groups and with other communities, and lastly,

knowledge about the aims and values of education.

To specify, Cambridge University Press & Assessment (2023) created a Framework
competency statement to narrow the skills down, which describes what the teacher should have
acquired when teaching grammar. According to the Assessment (2023, 6), an expert teacher
should have “a sophisticated understanding of principles and techniques for grammar teaching
and learning.” Their “lesson plans and classroom practice demonstrate a wide range
of techniques, used consistently, for teaching grammar using different lesson shapes to support

learners and their learning.”

Overall, the teacher should be able to use their thinking to plan the class, particularly the aims,
and to know how to communicate with the learners. It is all connected with the professional
competences or the teachers’ knowledge about teaching, which directs to what the teacher

should have acquired to teach grammar to their learners effectively.
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Conclusion of the Theoretical Part

The theoretical part explores grammar teaching to lower-secondary learners and serves as

a basis for the following practical part.

Firstly, the development of communicative competence was described because achieving it is
the main goal of ELT. The most recent model of CC is illustrated in CEFR and includes
linguistic competence, sociolinguistic competence, and pragmatic competence, which all work

hand in hand and cannot be separated.

The development of CC has also been reflected in the development of grammar teaching, which
led to a post-communicative era that is characterised as an era in which learners are encouraged
to be involved in their process of learning, for example, by cooperating with each other
or discovering their ways of learning. The aims that the learning process should achieve are
demonstrated in the CEFR, which precisely presents grammar accuracy within linguistic
competence—based on CEFR, the Czech Republic created their programmes presenting basic
education’s educational outcomes. They are created at the state and school levels. The FEP BE
describes the outcomes in English based on level A2 from CEFR, and the SEP points out

a particular grammar that should be learned during one year of basic education.

Furthermore, the distinction between deductive and inductive approaches was drawn.
The deductive approach works as learning from general to specific, meaning the learners are
presented with the rule with some examples, and controlled practice follows. On the other hand,
the inductive approach works as learning from specific to general, meaning that learners are
first presented with some examples. Through practice, they can generalise the rule themselves.
Both approaches have advantages and disadvantages; for example, when teaching deductively,
the learners know quite a lot about the language but might struggle to use it in real life.
Concerning the inductive approach, the learners learn their strategies for understanding
the language; however, it might be confusing for some learners since it might not be explicitly

said.

Lastly discussed were the learners and the teacher themselves. The learners in lower-secondary
education are in the age of adolescents, which brings certain specifics to their education. They
all change physically and mentally throughout their adolescents; however, they are the most
likely to learn a new language. Hence, they usually do it only because they have to. It is essential
to discover their needs and project them into the lesson. Based on the needs of the learners, the

teacher should focus on a good rapport in the class because it helps to build motivation to learn.
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The teacher should be educated in the field to know how to prepare a lesson, set its aim and
the given phenomena, including different ways how to teach it.

In conclusion, all the important aspects that are considered throughout the theoretical part will

be applied in the practical part.
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PRACTICAL PART

5 RESEARCH

The practical part aims to determine whether teachers use deductive or inductive approaches

more in their classes in

the lower-secondary education when teaching grammar and why. Based

on the theoretical part’s findings, the characteristics of the approaches have been set out to

support the research.

Characteristics

Passive learners in terms of not creating the rule themselves.

The teacher explicitly presents the rule and specific information about the

language.

DEDUCTIVE
APPROACH

Examples with the grammar feature are presented.

Controlled, very structured drill-like exercises to practice followed by

production.

Active learners in terms of finding the rule themselves with an active help

of the teacher

Learners inducing the rule from examples that can be in the form of

written text, listening or said by the teacher.

INDUCTIVE
APPROACH

The examples include recurrent grammar features.

Learners practice without an explicit explanation in terms of how to use

the grammar rule.

Figure

1: Characteristics of deductive and inductive approaches

To get more specific insight into the problematics, three research questions were raised:

Which one of the approaches is used by the teachers more?

Are the approaches being combined?

What are the reasons for using the approaches?
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The research was based on the data collected from observation and interview, later analysed by
the technique of open coding. All methods and techniques used throughout the research

and analysis are described in the following sections.

5.1 Background of the research

To conduct the research, it was essential to choose teachers allowing the author to observe their
English lessons and who would agree to a short interview. The researcher had set out one
condition under which the teachers were chosen to be approached initially. The condition was
to teach in lower-secondary education because, based on the level the learners are supposed

to reach, grammar is included more in their lessons than at a lower level.

The author approached eight different teachers by email, in which she shortly introduced
herself, explained the circumstances and asked the teacher for cooperation. The teachers were
assured that no data identifying them would be published because, as Svaii¢ek and Sedova et
al. (2007, 45) stress, the data should be confidential, and the author needs to reassure the
participants that their data will not be published. Only three teachers replied, however, they met
the condition set out by the author; therefore, the author decided to conduct the research with

them.

Three lessons of each teacher were observed to reassure that the author had been able to see the
essentials for the thesis. The chosen teachers teach in three different basic schools in the Czech
Republic, so it is crucial to describe each’s school background and shortly introduce the

teachers.

The first school is located in a township in the Central Bohemian Region. The school has nine
grades, each divided into two classes, except sixth grade, which is divided into three. Each class
usually has around twenty-five to thirty learners. The school has twenty-five teachers and three
teaching assistants. They work with a programme called Step by Step that aims to facilitate
learners with the same educational opportunities and educate learners about embracing,
respecting, and gaining knowledge from one another. Additionally, the school welcomes
collaboration with the learners’ families and the community. English is taught from the first
grade, and the learners choose a second language in the seventh. They can choose from German

and Russian.

Teacher A finished their Master’s degree at Masaryk University in Brno focused on English
teaching. Now, the teacher teaches English at School 1, from the first to the ninth grade.

The author approached the teacher based on previous cooperation.
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The second school is in town, also in the Central Bohemian Region. The school consists
of more than four hundred learners in eighteen classes. There are twenty-six teachers and four
teaching assistants. Some classes specialise in math and science, and the learners in these
classes are chosen according to an entrance exam in the fifth grade of basic education.
The school focuses on positive negotiations with learners and their parents; the classes are based
on environmental education, and the internet is used as an educational technique in many
lessons. The school is equipped with free Wi-Fi that helps the teachers to create more up-to-
date lessons for the learners. English is taught from the first grade, and learners choose a second

language from German and Russian in the seventh grade.

Teacher B’s primary focus is science; however, the teacher further studied English teaching
remotely, and nowadays, is teaching twelve English classes a week in seventh, eighth, and ninth

grade. Teacher B was also contacted by the author based on previous cooperation.

