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Abstract 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the comparative effects of L2 instructional approaches on 
learning grammatical structures by adult learners. The participants of the study were summer trainees 
of educational planning and management at Bahir Dar University. A pre-test/post-test quasi-
experimental design was used for the study in which data were collected from an experimental group 
and a control group. The analysis of the data indicated that the participants in the experimental group 
who learnt two selected grammatical structures inductively in a writing course scored, in two different 
tests, statistically significantly higher than the participants in the control group who learnt the same 
topics deductively. When the participants in the experimental group were asked which approach they 
would prefer in learning grammatical structures in the future, 31% (16) per cent of them said they 
would prefer the inductive approach, another 33% (17) of them indicated that they would opt for the 
deductive approach, and the remaining 36% (19) of them said they would prefer to learn sometimes 
inductively and sometimes deductively. This result revealed that there was not any specific approach 
that was favoured by the majority of the participants. However, when the participants who preferred to 
learn inductively and who preferred to learn sometimes inductively and sometimes deductively were 
taken together, it became evident that the majority of the participants (67%) did not wish to learn 
grammatical structures only through the deductive approach in the future. Finally, implications of the 
findings of the study for teaching and learning grammatical structures and suggestions for further re-
search are made.  

Key words: L2 instructional approach, inductive and deductive approaches, consciousness-raising 
tasks 

Introduction 

The relevance of paying attention to the form of what learners are supposed to learn has been em-
phasized by researchers like Schmidt (1990). It was not long after the advent of communicative ap-
proaches that some support was gained for teaching specific grammatical forms to learners of second 
or foreign language in addition to encouraging them to use the language in various communicative 
situations (Long, 1983). According to Ellis (2005), focus on form is particularly important in the case of 
L2 acquisition by adult learners. He argued that focusing on form helps “to intervene in the process of 
acquisition by inducing learners to pay attention to linguistic form while they are primarily concerned 
with decoding or encoding message content” (p. 9).  
There are studies which indicate that explicit teaching of grammatical forms can help learners notice 
some grammatical features which may not be salient without direct instruction (Farrokhi & Talabari, 
2011; Rezaei & Hosseinpur, 2011).  Similarly, in task-based studies researchers have looked into the 
impacts of focusing on form on the accuracy of learners’ oral production under different planning con-
ditions (Bygate & Samuda, 2005; Ellis & Yuan, 2005; Kamauchi, 2005; Ortega, 2005; Sangarun, 
2005; Skehan & Foster, 2005). Though the results of these studies have not always been consistent, 
they have generally shown that different conditions under which learners planned their language dur-
ing task performance improved the accuracy of the learners’ language. 
As the need to teach grammatical forms in acquiring a foreign language became convincing, re-
searchers began experimenting with different approaches and techniques in teaching grammatical 
forms. However, the means of helping learners notice subtle features of the language they use has 
always been a bone of contention among SLA theorists, researchers and teachers (Rezaei & Hosse-
inpur, 2011).  
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There are generally two theoretical approaches to helping learners focus their attention on form, 
namely inductive and deductive approaches (Fahim & Azarnioushi, 2011). According to Fahim and 
Azarnioushi (2011), deductive approaches are usually regarded as traditional while inductive ap-
proaches to teaching grammatical forms are considered more modern and participatory.  
Rezaei and Hosseinpur (2011) point out that inductive approaches and techniques encourage learn-
ers to discover rules and patterns by working on language in context. With this regard, some research 
indicates that approaches which encourage learners to discover rules and patterns by using natural 
linguistic data could enhance learning (Koosha & Jafarpour, 2006). For example, consciousness-
raising tasks which are done inductively can be used for this purpose in which learners discover rules 
and patterns by working on language in context individually and/or collaboratively (Ellis, 2003 cited in 
Oxford, 2006). 
On the other hand, with a deductive approach learners are first presented with the rules and patterns 
of the language they are learning and are expected to apply the knowledge they have gained in doing 
exercises (Fahim & Azarnioushi, 2011).  The deductive approach has gradually fallen from favour and 
some theorists like Krashen (1981) go as far as to say that explicit instruction of grammar rules do not 
contribute to the acquisition of a second or foreign language, and should not be the focus of a foreign 
language teaching program.  
The falling from favour of the deductive approach to teaching grammar in the second half of the twen-
tieth century was caused by several research findings. These research findings suggest that teaching 
does not necessarily result in learning, and that learners seem to follow their own inbuilt internal sylla-
bus which is not affected by first language background or the order in which grammatical forms are 
taught (Willis, 2004; Ellis, 1985). Moreover, the explicit teaching of linguistic structures or forms was 
neglected as CLT approaches became more popular in the late 1970s and early 1980s which empha-
sized the need to focus on communicative proficiency rather than on the mastery of structures (Rich-
ards & Rodgers, 2001).  
There is an ever growing body of evidence which shows the effects of various formal instructional 
methods on second language acquisition (Ellis, 1985). However, the knowledge we have about the 
effects of different formal instructional methods on learning specific grammatical structures or on se-
cond language acquisition is still limited, particularly in the Ethiopian context. Therefore, this research 
seeks to contribute to our understanding of the impacts of varied formal instructional methods on 
learning the formal system of English as a foreign language at Bahir Dar University in Ethiopia.  

