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Abstract

This thesis deals with teaching the following seven future forms: the Future Simple, Be
going to, the Present Simple and the Present Continuous with a future reference, the Future
Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous to students of
English Philology. The deductive and inductive approaches to teaching grammar were

employed to teach these future forms.

The quantitative part of the study had two main objectives. The first objective was to revise
and improve the students’ knowledge of the seven future forms taught by the study. The
results revealed that out of all the seven future forms, the students’ knowledge of the
Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous was the
least satisfactory, and these tenses required further explanation and practice. The
participants’ knowledge of the rules of use for all seven future forms was rather low in
general and required significant improvement. The second objective was to investigate
which approach to teaching grammar, the deductive or inductive approach, was more
effective for teaching future tenses. The deductive approach proved to be more effective
for teaching all seven future forms. The difference between the results of the pre-test and
the post-test for the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect
Continuous was 8% in favour of the deductive groups. The difference between the results
of the pre-test and the post-test for the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple and
the Present Continuous with a future reference was insignificant: a mere 2% in favour of
the deductive groups. The quantitative data were collected through the pre-tests, post-tests,
and materials specifically designed for the inductive groups, exercises and the revision

tests.

The qualitative part of this study examined the research respondents’ preferences for one
approach over the other, deductive or inductive. The qualitative data were collected
through a learning preference questionnaire. 69% of the research participants expressed
greater preference for the deductive approach, while 31% preferred the inductive approach.
Among the reasons for their choices the students mainly named their learning styles and
previous learning experiences. Therefore, in the classroom teachers of English should use
both approaches for the reason that all learners have different preferences and different

styles of learning, and they can best benefit from a combination of both approaches.



Key words: future tenses, students of English Philology, the deductive approach, the

inductive approach, learners’ preferences



Abstrakt

Tato dizertacni prace se zabyva vyukou nasledujicich sedmi budoucich tvara: budouci Cas
prosty, vazba Be going to, pfitomny ¢as prosty a pfitomny ¢as prib&hovy pro vyjadieni
budoucnosti, budouci ¢as priab&éhovy, ptedbudouci ¢as prosty a predbudouci ¢as pribéhovy
studenti oboru Anglistika. Pro vyuku budoucich tvarta byly pouzity deduktivni a induktivni

metody vyuky gramatiky.

Kvantitativni ¢ast vyzkumu méla dva hlavni cile. Prvnim cilem bylo zopakovat a zlepsit u
studenti znalost budoucich ¢ast. Vysledky ukézaly, ze ze vSech sedmi budoucich tvart v
tomto vyzkumu studenti prokazali neuspokojivou znalost budouciho casu prib&hového,
predbudouciho casu prostého a predbudouciho casu prubéhového. Tyto budouci casy
vyzadovaly dodatecné vysvétleni a procviceni. Znalost pravidel pouzivani vSech sedmi
budoucich tvarti u studentt byla velmi nizké a vyzadovala zna¢né zlepsSeni. Druhym cilem
bylo zjistit, kterd z metod vyuky budoucich ¢ast, deduktivni nebo induktivni, je
efektivnéjsi. Deduktivni metoda se ukazala jako efektivnéjsi pro vyuku vSech sedmi
budoucich tvart. Znalost budouciho ¢asu prubéhového, piredbudouciho Casu prostého a
piedbudouciho ¢asu pribéhového byla dle vysledka pre-testu a post-testu o 8 % vyssi ve
prospéch skupin, kde vyuka probihala deduktivni metodou. Vysledky pre-testu a post-testu
na znalost budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby Be going to, pfitomného casu prostého a
pritomného Casu pritbéhového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti se také ukazaly byt ve prospéch
skupin, kde vyuka probihala deduktivni metodou, avsak s nesignifikantnim rozdilem 2%.
Kvantitativni metody sbéru dat zahrnovaly pre-testy, post-testy, materidly vypracované pro

skupiny, kde vyuka probihala induktivni metodou, prakticka cviceni a opakovaci testy.