The third school is located in a city in the Pardubice region. The school has seven hundred and
thirty learners divided into twenty-nine classes. They are characterised by the learners visiting
modernised specialised classrooms, for example, a chemistry classroom or even a therapy
studio. Their school program is newly innovated and allows learners to gain a general overview
and be prepared for life after basic school. English is learned from the first year, and a second
foreign language is from the seventh grade when learners decide whether to learn German or

Russian.

Teacher C studied at Technical University in Liberec. The teacher’s primary focus is teaching
the Czech and the English language, but she also teaches English conversation, citizenship
education and work activities. Teacher C teaches classes from fifth to ninth grade.
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5.2 Research Methodology

For the thesis, observation and interview were chosen as methods to collect data for
the research. This chapter will describe these two methods closely to understand why they were
chosen.

The first method is observation. The method was chosen because, as Svati¢ek and Sedova et al.
suggest (2007, 75), through observation, it is possible to detect the reality of the situations
observed, mainly when the observer is present in the class, leading to that the authors (2007,
143) stress, observation is ideal for classroom research since the class is not disturbed,
the observer is silent. This type of observation is called participant observation. According to
Gavora (2000, 155), in this type of observation, the observer takes detailed notes that include
descriptions of the situations. Svati¢ek and Sedova et al. (2007, 143) agree with Gavora that
the notes should describe critical situations without any unnecessary information that is not
credible for the research. Ultimately, the observer has the best chance to collect unbiased data

on grammar teaching through participant observation.

To specify the data, structured observation was included. According to Svati¢ek and Sedova et
al. (2007, 145), since the research questions are pre-set, and the aim has been stated, it gave the
basis to the researcher of what should be observed. Consequently, the grammar lessons were
observed to be able to classify whether the teachers teach inductively or deductively.

To conclude, the first method to collect data for the research is a structured participant
observation, which will help the observer to gather credible data for the research and help to
conclude research questions and reach the aim.

To get a more complex insight into the observed problematics, Svaiiéek and Sedova et al. (2007,
158) suggest connecting the observations with an interview. Svati¢ek and Sedova et al. (2007,
160) and Gavora (2000, 111) present a semi-structured interview that is based on a pre-prepared
set of questions. However, the interviewer can ask for further explanations; hence, this type of
interview is the most suitable for the research problems. Gathering information concerning
grammar teaching is essential, but other explanations might also be desired. This method
involves, according to Svafi¢ek and Sedova et al. (2007, 160) and Gavora (2000, 114),
preparation of the questions and the interview, that might be recorded, which is, according to
Gavora (2000, 114) convenient for the interviewer, because the only focus of theirs becomes
the interview. The recorded interview is according to the authors, followed by its transcription,
and lastly, the analysis of the collected data.
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Before the interview, the researcher asked for permission to record it to be able to collect all
the essential data for further analysis. The interview was held in the Czech language not to
cause any confusion about different terms that might have been used during the interviews.
The interview took about two minutes, and later, the author transcribed the recorded interview

and translated it into English, as it is the language of the thesis.

5.3 Data Collection

The data was collected between the 6" and 23" of February. The researcher observed three
lessons of each teacher to collect enough data to be further analysed. To support the data
collected from the observations, an interview was carried out. This chapter describes the
research instruments via which the data was collected and a pilot observation that helped to

modify one of the research instruments.

To analyse data gathered in the research, it was crucial to create a sheet on which the data was
recorded. The observation sheet also brings validity to the research because, Gavora
(2000, 121) states that if the researchers want good research outcomes, it is necessary to collect
accurate, broad and concrete data; therefore, the observation sheet (appendix B) was created to

make managing the data straightforward.

The observation sheet included general information. The information about the school, class,
date, time, the number of learners, the teacher observed, and the observer. The topic of the class
accompanied it and an aim that was said by the teacher to the researcher always before the
lesson. To collect data about the class, a table was created. The table included a description
of an activity and what exactly the teacher and learners were doing during the activity. Under
the table there was a blank space for notes that the observer might have come up with during

the lessons observed.

The mentor reviewed the observation sheet before a pilot observation to ensure that all
the essential aspects were included, and to make the observation sheet as helpful as possible, it
was essential to review it. As Gavora (2000, 69) suggests, to conduct research, it is necessary

to find out whether the research instrument works. Therefore, a pilot observation was organised.
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The pilot observation took place at school 1 a few days before the observations for the research
happened. After the pilot observation, the observer changed a few details. Firstly, a number
of learners was added, so the readers of the thesis may imagine what the lessons looked like.
The second change was made in the table. Before the pilot observation, the table did not have
single brackets, so it was hard to fill it in and make it apparent what activity belonged to what
the teacher was doing, and it was time-consuming to organise it; therefore, single brackets were

pre-prepared, to make it simple to fill in and to follow for the observer and then for the analysis

As previously mentioned, the observation should be accompanied by an interview.
The interview aimed to connect the teacher’s assumptions about their grammar teaching with
the observations and to find out why they teach grammar the way they do. The mentor reviewed

the interview questions to make them comprehensive.
The questions were:
“How do you teach grammar? What is the exact procedure?”’

This question accompanied the observation to determine whether the teachers teach inductively
or deductively. If they mentioned the exact procedure that was observed in the lessons,

the approach they aim to use should be straightforward.
“Why do you teach grammar the way you do?”

The second question aimed to determine why the teachers think their approach is the most

appropriate for their learners.
“Have you ever tried a different approach?”

To understand the teachers’ perspectives more, a third question was raised to determine whether

they have tried different approaches or only the ones they use nowadays.
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6 DATA ANALYSIS

To be able to analyse data, it was crucial to choose a technique by which the data would be
analysed. The research aims to determine which deductive or inductive approach teachers use
more when teaching grammar and why. Data was collected on an observation sheet and through
an interview, so the extended material must have been analysed carefully to answer the research

questions and reach the aim.

Hence, open coding was selected as an analysis technique because, as Svati¢ek and Sedova et
al. (2007, 211) suggest, coding is a technique that helps to parse the data, find similarities, and
then connect them in a new manner. The technique is realised by the fact that the text analysed
is divided into units, that are not strictly given, it can be either a word, phrase or whole
paragraph. Each of the units gets a code, which is, according to Lee and Fielding (2004, cited
in Svati¢ek and Sedova et al., 2007, 212), a word or a short word that represents, for example,

a type of attitude or activity in the data collected.