Research questions 

This study aims to answer the following research questions:                                                                   
1. Do adult learners who learn grammatical structures inductively score higher on grammar tests than 
those who learn deductively? 
2. After experiencing inductive learning, do adult learners prefer to learn grammatical structures in-
ductively or deductively? 

Research hypotheses 

This study set out to test the following research hypotheses: 
Ho1= Adult learners who learn grammatical units and structures inductively do not score statistically  
         significantly higher on grammar tests than those who learn deductively. 
Ho2= The number of adult learners who prefer to learn grammatical structures deductively is not  
         significantly higher than those who prefer to learn inductively. 

Research design and methodology 

This study employed a pre-test/post-test quasi-experimental design in which two intact groups were 
used as experimental and control groups. Tests and questionnaires were used to collect quantitative 
data, and descriptive and inferential statistics were used to describe the data and to test the hypothe-
ses of the study.   
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Subjects 

The subjects of the study were primary school principals taking summer courses in 2012 in the De-
partment of Educational Planning and Management, Bahir Dar University. Two intact groups of the 
primary school principals were used for the study as experimental and control groups. The average 
age of the subjects in both the experimental and control groups was 28 and more than 93% of the 
subjects in both groups were male. It had been between 1-4 years since the majority of the subjects in 
both groups had taken an English course in any educational setting when they began taking Sopho-
more English, a basic writing course, in the summer of 2012. These school principals were first 
trained as teachers, and the specific subjects they were trained in were found to be widely varied – 
English, social science, natural science, mathematics, physical education, language, Amharic, biolo-
gy, chemistry, physics, history and geography. A little more than half of the subjects in both groups 
were trained either in the field of language teaching or social science. The vast majority of the sub-
jects in both groups reported that English was used as the medium of instruction when they were 
trainees in different teacher training colleges. However, a small minority of the subjects disclosed that 
vernacular languages were used as medium of instruction in their teacher training programs. The bulk 
of the subjects in both groups had had teaching experiences of 4-6 years before they became school 
principals.  
Data gathering instruments  

One of the instruments used to collect data for this study was tests. The subjects in both the experi-
mental and control groups took four tests of which two were pre-tests and the other two were post-
tests. The first pre-test was on identifying sentence types and the second pre-test was on editing sen-
tence errors. The post-tests contained similar questions to the ones found in the pre-tests.  
A questionnaire was also completed by the subjects in both groups along with the first pre-test to 
gather background information about the subjects in relation to their experiences in learning and using 
English. Another questionnaire, which was intended to gauge the subjects’ preference for a learning 
approach, was given out only to the experimental group. The subjects in the control group did not 
complete the questionnaire designed for identifying learners’ preference of a learning approach be-
cause, at least in the two selected topics that the researcher observed, the inductive approach was 
not used by the colleague who taught the control group. Therefore, it was decided that asking the 
subjects in the control group to choose between learning approaches in one of which they had little or 
no experience would be unfair.  
Observations were also made by the researcher of the lessons that were given to the control group by 
a colleague on the two topics of sentence types and sentence errors. The only purpose of the obser-
vations of the lessons that were given to the control group by the colleague was to corroborate the 
researcher’s conviction that the colleague would teach the two selected topics deductively.  