Kvalitativni ¢ast prace zkoumala preference studentli oboru Anglistika vic¢i deduktivni
nebo induktivni metod¢ vyuky gramatiky. Kvalitativni metodou sbéru dat bylo dotaznikové
Setfeni. 69% studentl vyjadfilo preferenci pro deduktivni metodu pro vyuku anglické
gramatiky, zatimco 31% preferovalo metodu induktivni. Jako divody pro své preference
studenti uvadéli svij styl uceni a pfedchozi zkuSenosti ze studia anglické gramatiky. Pfi
vyuce by proto ucitelé méli vyuzivat obé metody, protoze studenti maji rizné preference
metod vyuky a zplisob osvojeni si gramatiky a také rtizné styly uceni. Z téchto divoda

mohou mit studenti nejvétsi prospéch z kombinace obou metod.
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1 INTRODUCTION

The question of whether to teach or not to teach grammar has been discussed and argued in
the ELT literature for a very long time. Richards and Renandya (2002, p. 145) believe that
it is “perhaps one of the most controversial issues in language teaching.” This thesis deals
with teaching English grammar, specifically future tenses, to students of English Philology.
The participants of this study, who are future teachers of English, must know and
understand grammatical rules in order to be able to teach them to their students. At the
beginning of the research the attitude of today’s students of English Philology to learning
and teaching grammar was investigated. The students were asked the following question in
a short questionnaire: Do you believe that studying the English tenses system is important?
Please explain your opinion. The question was restricted to the English tenses system for
the reason the study dealt with future tenses of English. All the students who responded to
this question gave the same affirmative answer: Yes. Definitely. The students believed that
the knowledge of English tenses was essential for communication, for understanding other
people and for explaining ourselves correctly. The students provided a number of
interesting and reflective comments:

“Yes, it is the main part of English and it is what is beautifull about English.”*;
“It is! As you know, czech students make a lot of mistakes in tenses.”,

“Absolutly, because without this sentences the language is nothing.”,

YV V V V

“l think it is very important because a system of tenses in English is very
complicate and it is important to use it right because than the sentence has the

right meaning.”, etc.

In the course of this research, the participants proved their interest in learning the rules
of the future forms and grammar in general, which allowed them to improve

significantly in the course of the study.

The main two approaches to teaching future tense were employed in this thesis: the
deductive and inductive approaches. In a deductive approach a language teacher

provides their learners with a grammatical rule accompanied by examples in which this

! The students’ answers are presented as given by students, will all their errors.
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rule is applied. The leaners further apply the new language in phrases and sentences of

their own

(Harmer, 2007b, p. 203). On the other hand, in the inductive approach, the language
learners study the examples, without having first encountered the grammatical rule, and
attempt to work out the understanding of the rule for themselves (Harmer, 2007b, p.
207). Both approaches are used for the presentation of grammar, and each of them has
its advantages and disadvantages. According to Thornbury (2011, p. 30), “Many rules —
especially rules of form — can be more simply and quickly explained than elicited from
examples. This will allow more time for practice and application.” Therefore, the
deductive approach is more straightforward and time-saving. It can also be more
appropriate for learners with an analytical style of learning (Thornbury, 2011, p. 30).
However, Shaffer (1989, p. 395) believes that the deductive approach “tends to
emphasise grammar at the expense of meaning and to promote passive rather than active
participation of the students”. As far as the inductive approach is concerned, it puts
greater emphasis on learners’ problem solving skills, creativity and autonomy, and
encourages their greater involvement in the learning process, and it further positively
influences the learners’ motivation and attention (Thornbury 2011, p. 54). However,
when learners are asked to discover the grammatical rule by themselves, they may
hypothesise the rule incorrectly and learn the grammar incorrectly. Moreover,
presenting new grammar with this approach can be time consuming and it can minimise
the time, which can be used in the classroom to put the grammatical rule “to some sort

of productive practice” (Thornbury 2011, 54).
Both approaches have their strengths and weaknesses. Therefore, language teachers

should try to integrate both approaches into their teaching, as both of these approaches
promote different skills, and language learners can benefit from both of them.