When analysing by open coding, it is important to determine what the unit is about. Flicka
(2006, quoted in Svafi¢ek and Sedova et al., 2007, 212) introduces questions that should help
the researcher to determine what the units are about, for example, what is the topic of the unit
or what phenomena it represents. Throughout the analysis of the data collected, many codes
were created and later compared with the characteristics presented in the introduction to
determine whether the lessons were deductive or inductive. The lessons were broken down into
activities to give the researcher more flexibility in finding detailed information since, as found
out in the theoretical part, a combination of both approaches might be used. Some of the lessons
were accompanied by a handout provided to the researcher by the teacher to be able to see what
the single exercises looked like and were aimed for. One of the analysed lessons is to be found

in the appendix C and D.

Another table was created to record how often the approaches were used (appendix H) to
determine which ones were used more throughout the lessons. Each lesson was closely
analysed. Based on the comparison of the codes and the characteristics, each exercise was
decided to be either deductive or inductive, and the decisions are summarised in the following
sections. The interview answers were analysed separately to confirm the findings from the
observation and to discover the reasons for their grammar teaching and whether the teachers

ever taught differently than they do now.
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6.1 School 1 — Teacher A

The first lesson was in the seventh grade, and a new topic was introduced to nine learners
present in the class. The lesson aimed to draw a difference between past simple and past
continuous, and the learners were supposed to create a sentence pattern for a statement and a

question in the past continuous.

To begin, the teacher connected the new topic with a topic the learners already knew — present
continuous. The learners were encouraged to find the connection between the present and past
continuous; therefore, the teacher actively helped the learners to realise the similarities and to
use the knowledge with a new topic. The learners actively participated throughout the process.
Hence the codes created for the exercise were active teacher, no explicit rule and active learners,
and they reflect the characteristics of the inductive approach.

The following exercise was listening, which was transcribed on the interactive whiteboard
(IWB). The transcription included past continuous forms, and the learners were asked to come
to the IWB and underline the form they noticed. The learners were working without the rule
being explicitly said; they were active in the process of looking up the examples that included
recurrent grammar features; therefore, the approach used in this activity is inductive based on

the characteristics.

The following activity included the rule being written on the board. However, the teacher did
not explicitly state the rule; the learners actively participated in creating rules for statements
and questions based on the previous exercise. Thus, the rule creation in this lesson was done by

induction.

The lesson continued with the creation of a negative form; however, in this case, the teacher
provided learners with the rule and examples, and it continued with a controlled practice in
which the learners repeated the phrases after the teacher; therefore, this exercise is reflected in

the deductive characteristics.

To conclude, the lesson was inductively led seventy-five per cent of the lesson, with one

exception; hence, the induction prevailed.

28



The second lesson observed was in the sixth grade, where there were fourteen learners.
The class aimed to understand the difference between conjunctions “and but because” and use

them correctly in the exercises given.

At the beginning of the class, the teacher wrote the three conjunctions on the board and asked
the learners for their Czech translations. The teacher explicitly said the rules. Ultimately,

the lesson began based on deductive characteristics.

The translations were followed by an exercise in which sentences with missing conjunction
were displayed on the IWB. The learners were supposed to come to the IWB and choose
the correct conjunction. The learners were closely controlled throughout the exercise, which

was based on the previous knowledge of the rules, so the lesson continued deductively.

To practice, the learners were given a handout which included three exercises — errors
correction of conjunctions, translation of sentences, and creation of the conjunction.
The handout was a controlled practice, with exercises, which were very structured and drill-
like; therefore, the deductive approach also dominated these exercises.

Ultimately, the lesson was led one hundred per cent deductively, given all the exercises that
included the presentation of conjunctions and their usage, followed by controlled, drill-like

exercises.

The third lesson at school 1 was observed in the ninth grade with twelve learners. The learners
were learning about the usage of “will” and the aim of the class to realise the situation in which

the will is used and used “will” correctly in required exercises.

At first, the teacher asked the learners for the meaning of the will. They had learned it in
the previous lesson. The teacher wrote the meaning on the board; therefore, it was explicitly

said, which leads to the characteristics of the deductive approach.

In the following exercise, the learners were given several situations and sentences and were
supposed to connect them with situations like future predictions, momentary decisions
or promises, requests or commands. The exercise was closely controlled by the teacher
and provided learners with much information about the language that was explicitly stated on
the board. Based on the characteristics, this exercise was structured and was supposed to present
information about the language to the learners; therefore, the exercise was deductive.

The previous activity was followed by an exercise from an activity book in which the learners

were supposed to write down five questions they would ask a fortune teller; therefore, they were
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asked to create a question using the will. The teacher explained the exercise to them and gave
the learners some examples, followed by a controlled production. Reflected in

the characteristics, this exercise was deductive.

The fortune exercise was followed by production. The learners were asked a question about
what they will do at the weekend, and one by one answered. Based on the previous exercises,
the learners could produce sentences; therefore, the exercise was a deductive controlled

production.

To finish the lesson, the teacher asked the learners to fill in exercises in their workbook
connected with the production of “will” in a sentence. The exercises were very drill-like

and structured. Therefore, the lesson was finished deductively.
Ultimately, the last lesson in school 1 was held deductively only.

Overall, based on the outcomes of the lessons illustrated in appendix H, teacher A tends to teach
deductively; however, an inductive approach was used in one lesson as well, so it can be said

that the teacher attempts to use a mixture of both approaches.
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6.2 School 2 — Teacher B

The first lesson at school 2 was observed in the 9" grade with eighteen learners. The lesson
aimed to draw attention to differences between present perfect and past simple and correctly
recognise them in a text. Both verb forms have already been learned before.

The lesson was based on a handout with three different texts that included present perfect

and past simple.

The first exercise that included grammar was true or false. The learners were asked to read
the short texts and decide if the given information was true or false. This exercise was supposed
to make them realise that there are differences between present perfect and past simple. Because
the learners were made to think about the differences actively and were actively asking further
questions, that led them to conclusions about the differences in the usage of the verb forms.
Since the rules were not explicitly said before that exercise either, the researcher decided

to mark that exercise as inductive.

The true or false task was followed by a task that presented the learners with two rules
for present perfect and two rules for past simple. The learners were supposed to read a sentence,
which included the verb forms under the rules and connect it with them. The teacher read
the rules in Czech and added more explanations about the verb forms. This exercise was

deductive since it included explicitly written rules and further information about the language.

The following exercises were about finding the past simple and present perfect in the texts.
The learners had already been presented with the rules and examples, and the teacher closely

controlled it to ensure the forms picked were correct, reflecting in the deductive characteristics.
To sum up, except for one exercise from the handout, the lesson was held deductively.

The second lesson observed followed the previous lesson in the ninth grade, this time with
seventeen learners—the lesson aimed to be able to use the present perfect and past simple in

exercises correctly.