The Intervention 

The intervention was the use of the inductive approach in teaching grammatical structures in a writing 
course. Two topics, sentence types and sentence errors, which were part of the first unit of the course 
Sophomore English, were selected. These two topics were presented to the subjects in the experi-
mental group by the researcher through the inductive approach. The topics were presented to the 
subjects in a series of activities in which they were required to identify sentence types and edit sen-
tence errors.  
The subjects in the experimental group began each activity with individual work and moved on to 
group work where they compared their answers and supported each other in a collaborative spirit. It 
was clearly explained to them that the reason for their working together was to collaborate and sup-
port each other, and not to compete. For each selected topic, the subjects in the experimental group 
went through a series of activities in which one activity built on a previous activity. Any activity that 
followed a previous activity provided the subjects with more support so that they could achieve the 
initial general objectives of each topic. The design of the activities in the current study was influenced 
by the application of the principles of the socio-cultural theory to teaching foreign languages. Accord-
ing to Aljaafreh and Lantolf (1994) cited in Johnson (2004), second or foreign language learners learn 
better when the assistance they need to complete a task moves from the most implicit to the most 
explicit collaborative negotiated feedback. 
As a result, the different stages of the principle of regulation were included in the activities the sub-
jects did. For example, in the case of editing sentence errors the subjects in the experimental group 
first did an activity in which they were asked to explain in very general terms the types of sentence 
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error they saw in eight sets of sentences with each set containing a specific type of error. This activity 
was followed by a similar activity in which the same sets of sentences were provided to the subjects 
by underlining the specific places where the errors were found. The rationale for this was that by fo-
cusing their attention to the specific place that was underlined they could more easily identify and ex-
plain the types of sentence error they saw in each set.  
To provide additional assistance for the subjects who might have found the two first activities still diffi-
cult, the name and definition of each type of sentence error was given to the subjects, and they were 
asked to match the definitions with the sets of sentences which contained the errors. This was fol-
lowed by the provision of correct sentences with each set of sentences which carried errors so that 
the subjects could correct the incorrect sentences using the correct sentences as clues. Finally, the 
subjects in the experimental group were asked to suggest ways of correcting each type of error in 
each set of sentences.  
Each activity above began with individual work and moved on to group work where the subjects com-
pared their answers and supported each other. Research shows that when adult learners work to-
gether in small groups, they can provide language assistance to each other and learn from it (Spring-
er & Collins, 2008). The discussion of each topic was concluded by listening to the subjects’ answers 
and by giving the subjects the opportunity to decide whether the answers given by fellow subjects 
were acceptable or not. The teacher-researcher finally gave corrections for each answer that was not 
correctly done by the subjects.  
The teacher-researcher taught the experimental group while a colleague taught the control group. 
Both the teacher-researcher and his colleague are PhD candidates in TEFL at Bahir Dar University, 
Ethiopia. The teacher-researcher had nine years of experience in teaching Sophomore English while 
his colleague had seven years of experience in teaching the same course. 