1.1 Objectives of the thesis

The topic of the effectiveness of the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching

grammar is an unresearched area in foreign language teaching literature for the reason that

a limited number of studies on this topic have been carried out. Therefore, the ultimate

objective of this thesis is to contribute to the general knowledge concerning the
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effectiveness of the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching English grammar,

namely future tenses.

The quantitative part of this study has two main objectives. Its first objective is to review
and to improve the participants’ knowledge of the seven future forms: the Future Simple,
Be going to, the Present Simple and the Present Continuous with a future reference, the
Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous, as well as
the rules of their usage. Its second objective was to investigate which approach, deductive

or inductive, is more effective for teaching future tenses to students of English Philology.

The qualitative part also has two main objectives: 1) to obtain feedback from the students
about the research and its usefulness to them, and 2) to get an insight into the research
participants’ preferences for the respective approaches to teaching/learning English

grammar.

1.2 Structure of the thesis

This thesis consists of both theoretical and empirical parts, which reflect the objectives of
the thesis.

Chapter 1 starts with the Introduction, is which the research participants’ attitudes to
studying the English tense system are given a brief context. The deductive and inductive
approaches, their definitions, advantages and disadvantages, as well as and their classroom
application are described next.

Chapter 2 presents the overview of the seven future forms discussed in this study: the
Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous, and the Present Simple with a future
reference, the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect
Continuous. The overview is divided into three parts. Firstly, the future forms are
presented as discussed in the book Meaning and the English Verb by Leech (1971) as well
as in three descriptive reference grammars of English: The Cambridge Grammar of the
English Language by Huddleston and Pullum (2002), A Comprehensive Grammar of the
English Language by Quirk et al. (1985), and Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written
English by Biber et al. (1999). Secondly, the presentation of the future tenses in English

grammars for teachers, Grammar for English Language Teachers by Parrott (2000) and
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Teaching English Grammar by Scrivener (2010), are discussed. Thirdly, a short overview
of the way future tenses are described in the students’ coursebook, the FCE Gold Plus

coursebook (Newbrook, Wilson, and Acklam, 2004), is presented.

Chapter 3 concerns the opinions of different authors in ELT to the question of teaching
English grammar. This chapter explores various attitudes in support and against teaching

English grammar.

Chapter 4 deals with the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching English grammar.
It discussed the following: the acceptance or rejection of deduction or induction through
different methods and approaches to teaching grammar in the history of ELT, as well as the
advantages and disadvantages of the deductive and inductive approaches. Chapter 4 further
discusses the factors that can possibly influence student preference for either approach,
such as learning styles and previous learning experiences. The classroom application of

both approaches is discussed at the end of this chapter.

Chapter 5 presents the review of existing studies focused on the deductive and inductive
approaches. It consists of two parts. Firstly, the research studies present what is known
about effectiveness of the deductive and inductive approaches. Secondly, research on

learner preferences for the deductive and inductive approaches is explored.

Chapter 6 presents brief conclusions of the theoretical part.

In Chapter 7, the empirical part of the study starts and its methodology, specifically the

research procedure, is presented.

Chapter 8 deals with the first part of the quantitative research, in which the Future Simple,
Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference were
taught. In this chapter the procedures of Sessions 1, 2&3 are described and the chapter
further presents the results of a short questionnaire about the students, of the pre-test, the
inductive handout, the post-test, Exercise 3 and the revision test as well as the discussion

of the results.
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Chapter 9 concerns with the second part of the quantitative research, in which the Future
Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous were taught. In
this chapter the procedures of Sessions 4,5, 6&7 are described and it further presents the
results of the pre-test, the inductive handout, the post-test, Exercise 3 and the revision test

as well as the discussion of the results.

Chapter 10 presents the qualitative part of the research. The main instrument of this part
was the Future Tenses Questionnaire, in which the students were asked to provide their
feedback on the research and their usefulness to them. The participants were also asked to

express their preference for either of the approaches, deductive or inductive.

Chapter 11 summarises the findings of the study and its limitations.