At the beginning of the lesson, the learners were given a set of questions that were supposed to
draw back to the previous lesson when they began with the differences between present perfect

and past simple.

The warm-up activity was followed by a presentation from the teacher of the differences
between the present perfect and the past simple. The rules were written in Czech, and the teacher
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read them to the learners who were copying what was written in the presentation into their
notebooks. Examples were also included. The teacher explicitly presented the rules; therefore,
the learners were passive in terms of not creating the rules themselves; information about
the language with examples was included in the presentation. Hence, the presentation was

clearly deductive.

After the presentation, the learners were given handouts that were connected to a video about
one man. Except for one exercise, it was connected to the practice of the verb forms and their
differences. In the first one, the learners were supposed to explain the numbers mentioned
in the video using one of the verb forms. It was followed by choosing a correct verb form from
both in a sentence to make it correct. The exercises were controlled and very structured

and followed the explicit presentation of the rule; therefore, they were deductive.

It followed a practice of typical features of the tenses via Kahoot. The exercise was drill-like
and controlled by the teacher, who ensured the learners understood why they chose the answer,
providing them with more explanation. The Kahoot was followed by a drill-like and structured
handout in which they added, for example, “when, ago, yet,” which are connected to the usage
of present perfect or past simple. The teacher closely controlled the exercise. All the features

reflect the characteristics of the deductive approach.

In conclusion, the lesson was clearly led deductively — the rules were presented, with some
examples and other features that relate to it. It was then followed by controlled exercises,

finished by a drill-like exercise.

The third lesson in school 2 was observed in the seventh grade with eleven learners. The lesson

aimed to create past simple by using “ed” correctly.

The learners had already learned about the past simple, so the teacher began the lesson by asking
the learners what the rule was. However, the rule was explicitly written on the board, not
induced by the learners. That was followed by turning on Kahoot, which was a very controlled
and drill-like practice of the past simple form. Before beginning, the teacher explicitly
explained the rule one more time with examples. Creating simple form followed a structured
and controlled exercise in which the learners changed the present simple verb form into the past

simple. The beginning of the lesson indicates the characteristics of the deductive approach.

One more exercise that included converting present simple to past simple followed. It was also

very structured and controlled. The creation of a question followed. The learners were explicitly
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told how to create a question; an example was provided in their handout. They created
the question based on what they knew from the teacher and the example. It was a very controlled
and structured exercise. The lesson was finished with controlled production of the past simple.
The learners were divided into groups. Their task was to create a sentence with past simple
based on a person and a verb they picked and positive, negative or a question based on a number
they threw on a die. The teacher controlled what the learners were saying, and they had a chance
to ask for help. Overall, all the exercises mentioned were deductive because they followed
the characteristics — learners did not create rules themselves, and examples were presented,

followed by very structured and controlled exercises and production.
Ultimately, as analysed above, the lesson was led only deductively.

Overall, based on the outcomes illustrated in the table in appendix H, the lessons of teacher B

were rather deductive.
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6.3 School 3 — Teacher C

The first lesson observed was a lesson in the 81" grade. The class is usually divided into two
groups; however, this time, they had to be altogether; therefore, there were nineteen learners

altogether. The lesson aimed to be able to use “so do I and “neither do I’ correctly.

Since the classes were together and the second group already knew the topic, the teacher asked
them for the rule; however, the learners did not know it, so the teacher said a first sentence like
“I like dogs.” and wanted the learners from the other group to use either “so do I or “neither
do I.” Then she did the same with learners from her group to see if they understood the pattern.
Most of them got it and used it correctly. In this case, the teacher was active in helping
the learners come up with the correct usage without explicitly saying how to. The learners were
also active because they needed to understand the usage, and the rule was not explicitly

pronounced; based on the characteristics, the lesson began inductively.

The following exercise was on a handout with many sentences to which the learners should add
the grammar they were learning. The teacher asked them one by one for an answer.
In the handout, they needed to use other verbs than “do” or in a negative form. Therefore, they
were finding out new ways without knowing it beforehand. The practice was done without
an explicit explanation of the rule, and the learners were active in terms of finding out
the dichotomies and new rules of the new grammar. Therefore, even though the exercise might

seem drill-like, the lesson continued inductively.

The teacher asked the learners for rules they observed during the previous exercise to
summarise what they learned. Learners summarised the rules themselves with only a bit of help
from the teacher. Therefore, they were active in terms of finding the rule. Based

on the characteristics, the summation of the rule was inductive.

To finish the lesson, the handout had one more part about somebody else, so they had to use
a different pronoun. The learners understood it without any explanation needed, only from
reading the sentences and using similar rules they had already known. The researcher decided
that this exercise was inductive since the learners were not explicitly explained what to do about

the exercise and came up with it actively themselves.

Ultimately, the lesson was led inductively only.
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The second lesson observed at school 3 was in the 8™ grade with seventeen learners; two groups
were together again. This lesson aimed to be able to understand the difference between “some,

any, no and every” and use it in a practice handout correctly.

The lesson started with a song, “Somewhere over the rainbow,” in which the learners got
to grips with the usage of the form they were learning for the first time. After the song,
the teacher pointed out some examples from the song to the learners that included “some”
and added examples including “any.” The learners were encouraged to realise the difference
between the two. They succeeded, so the teacher asked them what they would compound some
and any with. Learners came up with “where, one, body and thing.” Therefore, they actively
realised the forms themselves with the active help of the teacher, so the beginning was

inductive.

The beginning was followed by a handout in which the learners were supposed to choose one
of the pronouns correctly. The exercises included several dichotomies. The learners asked
the teacher about “nothing” and “anywhere.” The teacher drew them to a conclusion about
the usage by giving examples. All of this was the learners’ active participation, and the teacher
only provided them with further examples with recurrent grammar, so the learners actively
realised the rules themselves. Based on the characteristics, the exercise was also held

inductively.

To end the lesson, the teacher asked the learners what they had learned in the lesson. It was
written on the board, and the learners were asked to copy it into their notebooks. The lesson
was also finished inductively because the learners induced the rules from the written texts
in the handouts and the previous exercises without their explicit knowledge. Therefore, in this

case, the inductive characteristics also dominate.
In conclusion, the whole lesson was led inductively only.

The third lesson observed was in the 7" grade. The lesson aimed to realise the differences

between past simple and past continuous and use past continuous in exercises correctly.