Procedure 

First, the pre-tests and post-tests on each topic were prepared and pilot tested to check their reliabil-
ity. A group of summer trainees who did not take part in the study were divided into two subgroups 
randomly. One of the subgroups took the pre-tests on each topic and the other subgroup took both 
post-tests. To calculate the degree of correlation between the scores of each pre-test and post-test, 
the Pearson statistic was calculated and the correlation between each pair of pre-test and post-test 
was found to be statistically significant at p<0.05. The correlation coefficient between the pre-test and 
post-test on identifying sentence types was 0.73, and the correlation coefficient between the pre-test 
and post-test on editing sentence errors was 0.82. 
The primary school principals who participated in the study filled out a short questionnaire intended to 
gather personal and background information about their experiences in learning English. Immediately 
thereafter, a pre-test on identifying sentence types was given to both the experimental and control 
groups before both groups received lessons on sentence types. Following the pre-tests, the teacher-
researcher taught the experimental group the topic of sentence types in two sessions of 100 minutes 
each using the inductive approach. In the same week the teacher-researcher observed two lessons of 
100 minutes each given to the control group by a colleague, who taught his group of students the 
same topics using the deductive approach. The following week, post-tests on identifying sentence 
types were given to both the experimental and control groups.  
The second pre-test on editing sentence errors was given to both the experimental and control groups 
immediately before the subjects began discussing how to edit sentence errors. The same procedure, 
as described above, was followed again. After the second pre-test, the teacher-researcher taught the 
experimental group the topic of editing sentence errors in three sessions of 100 minutes each using 
the inductive approach. In the same week, the teacher-researcher observed two lessons of 100 
minutes, each given to the control group by the same colleague on the topic of editing sentence er-
rors. When both the teacher-researcher and the colleague concluded the topic on sentence errors, 
the post-test was given to both the experimental and control groups.  
Finally, at the end of the course the subjects in the experimental group did two sets of activities on the 
topic relative clauses. One of the sets of activities was done deductively and the other set of activities 
was done inductively. As soon as the subjects had finished doing the two sets of activities, they com-
pleted a short questionnaire in which they were asked to choose the teaching approach they would 
prefer in learning grammatical forms in the future. They were given three alternatives to choose from, 
i.e. inductively, deductively or sometimes inductively/sometimes deductively. Both the questionnaire 
and the tasks were adopted from Rezaei and Hosseinpur (2011).  
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Data Analysis 

The data were analysed using descriptive as well as inferential statistics. Descriptive statistics such 
as mean and standard deviation were used to describe the performance of the subjects on the differ-
ent tests. Moreover, inferential statistics such as the independent samples t-test and Pearson Chi-
Square were computed to test the hypotheses of the research. IBM SPSS version 20 was used for 
the statistical analyses in the study. 

Results 

Observations of a colleague’s lessons 

Altogether four observations of lessons given by a colleague, who participated in the research by 
teaching the control group using deductive approaches, were made by the researcher to confirm the 
researcher’s initial suspicion that the colleague would teach the first unit of the course Sophomore 
English using deductive approaches. This suspicion stems from the researcher’s experience as a 
learner as well as teacher of English in Ethiopia. The researcher knows quite well that the deductive 
approach is predominantly used in English classrooms across the country. Some local studies also 
attest to the fact that students are not given enough opportunities for discovery learning (Alemu, 2003; 
Andargachew, 2010).   
The first two observations were made while the colleague presented the topic sentence types to his 
group of students, but the last two observations were made while the colleague discussed the topic 
sentence errors. The observations made were complete narrative descriptions of each session in 
which everything that happened in each session was recorded in a notebook. The purpose of the re-
search was not revealed to the colleague until the end of the observations.  
The results of the observations indicated that there was a particular pattern in which the colleague 
presented a new grammatical unit or structure to his students.  In teaching each of the topics, first he 
wrote the topic on board, then explained the topic, and finally he gave examples to further illustrate 
the topic. For instance, in teaching how to edit sentence errors, he first listed the types of sentence 
errors on the board and using example sentences he explained to his students why or how each type 
of error occurred. Next, he showed his students how each type of error can be corrected so that the 
sentences can be more effective in communicating ideas. Finally, he gave them an exercise in which 
his students were supposed to identify errors and correct them using the examples he gave them.  
During the lessons the researcher observed, the classes, as might be expected, were very passive. 
For example, in one lesson in which sentence errors were presented I noticed that only three students 
gave short answers to the few questions the colleague posed to the students. The remaining fifty plus 
students just listened to the teacher for about 100 minutes without doing anything meaningful individ-
ually, in pairs or in groups except taking notes.  
Based on my observations, it can be concluded that my colleague followed deductive ways of teach-
ing in which he explained rules or patterns first, and gave his students an exercise in which the stu-
dents were required to apply the rules they learnt. The students were not encouraged and supported 
to solve problems or discover rules and patterns on their own by working individually, in pairs or in 
groups. The students in the control group were not challenged in the least; they were spoon-fed.   