1.3 Research Methodology

The research was carried out at the English Department of the Faculty of Science,
Humanities and Education at the Technical University of Liberec, the Czech Republic in
both terms of the academic year of 2013/2014. The participants in the study were 136

students in the Bachelor programme English for Education.

The following future forms were discussed and practised with the students in the course of
the research: the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous, and the Present
Simple with a future reference, the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the

Future Perfect Continuous.

This thesis consists of theoretical and empirical parts. The theoretical parts present an

analysis of the available specialist literature on foreign language teaching.

The empirical part of the thesis followed a sequential implementation strategy (Creswell,
2003, p. 228): quantitative data were collected first, and qualitative data were collected at
the end of the research, during the last two sessions with the research participants. The
qualitative data were collected through a series of pre-tests, handouts developed for the
inductive groups, post-tests, practice exercises, and revision tests. Their results were

processed and represented in tables.
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The main instrument of the qualitative part was a post study questionnaire, which was
distributed to the students at the end of the study. 70 questionnaires were collected, and the
response rate was 100%. The questionnaire was anonymous. The results of the post study

questionnaires were analysed and interpreted.

Finally, the interpretations of the results and conclusions were presented. The detail

description of the research procedure is available in Chapter 7.
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THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

2 Overview of the ways of expressing the future

2.1 Distinction between time and tense

Quirk et al. (1985, pp. 175-176) distinguish between the past, present and future on a
referential and semantic level. They further claim that ‘past’ and “present’ are discussed on
a grammatical level with reference to tense. However, “morphologically English has no
future form of the verb in addition to present and past forms” (Quirk et al., 1971, pp. 175-
176). Quirk et al. (1985) further claim that, while some grammarians recognise a third,
future tense, by saying that this tense is realised in English by means of an auxiliary verb
construction (e.g. will + infinitive), they prefer to follow grammarians who “treated tense
strictly as a category realised by verb inflection” (p.176). Quirk et al. (1985, p. 176) do not
consider the future to be “a formal category”. They assert that “certain grammatical

constructions are capable of expressing the semantic category of future time” (p. 176).

Biber et al. (1999) express a similar view that “there is no formal future tense in English.
Instead, future time is typically marked in the verb phrase by modal or semi-modal verbs

such as will, shall, be going to” (p. 456).

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) are further authors who do not recognise a future tense in
English by claiming that “while there are numerous ways of indicating future time, there is
no grammatical category that can properly be analysed as a future tense” (pp. 208-209).
They argue against what they refer to as traditional grammar or traditional analysis, which
treats will and shall as a future tense auxiliary suggesting “a tense system with three
terms”: past (took), present (takes), and future (will take) (Heddleston and Pullum, 2002, p.
209). Huddleston and Pullum (2002) claim that despite the fact that English does not have
future tense, it has “a range of constructions which select or permit a future time

interpretation” (p. 210), which are:

I. “Give her my regards. [imperative]
ii. It is essential [that she tell the truth]. [mandative]
iii. The match starts tomorrow. [main clause present futurate]

21



Iv. If [she goes], I’ll go too. [subordinate present]

V. I may/will [see her tomorrow]. [bare infinitival]
Vi. | intend/want [to see her tomorrow]. [to-infinitival]
vii. | intend/am [seeing her tomorrow]. [gerund-participial]”

(Huddleston and Pullum, 2002, p. 210)

However, reference grammars for teachers and practical coursebooks for teaching English
usually talk about future verb forms or future tenses, and this latter approach will be

employed in this thesis.

2.2 Descriptive reference grammars of English and Meaning and the English
Verb by Leech (1971)

The overview of the future forms will be presented as described in Meaning and the
English Verb by Leech (1971), as well as in the following three descriptive reference
grammars of English: The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language by Huddleston
and Pullum (2002), A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language by Quirk et al.
(1985), and Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English by Biber et al. (1999).