The lesson started with a listening exercise in which past simple and past continuous were used.
The learners were asked to notice verb forms and write down what they heard. They already
knew the past simple. It was followed by the teacher’s questions about what forms they heard.
The teacher wrote them on the board. At this moment, learners’ attention was drawn to recurrent

grammar examples. Therefore, the lesson began inductively.
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To continue, the teacher asked learners what the past simple was used for because they already
knew about it and then about the new verb form that they heard in the listening and whether
they knew what to use it for. The teacher connected it to the present continuous, making it easier
for them to understand the difference and the usage. The learners actively came up with it with
the teacher’s active help. The beginning of the lesson was inductive since the teacher did not

explicitly say the rule, and the learners realised the usage of past continuous themselves.

To see whether the learners understood the differences, the teacher gave them a handout in
which the usage of both forms was required. The learners tried to fill it in with the teacher’s
active help. Each exercise had examples at the beginning to demonstrate the usage. The creation
of questions followed that exercise. During both of these exercises, the learners were actively
practising without an explicit explanation of the rule, the examples demonstrated included
recurrent grammar, and the teacher was actively helping the learners to fill in the exercises
correctly. The lesson continued inductively since most of the characteristics of the inductive

approach were reflected in the lesson.

The following activity was about writing down the differences between past simple and past
continuous, how to create past continuous and questions in past continuous. The learners were
asked what they noticed, and the teacher wrote it on the board to make it comprehensive
for them to write the rules in their notebooks. Since the learners were asked to induce the rules
themselves from the previous exercises with examples and the teacher actively helped them
to find the rule themselves, the lesson finished inductively as well.

Ultimately, the teacher taught the third lesson also inductively only.

Overall, based on the outcomes illustrated in the table in appendix H, the lessons of teacher C

were only inductive.

6.4 Interviews

The interviews were also analysed by open coding. The codes aimed to find similarities firstly

between the observations and the interview and secondly, in the teachers’ opinions.

The first question in the interview was: “How do you teach grammar? What is the exact
procedure?” The question aimed to draw back to the observations. All the teachers described
the way they teach similarly to the way that was observed during their lessons. For example,
teacher A was using mostly deductive approach; however, in one lesson, the inductive approach

was also used, which is confirmed by the statement that “When I feel like it is something they
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have already done or seen, | do it the other way — meaning that |1 show sentences to them
and let them find the form.” The deductive approach is confirmed by the statement, “we learn
the rules and do exercises in the workbook, and the learners are encouraged to try and use
the new form.” Hence, the learners are passive in not finding the rule themselves and then do
controlled exercises in the workbook followed up by production. Ultimately, when there is
an option, the teacher encourages the learners to be active in terms of finding the rule themselves
from recurrent grammar; however, as it could be seen in lesson 1 of the observations, the lesson
became deductive in the end, and the rest of the lessons were deductive only; therefore,

the teacher uses mostly the deductive approach.

Teacher B’s lessons were mostly deductive, except for one exercise in lesson 1, which draws
to their answer in the interview, in which they state that “first, we induce it by reading a text
or watching a video, so the learners know how to use the grammar rule,” therefore, the learners
were encouraged to focus on the recurrent examples actively. However, the rest of the exercises
observed were deductive, explained by the statement, “I usually present a summation for them
of the rules, so they have an overview of the grammar. Then we begin to practice. First, there
is drilling which then must write and train the usage of the rule. Lastly, we convert the rule into
speaking so the learners can use it verbally.” The statement from the interview reflects
the characteristics of the deductive approach — the learners were passive in terms of not creating
the rule themselves since the teacher provided a summation of the grammar rule, and then
it was followed by practice. The answer is supported by the observation in which the teacher
summarised the rule and added examples. Therefore, all the characteristic features of

the deductive approach were used by teacher B.

On the other hand, lessons of teacher C were, based on the observation, only inductive, which
is confirmed by the statement from the interview that “most of the time, I want the learners to
induce the rules themselves, to make them think,” which means that learners are encouraged to
find the rule themselves actively. Consequently, the teacher stated: “we usually start by me
saying some examples. Then we practice with many other examples when we realise some
deviations.” That confirms another characteristic that learners induce the rule from examples
with recurrent grammar features. However, they are also encouraged to find some deviations in
the rules themselves, and then they practice without explicitly explaining the rule.
All of the statements in the interview confirmed the findings from the observations. However,
the teacher also added that “if the grammar is more complex, or they can’t understand it, it is

my turn to explain it first to them, and then the practice follows up,” hence, sometimes,
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the teacher also used the deductive approach since they explicitly present the rule to the learners.
It is followed by practice; however, that cannot be confirmed since all the lessons observed

were inductive only.

The second question in the interview was: “Why do you teach grammar the way you do?”” Based
on the answers, all teachers agreed that they do it because they think it is most convenient
for their learners. For example, teacher A said that they teach the way they do because they find
it the easiest for the learners while adding that it is quicker for them to prepare, which was
the only answer that drew to the teacher’s convenience. Teacher B teaches the way they do
because the learners experience and can use the language, which is also centred on the learner.
Consequently, teacher C teaches mostly inductively to make the learners think about

the language. Ultimately, the learners were the centre of the answers to the second question.

The third question was: “Have you ever tried a different approach?” The question was supposed
to find out whether the teachers ever tried the second approach, which could have also been
an added reason for using the current approach; however, two out of three teachers answered
that they use both deductive and inductive, which was already detected -either
in the observations or in the first question of the interview. The third teacher has never explicitly
used a different approach to the one they are used to from the very beginning; therefore, this

guestion was considered unnecessary since it did not bring any new findings or confirmation.
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Conclusion of the Practical Part

The practical part aimed to determine whether teachers in the chosen schools tend to teach

inductively or deductively and why. To be able to reach the aim, research questions were posed.

The first question was which of the approaches prevails in the lessons. Based on
the observations and interviews, the deductive approach was used more than the inductive

approach. Two out of three teachers taught mainly deductively.

The second question aimed to determine whether the teachers use a combination of
the approaches. As observed, even though the teachers were teaching mostly deductively,
teacher A presented one mostly inductive lesson. Teacher B used the inductive approach only
in one of the exercises. Furthermore, even though the lessons observed were only inductive,
teacher C stated that some of the lessons that present complex grammar that might be difficult
to understand are taught deductively. Ultimately, the teachers use a combination of both

approaches.

The third research question was to determine the reasons for using the approaches. Based
on the interviews, the answers were very learner-centred. All the teachers teach the way they
do because they think it is best for the learners. Teacher A stated that it was the easiest way for
the learners to learn, speaking of the deductive approach; however, they added that it is also
quick for them to prepare the lesson. According to teacher B, using the deductive approach,
the learners can experience the language and then use it. Teacher C, the only one who used only
an inductive approach during the observed lessons, stated that the reason for using mostly that

approach is to make the learners think about the language.