Achievement in identifying sentence types  

Below the results of the pre-test and post-test on identifying sentence types for both the control and 
experimental groups are presented. 
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Table 1: Independent samples t-test for comparing the average gain scores in identifying sentence 
types between the control and experimental groups 

     Note: *1and *2: Taken out of 25 points  
As can be seen in Table 1, the subjects in both the control and experimental groups made improve-
ments in their abilities to identify sentence types as measured by the differences between their re-
spective pre-test and post-test scores. The pre-test mean scores in identifying sentence types were 
12.34 for the control group and 11.04 for the experimental group. Their pre-test mean scores were 
very close with the subjects in the control group slightly outperforming the subjects in the experi-
mental group. However, the post-test mean scores clearly show that the subjects in the experimental 
group outshine the subjects in the control group. Since it is impossible to use the post-test mean 
scores to calculate whether this difference has reached statistical significance because randomiza-
tion, which is one of the assumptions of a parametric data analysis, was not met, the mean gain 
scores of each group were used for the purpose of comparing the differences in scores between the 
two groups.  
Therefore, Table 1 shows that after running the independent samples t-test for comparing  the differ-
ence between the mean gain scores of the control group (3.40) and the experimental group (6.45), it 
was found that the difference was statistically significant (t = 3.23, df = 91, two-tailed, ρ = 0.002). 
Moreover, to measure how big this effect was effect size was calculated by making use of the formula 
suggested by Glass et al. (1981) cited in Cohen, Manion, & Morrison (2007). As a result, the effect 
size was found to be .68 which meant that when the effect of using the inductive approach was com-
pared with the effect of using the deductive approach on teaching sentence types, the effect was not 
strong, but moderate. This was a very clear indication that the subjects in the experimental group 
made more improvements than the participants in the control group. Furthermore, this result may im-
ply that the inductive approach which was used to teach identifying sentence types to the experi-
mental group was probably more effective in teaching grammar points than the deductive approach 
that was used to teach the same topic to the control group.  

Achievement in editing sentence errors 

Next the results of the pre-test and post-test on editing sentence errors by each group are provided. 
Table 2: Independent samples t-test for comparing the average gain scores in editing sentence errors 
between the control and experimental groups  

Note: *3and *4: Taken out of 10 points  
Table 2 indicates that the subjects in both groups performed quite poorly on the second pre-test that 
measured their ability to identify and correct sentence errors of various types, though the subjects in 
the experimental group did slightly better than the subjects in the control group. The pre-test mean 
score for the control group was .99 whereas it was 1.17 for the experimental group. The results of the 
post-test depict that the subjects in both groups showed improvements as expressed by their post-
test mean scores. However, the improvements made by each group of subjects as manifested by 
their gain scores are quite different. The mean gain score for the control group was .96, but it was 
2.50 for the experimental group. When the independent samples t-test was computed to compare the 
mean gain scores between the control and experimental groups, the difference was statistically signif-
icant (t = 4.32, df = 103.02, two-tailed, ρ = 0.000). Furthermore, to check how big this effect was effect 
size was calculated and was found to be .90 which meant that when the effect of using the inductive 

Group N Pre-test 
mean 

scores*1 

Post-test 
mean 

scores*2 

Mean 
gain 

scores 

Std. De-
viation 

t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Control 40 12.34 15.26 3.40 4.17         

Experimental 
 

53 
 

11.04 
 

17.14 
 

6.45 
 

4.92 
 

3.23 
         

91 
               

.002 

Group N Pre-test 
mean 

scores*3 

Post-test 
mean 

scores*4 

Mean gain 
scores 

Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 

Control 
50 

         
.99          1.77                    .96 

                
                    1.70               
 

   

Experimental 56 1.17          3.67                 2.50                    1.97 4.32 103.02 .000 
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approach was compared with the effect of using the deductive approach on teaching how to edit sen-
tence errors, it was found to be moderate. This result might again bear testimony to the argument that 
teaching or learning approaches which promote the active involvement of learners in their own learn-
ing could result in more effective learning.   