In connection with the theoretical part, foreign language teachers tend to use a deductive
approach more, which was confirmed by the findings in the practical part. Also, a combination
of approaches was used, which according to the theory, might bring the best results when
teaching grammar. The reasons for teaching the approaches were similar to the advantages
mentioned in the practical part, such as the deductive approach being quicker to prepare for the
teacher and the inductive approach challenging the learners’ thinking. In conclusion, teachers
do their best to teach learners effectively. They choose the most convenient approach for their

groups of learners.
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CONCLUSION

In conclusion, the thesis dealt with grammar teaching in lower-secondary education, focusing
on a deductive and inductive approach. The aim was to determine whether teachers use
deductive or inductive approaches when teaching grammar in the lower-secondary education
and why. The thesis was divided into two main parts — the theoretical, which created a basis for

the following research, in the practical part.

The theoretical part first dealt with communicative competence, which is the overall aim
of language teaching. The CC was illustrated from the point of view of its development and
followed by the current concept of CC created by CEFR. The development of CC is also
reflected in the development of grammar teaching, which was dealt with in the second chapter.
First, grammar was described to understand the core topic of the thesis, followed by
the development phases, and narrowed down the focus on grammar in the curricular documents
in the Czech Republic. Since the aim focuses on the deductive and inductive approaches,
the following chapter dealt with both and their advantages and disadvantages. The final chapter
concerned the lower-secondary learner from a didactic and psychological view, followed by a

description of the teacher since the teacher decides what approach is used in their classes.

The practical part first presented the background of the research, which was conducted with
three teachers in three different schools. The research methods used were observation followed
by an interview. The observation helped to determine the approach the teachers tend to use
during their classes when teaching grammar. It was confirmed by answers from the interview
that also detected the reason for using the approaches. The data from the observation was
collected on the observation sheet, and the interview was recorded and transcribed. The data
collected was analysed by the technique of open coding. The analysis led to the realisation that
teachers use the deductive approach more. However, they also use a combination of both

approaches based on considering the lesson’s topic and the learners.

Ultimately, the aim of the research was fulfilled; however, it was conducted only on a small
sample of teachers and lessons; therefore, it does not present a complete picture of most teachers

in the Czech Republic. Hence, further research should be conducted.
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RESUME

Vyuka gramatiky je nedilnou soucasti vyuky jazyka. Tato bakalaiska prace se zabyva vyukou
gramatiky zakl na druhém stupni zékladni Skoly, konkrétn¢ se zaméfuje na deduktivni a
induktivni pfistup. Cilem prace bylo zjistit jaky zpiisob spise ucitelé vyuzivaji a z jakého
divodu. Prace je rozdélena na dvé hlavni ¢asti — praktickou a teoretickou a v ramci téchto ¢asti

na kapitoly a podkapitoly.

Teoreticka ¢ast ¢ita celkem Ctyti kapitoly. Prvni kapitola se zabyva komunika¢ni kompetenci,
konkrétné jejim vyvojem, nebot’ komunikac¢ni kompetence je cilem vyuky jazyka a jeji vyvoj
je reflektovan i ve zptuisobech vyuky gramatiky. Nejprve byl termin kompetence zejména o
znalosti jazyka, nikoliv o jeho pouziti. Na tuto skute¢nost bylo reagovano predstavenim
komplexné&jsim konceptem komunikaéni kompetence, ktery piedstavoval nejen znalost jazyka,
ale 1 jeho spravné pouziti v riznych situacich. V soucasnosti se vyukou cizich jazyki zabyva
Spoleény evropsky referencni ramec pro jazyky, ktery zahrnuje i komunika¢ni kompetence,
kterou rozdéluje dale na kompetenci lingvistickou, kterd je 0 spravném pouziti jazyka,
sociolingvistickou kompetenci, kterd zahrnuje spravné vyuziti jazyka v odliSnych socialnich
interakcich a kompetenci pragmatickou, kterd je o spravném vyuziti jazyka v urcitych situacich.

V ramci téchto kompetenci se nadale rozviji i dalsi aspekty, véetné gramatiky.

Druha kapitola se zaméfuje na gramatiku. Nejprve obecnéji popisuje gramatiku jako
organizovany jazykovy systém, bez kterého by vyuka jazyka nebyla kompletni. Nésleduje
podkapitola, ktera se zabyva vyvojem vyuky gramatiky reflektujici vyvoj komunikacni
kompetence. Nejprve popsan tradi¢ni zptusob vyuky gramatiky cilici pfedevS§im na znalost
jazyka. Na to navazuje komunika¢ni vyuka, ktera se zamé&fuje naopak spise na mluvenou
stranku jazyka. V ptedposledni ¢asti této podkapitoly je popsana nynéjsi post-komunikacni éra,
propojujici dva ptedchozi piistupy vyuky — znalosti jazyka a schopnosti spravné a vhodné
komunikovat. Dale se tato éra zabyva aktivnim zapojenim zakt do jejich procest uéeni. Cile
vyuky gramatiky v rdmci post-komunikacni éry jsou popsany v jiz zminéném evropském ramci,
ve kterém se gramatika nachdzi v ramci lingvistické kompetence jako ,,gramatické pfesnost.*
V Ceské republice je vyuka anglického jazyka zaloZena na evropském ramci a struéné popsana
Vv kurikularnich dokumentech, které jsou na statni a Skolni trovni. Statnim kurikuldrnim
dokumentem je Ramcovy vzdélavaci program zakladniho vzdélavani (RVP ZV), ktery popisuje
ocekavané vystupy V kazdém predmétu. Strucnéji je potom jednotliva latka ptiblizena ve
Skolnich vzdé€lavacich programech, které si kazda skola upravuje dle svého uvazeni, s ohledem
na naplnéni o¢ekavanych vystupti popsanych v RVP ZV.
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Tteti kapitola se zamétuje na deduktivni a induktivni pfistup k vyuce gramatiky. Nejprve je
kazdy z pristupii k vyuce popsan samostatn¢ a nasledn¢ jsou vyzdvihnuty vyhody a nevyhody
nejen jejich praktického vyuziti ve vyuce. Deduktivni piistup k vyuce gramatiky vychazi
z tradiéni vyuky gramatiky. Z ¢ehoz vychazi, ze nejprve jsou ucitelem prezentovana gramaticka
pravidla nového jevu i1 s doplnénymi ptiklady jeho pouziti, nasleduje strukturované
procvicovani a poté studenti vyuziji nauena pravidla v mluvené podobé. Induktivni ptistup
naopak studenty nuti k tomu, aby na pravidlo pfisli sami. Jsou jim naptiklad prezentovany véty,
které obsahuji opakujici se gramaticky jev, na jehoz zakladé se zaci uci pouzivat danou
problematiku bez explicitni znalosti jejich pravidel. Jejich ukolem je pravidlo nasledné
generalizovat. K samotnému zobecnéni vSak nemusi dojit. Kazdy pfistup k vyuce ma své
vyhody a nevyhody. Deduktivni pfistup je pfinosny ptedevsim proto, Ze pravidla mohou byt
jednoduse vysvétlena, coz snizuje ¢asovou narocnost, ale pokud Zaci na zacatku pravidlu
neporozumi, mohou byt touto skutecnostni odrazeni od néasledného snazeni se mu porozumét.
Naopak, pokud pravidlim porozumi, mize je to vést k myslence, ze to je to jediné, co kK pouziti
jazyka potfebuji. Induktivni pfistup studenty aktivizuje, nuti je ptremyslet. To, Ze si i na
jednoduché pravidlo dokazou pfijit sami, jim muize zvednout sebevédomi. Nevyhodou
induktivniho pfistupu je mozné chybné porozuméni a nasledné nespravné uzivani implicitné

podaného pravidla.

Posledni kapitola se zaméfuje na zéka druhého stupné zakladni §koly a na ucitele. Zak je popsan
z psychologického a didaktického hlediska, nebot’ jejich vek ptinasi urcitd specifika, ktera je
tfeba zohlednit pii volbé zpiisobu vyuky. Zaci druhého stupné jsou v dospivajicim véku, tzv.
adolescenti, ktefi prochazi zna¢nymi psychickymi a fyzickymi zménami. S tim se poji i proces
hledani jejich vlastni identity, béhem kterého se zacinaji osamostatiiovat. Z didaktického
hlediska je potieba tyto zmény brat v potaz. Zaci se v tomto véku zadinaji uzavirat do sebe a
chtéji o sobé rozhodovat predev§im sami. Proto je dilezité od nich ziskavat pravidelnou zpétnou
vazbu na vyuku. Poslednim tématem teoretické ¢asti je ucitel, nebot’ ten rozhoduje o tom, jak
bude hodina probihat a jaké postupy budou pouzity. Ucitel by mél ovladat sviij predmét nejen
z teoretického hlediska, ale zadroven by mél dokazat ptipravit a oducit hodinu tak, aby to zaky
bavilo a néco se naucili. Co se ty€e vyucovani gramatiky, ucitel by mél znat a umét pouzivat

rizné techniky, vyhovujici riznym skupinam.

Prakticka ¢ast je zaloZena na vychodiscich z teoretické ¢asti, na jejichz zakladé byly vymezeny
charakteristiky deduktivniho a induktivniho pfistupu, dale pouzitych ve vyzkumu. Cilem

praktické casti bylo zjistit, ktery z ptistupt ucitelé anglického jazyka spise vyuzivaji v jejich
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hodinach a z jakého divodu. Vyzkum probihal u tfech ucitelli druhého stupné na rtznych
zakladnich skolach. Nejprve, jsou vSichni ucastnici vyzkumu kratce predstaveni.
V nasledujicich ¢astech jsou detailnéji popsany metody a nastroje sbéru dat. Za metody byly
vybrany observace a rozhovor. Observace byly zaznamenany na observa¢ni arch a rozhovory
byly nahrany a nésledné prepsany. Pifed samotnou observaci byla zrealizovana pilotni
observace, na jejimz zakladé byl upraven observaéni arch. U kazdého ucitele byly sledovany
téi hodiny gramatiky. Po téchto tfech hodinach nasledoval rozhovor, ktery mél za cil doplnit
informace z pozorovanych hodin a stanovit divod a motivaci ucitele k vyuzivani jimi

zvoleného zplsobu vyuky gramatiky.

Analyza materiali probihala formou otevieného kodovani. Nejprve byly analyzovany data
z observacnich archti. Hodiny byly rozd€lené na aktivity a jednotlivym ¢astem z téchto aktivit
byly pridéleny kody, které reflektovaly to, o ¢em dana ¢ast vypovidd. Kody byly nasledné
porovnéany s charakteristikami deduktivniho a induktivniho pfistupu, které byly vymezeny
v avodu praktické ¢asti. Na zékladé toho bylo urceno, zda aktivita byla deduktivniho ¢i
induktivniho razu. Vysledek byl poté zaznamenan do tabulky. V tabulce se nasledné secetl
celkovy pocet aktivit a procentudlné byla zjisténa prevaha pfistupu. Data z rozhovort byla
analyzovana otazku po otazce. Prvni otdzka méla potvrdit ¢i vyvratit zjisténi z observaci. Druha
otazka méla za ukol zjistit z jakého dtivodu ucitelé vyuzivaji zpasob, kterym vyucuji. Nasledné
a byly jejich odpovédi vzajemné porovnany, S cilem najit vzajemné podobnosti a odlisnosti.
Posledni otazka byla na zavér vyhodnocena jako nepotiebna, nebot na ni ucitelé jiz odpoveédeli

béhem prvni otazky.

Zavér praktické ¢asti je vénovan odpoveédim na vyzkumné otdzky a néasledné na celkovy cil
prace, ktery byl splnén. Na zaklad¢ analyzy bylo zjiSténo, Ze ucitelé vyuzivaji spiSe deduktivni
pristup k vyuce gramatiky, nebot’ pifevazoval u dvou ze tfi vyucujicich. I kdyz deduktivni
ptistup ptevazoval, v pozorovanych hodinach se nachazely oba ptistupy dohromady, coz bylo
nasledné i potvrzeno ve dvou rozhovorech. V ramci zavéru praktické ¢asti byla porovnana

zjisténi s teoretickymi vychodisky, jez se shodovaly.

Posledni ¢asti bakalaiské prace je samotny zavér, ve kterém byl opét vymezen cil této prace a
byla zde kratce shrnuta zjisténi z teoretické a praktické c¢asti. Je vSak nutné zminit, ze vyzkum
byl proveden pouze u tfech riznych uciteli, tudiz ho nelze brat jako obecny piedpoklad vyuky

gramatiky u¢iteli v Ceské republice.
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APPENDIX A: Inductive exercise

Comparative forms of adjectives (Harmer, 2007, 2017)

a)

b)
<)

d)

Look at this!

old — older

new — newer

light — lighter

big — bigger

thin — thinner

noisy — noisier

silly — sillier

expensive — more expensive
beautiful — more beautiful

Now work these out!

How do we make one-syllable adjectives into

comparative adjectives’
Why are big and thin different? -
What has to change when we make words like

noisy and silly into comparative adjectives’ |
What is different about expensive and beautiful?