Preferred learning approach by adult learners 

As explained earlier, the subjects in the experimental group were taught two relatively broad topics 
using the inductive approach. Moreover, at the end of the course Sophomore English they were 
asked to do two tasks which contained a series of activities based on the topic relative clauses. The 
first series of activities designated as Task 1 was based on the inductive learning approach, while the 
other series of activities designated as Task 2 was based on deductive learning. The subjects in the 
experimental group performed these two activities in class with the help of the teacher-researcher, 
and they were helped to clearly see the difference between the two learning approaches used in the 
two separate tasks.  
In Task 1, which was presented using the inductive approach, the subjects in the experimental group 
did four activities which were based on the relative clause. In each activity, correct and incorrect sen-
tences which contained relative clauses were given so that the subjects could come up with various 
rules that governed the use of relative pronouns, pronouns and prepositions in relative clauses. How-
ever, in Task 2 the subjects were first provided with rules which stated what was allowed and what 
was not allowed in the use of relative pronouns, pronouns and prepositions in relative clauses, and 
they were asked to do exercises by applying the rules they were provided with.  
As soon as the subjects had finished doing the tasks, they completed a short questionnaire in which 
they were asked to choose whether they preferred to learn grammar in the future by using activities 
like the ones found in Task 1 or Task 2, or sometimes using activities like the ones found in Task 
1and sometimes using activities like the ones found in Task 2. 
Table 3: Adult learners’ preferred learning approach  

 
According to Table 3, 31% (16) of the subjects preferred to learn grammar in the future by using activ-
ities like the ones found in Task 1 which was based on inductive learning. The proportion of the sub-
jects who selected to learn grammar in the future by using activities similar to the ones which consti-
tuted Task 2, which was based on deductive learning, was 33% (17), and finally the percentage of 
subjects who preferred to learn grammar in the future sometimes by using activities like the ones 
found in Task 1 and sometimes by using activities like the ones found in Task 2 was 36% (19).  
When the Pearson Chi-Square statistic was calculated to test whether there was any significant statis-
tical difference in the number of subjects who preferred to learn grammar in the future inductively, de-
ductively or in both approaches, it was found that the number of the subjects who preferred each one 
of the above choices was so close (related) that it was statistically significant (χ2 = 104.00, df = 6, ρ = 
0.00). As a result, Null Hypothesis 2 which stated that the number of subjects who prefer to learner 
grammatical structures deductively is not significantly higher than those who prefer to learn inductively 
was supported. In other words, the number of subjects who preferred to learn grammar inductively in 
the future was no different from the number of subjects who preferred to learn grammar deductively in 
the future.  
However, what is interesting, based on Table 3, is if we combine the number of students who selected 
to learn inductively and the number of students who selected to learn sometimes inductively and 
sometimes deductively, about 67% of the participants did not prefer to learn grammar exclusively 
through deductive methods.  
When asked to write their reasons for preferring one learning approach to another, some of those who 
preferred the inductive approach replied the following: 

Ø ‘It creates opportunities for active learning.’ 

 Induction Deduction Sometimes induction 
& sometimes deduc-
tion 

Total 

     No.    %       No.            %            No.                  %                No.              % 

Subjects 
 
16 

 
31 

 
17 

 
33 

 
19 

               
 36 

 
52 

 
100 
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Ø ‘It encourages me to discover rules on my own which may facilitate my understanding of the 
rules.’ 

Ø ‘I have the opportunity to learn at two levels. The first one is when I try to figure out what er-
rors exist in incorrect sentences. The second one is when correct forms are provided which 
can help discover rules and patterns.’ 

Those who favored the deductive approach responded as follows: 
Ø ‘If I am first given the rules, I understand better and do exercises easily.’ 
Ø ‘It helps to move from simple to complex.’ 

Finally, those who preferred to learn grammatical forms sometimes inductively and sometimes deduc-
tively said the following: 

Ø ‘Inductive learning motivates us to discover rules, and deductive learning helps us to get in-
formation.’ 

Ø ‘Inductive learning encourages me to make use of what I already know, and deductive learn-
ing helps me to integrate what I already know.’  

Discussion   

The results of independent samples t-tests indicated that the differences in the mean gain scores be-
tween the control and experimental groups in two different tests were statistically significant as a re-
sult of which the first null hypothesis which stated that adult learners who learn grammatical structures 
inductively do not score statistically significantly higher on grammar tests than those who learn deduc-
tively was rejected. Since statistical significance may not be enough to indicate the magnitude of the 
effect, the effect size for each difference was calculated and it was found that the effect was moder-
ate. Therefore, based on these results it could be argued that the inductive approach was more effec-
tive in teaching grammatical rules, sentence patterns or grammatical structures than the deductive 
approach was. In other words, there were differences between the subjects in the control and experi-
mental groups in terms of their abilities to identify sentence types and to edit sentence errors, which 
could be attributed to being exposed to these different instructional approaches. This finding is not in 
line with the results found by Farrokhi and Talabari (2011) whose subjects in the experimental group 
were not able to learn grammatical forms better than the subjects in the control group by using visual 
input enhancing techniques as an intervention. 
The Chi-Square statistic was computed to test the second hypothesis which predicted that there 
would not be a statistically significant difference in the number of the subjects who selected either in-
ductive or deductive approaches to learning grammatical forms in the future. The result of the Pear-
son Ch-Square statistic showed that the number of subjects who preferred each type of approach was 
so close (related) that there was no one clear choice of learning approach preferred by the majority of 
the subjects. However, what was interesting was the fact that when the number of subjects who pre-
ferred to learn inductively and the number of the subjects who preferred to learn sometimes inductive-
ly and sometimes deductively were taken together, they accounted for 67% of the subjects. In other 
words, this means that a large number of subjects did not wish to learn grammatical structures exclu-
sively through the deductive approach in the future. This result was in stark contrast to the finding of a 
study by Fahim and Azarnioushi (2011) who found that the majority of their Iranian subjects, who 
were learning English as a foreign language, preferred the deductive approach to the inductive ap-
proach.  

Conclusions and recommendations 

The fact that the subjects in the experimental group performed much better in the two post-tests given 
on two different topics can be an indication that the inductive approach can help adult learners to 
learn grammatical forms more effectively than the deductive approach does. This finding can also 
provide empirical evidence for teaching approaches which emphasize the active involvement of 
learners in their own learning. Even if more research on this area is required before strong claims may 
be empirically supported about the benefits of active learning for mastering grammatical rules, the 
findings here do lend support to constructivist theories which advocate discovery learning.  
Since the inductive approach was preferred by the majority of the subjects of the study to be used at 
least alternately with the deductive approach, teachers’ heavy reliance on the use of the deductive 
approach is unwarranted because the deductive approach can be less effective than the inductive 
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approach, and because if adult learners are given the opportunity to learn in both ways they might 
gradually prefer to learn inductively. There might even be some learners who would prefer to learner 
inductively because of a specific cognitive characteristic they have (Fahim & Azarnioushi, 2011). 
Therefore, it is recommended that the value of the inductive approach not be overlooked by teachers 
in the Ethiopian context. In addition, it should be used more frequently by teachers in the classroom to 
teach grammatical forms and structures in order to better accommodate student preferences in terms 
of instructional approach. 
Finally, since there might be some reluctance on the part of English teachers to implement the induc-
tive approach in their classrooms as was evidenced by the results of the observations of the re-
searcher’s colleague’s classrooms, it is suggested that further research be conducted in search of the 
possible causes of unwillingness by English teachers to use the inductive approach.  
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