Why?
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APPENDIX B: Blank observation sheet

School:

Class:

Date:

Time:

Number of learners:
Teacher observed:

Ohbserver: Adéla Skalicka

TOPIC OF THE CLASS:

AIM OF THE CLASS:

DESCRIPTION OF AN ACTIVITY

WHAT 15 THE TEACHER DOING

'WHAT ARE THE LEARNERS DOING
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APPENDIX C: Illustration of open coding 1

School: SCHOOL 2

Class: 9™

Date: 17. 2. 2023

Time: 8:55-9:40

Number of learners: 17
Teacher observed: TEACHER B

Observer: Adéla Skalicka

TOPIC OF THE CLASS: Present perfect x past simple

AIM OF THE CLASS: By the end of the lesson, the learners will be able to recognise the differences between present perfect and past simple and use them
in the exercises correctly.

DESCRIPTION OF AN ACTIVITY WHAT IS THE TEACHER DOING WHAT ARE THE LEARNERS DOING
Questions Hands out the questions and tells the learners They pair up and answer the questions.
The learners are supposed to pair up and answer | what to do. They answer the questions out loud if asked.
two questions to warm up; it is supposed to draw | Asking for answers out loud from some of the
back to the previous lesson. 3 learners 1 =
Presentation of the differences between present | Reading the presentation, presenting. Sit and listen, copying the rules into their English
perfect and past simple explicit explici} language notebooks.
™SSV leawney §
It is written in Czech — the differences.informalion
There are examples in English.

\Nre.sm!d ex o‘me\u
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APPENDIX D: Illustration of open coding 2

Watching a video about an 80-year-old man

Put a tick next to a topic discussed (handout ex 6)

Telling them what to do, turning on the video. '

Asking for the topics mentioned

Watching the video again and working on ex 7
They are supposed to explain numbers from the
video. Usage of the present perfect and past
continuous is acquired.  Controlled practi

It is being watched twice.

The video has subtitles.
Ex. 8
Choosing the correct form of the verb — past
simple x present perfect
dreill-\ lee

Kahoot!

The practice of past simple and present perfect
according to the typical features that were
mentioned — when, ago, since, yesterday,

| already, ... dill-lilke

They watch the video and tick.

Answering what was mentioned.

Asking for the answers.

Telling them what to do and turning on the video.

Working on the task alone.

Some of them answer questions proposed by the
teacher, the rest is checking their answers

COMrouq d P"Cﬁ.jr‘lbl

Telling them what to do and turning on the video
so they can check it.
condrolled prachat
Checking it together, asking why they chose what
they chose.

Doing it and then checking it with the video.

Answering when the teacher asks.

Turning on the Kahoot

Explaining the correct answers in Czech.
i Cocmution

use past simple or present perfect

there are sentences that require to fill in either

the present perfect or past simple form.
drill-fle | vsage

the rest of it is their hw, so they start with It at

the end of the lesson already.

Signing in.

Doing it. passive ‘(Qrws

Tells them what to do.

Asking for the answers out loud.

\ Condroled prachiq If the learners say it wrong, she helps them to

reach the correct answer. mk

Asking for the typical words used with-\\&W M"\\ ‘o

They are filling it in alone.
Saying the answers.

Looking for the typical words.
exawiples
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APPENDIX E: Interview with teacher A

LO“\' "\\t s\’
Q‘ p.t.\ \ (82

Translated by the author:
How do you teach grammar? What is the exact procedure?

We usually look at grammar tables to see if there are differences between different persons. Itis
generally more accessible with older Ie\arners gtgv\xﬁp others, it is the other way around. So, we
&) NEi 3 . . .
typically review it, look at the formé‘:’f\%w to dteate it, and how to use it in question and as a negative
sentence. When | feel like it is something theZ hav? already done or seen, | do it the other way —
A aChive leavaevs W
meaning that | show sentences to them and let them find the word form. And it is followed by
practice. | use the PPP approach, which is the present practice produce approach. Firstly, we learn PaSLive

the rules and do exercises in the workbook, and the learners are encouraged to try using the new (eavncr S
forms. SOV k- gyt Q_)Q\ O gk

So, you teach this way because you think it is the easiest for them?
Fastest for me and easier for them.

Cavitd\ MeCames Codend,
Have you ever tried to teach grammar differently than this?

The different one is what | said about the seven graders. If they know the grammar or have learned
something similar, | do it the other way around, and they look for the conditions —the so-called

inductive approach. \_,Q\\'\
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APPENDIX F: Interview with teacher B

Translated by the author:

How do you teach grammar? What is the exact procedure?
: : QO\NL \wowvaery 1 ¥
First, we induce it by reading a text or wrag(chmg a video, so the learners know how to us&tt&iv -
Lt 5 SSIVC  Maval

grammar rule. After that, | usually present a summation for them of the rules, and tlrgy write it into

g = 4 S \(EN Wi Sy
their o\tebooks, so they have an overview of the grammar. Then we begin to practice. First, there is
drilling Q’ﬁen they must write and train the usage of the rule. We also have an opportunity to go to
an ICT room to use computers for exercises and practice. Lastly, we convert the rule into speaking so

the learners can yse it yerbally.
N v
So the reason why you teach grammar this way is that...
So they experience it and can use it. \ww-w U N
Have you ever tried to teach it differently, or have you always taught grammar this way?

| don’t remember trying another approach, this one works, so | am using it.
ong
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APPENDIX G: Interview with teacher C

Translated by the author:

How do you teach grammar? What is the exact procedure?

Qc\"wt \eovmer s
Most of the time, | want the learners to induce the rules themselves, to make them thinlg.»lf the
5 ) B s YA \uww-f?l) Q¥ sl
grammar is more complex or they can’t understand it, it is my turn'to explain it first to' them and then
A e LY %mcfk\ur -ﬂfc,uw %M\N
the practice follows up. Howevsfavausually start by hié saying Some examples. Furthg: I Skt an SN,
O\« qmqv U NV\
encourage learners to use the?‘angua e snr(ﬁilarly as | do in sentences. Then we practﬁ‘e with loads of 3
s : %&wu S § v N, O S R L
examples, which is a time when we also realize some deviations. At the end, the rule is said by the
learners, and written on the board by me so they know what we were talking about exactly. | teach

with these two approaches. However, | rather use the one when learners realise the rule themselves.
Why do you teach grammar the way you do?

| want to make them think about the Ianguage.\QWV\(.Y Ce\k\‘“\

Have you ever tried different approach?

As | said, | am using these two ways, but | prefer the first one.

oo eSowaten
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APPENDIX H: Figure with the outcomes of the observations
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