Taking into consideration the fact that Leech’s book Meaning and the English Verb
focuses on the verb and describes the future forms in a very detailed form, it will be used
as the main source of information in this overview. The descriptive reference grammars
mentioned above present a less detailed presentation of the future forms and will thus be
used only to contribute to Leech’s presentation. All four sources discuss the main future
tenses/forms to describe the future (the Future Simple (will/shall), Be going to, the Present
Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference, the Future Continuous, the
Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous in a similar way but with a
difference in terminology. The names of tenses (e.g. the Future Simple) will be used as
titles of each part of the overview to be consistent with the empirical part of the research.

The examples will be presented in the graphic form given by the authors.
It is necessary to outline that it is not the objective of this overview to cover all existing

ways of expressing the future but to only discuss the future forms and their meanings,

which have relevance to the empirical part of the thesis.
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2.2.1 The Future Simple (Will)

Leech (1971) asserts that will has “the function of a modal auxiliary as well as an auxiliary
of the future. In fact, these two functions are closely intermingled that it is difficult to
separate them” (p. 56). According to Leech (1971), a good reason for discussing modal
uses of will and its future use together is “the nature of futurity”: “We cannot be as certain
of future happenings as we are of events in the past and present, and even the most
confident prediction about the future must reflect something of the speaker’s uncertainty
and so be tingled with modality.” (p. 56).

The Future Simple (will) is used to express a number of meanings:

% Predictions
All four authors discuss this use of will.
According to Leech (1971), “The word which most usefully characterises the future
meaning of will is prediction — something involving the speaker’s judgement.” (p. 56):
“Tomorrow’s weather will be cold and cloudy.”
“Perhaps I’ll change my mind after I’ve spoken to my wife” (Leech, 1971, p. 57).

Biber et al. (1999) assert that will is commonly used to “mark logical (extrinsic) prediction
as well as personal volition (and prediction of one’s future actions)”:

“It won’t be that difficult to do.”

“Will my coat be dry?” (p. 496).

Biber et al. (1999) further state that will is commonly used “for predictions of events or
states not involving personal agency”:

“Such deviations will often be the clue to special interpretations” (p. 496).

< Volition

All four authors describe the meaning of will to express volition. However, they describe it
in a slightly different way.

Quirk et al. (1985) and Leech (1971) speak about three meanings of volition. Quirk et al.
(1985) refer to them as *“subsenses” (p. 229). They are:
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a) Intention (Leech (1971) refers to it as to “immediate volition” (p. 87)):
“You won’t get any help from us” (Leech, 1971, p. 87).
“I’ll write as soon as | can” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 229).
b) Willingness (both Leech (1971, p. 87) and Quirk et al. (1985, p. 229) refer to it as
“weak volition”):
“Jim’ll help you — he’s always ready to oblige to a friend” (Leech, 1971, p. 87).
“I’ll do it, if you like” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 229).

¢) Insistence (both Leech (1971, p. 88) and Quirk et al. (1985, p. 229) refer to it as
“strong volition”):
“We will go swimming in dangerous waters (‘He insists on going swimming...’)”
(Leech, 1971, p. 88).
“If you will go out without your overcoat, what can you expect?” (Quirk et al.,
1985, p. 229).
It should be mentioned that the meaning of insistence was not discussed with the

students in this study.

Biber et al. (1999), state that “The distinction between volition and prediction is often
blurred” (p. 496). Biber et al. (1999) give the following examples:
“I’ll come and show you it in registration Tuesday morning.”
“I won’t be here early enough to show you before school” (Biber et al., 1999, p.
496).

Huddleston and Pullum (2002, p. 192) provide the following three examples to illustrate
volition:

[i] “Jill won’t sign the form.”
[ii] “They have found someone [who will stand in for you while you are away].”
[iii] “I will be back before six.”

Huddleston and Pullum (2002, p. 192) provide the following comments about the examples
above: “Example [i] implies unwillingness or refusal on Jill’s part; in [ii] will might be

glossed as “is prepared/willing to”; and [iii] the auxiliary conveys the idea of intention.”

«» Forecasts about the future
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Leech (1971) is the only one of the four authors who writes about the use of will “for both
long-range and short-range forecasts about the future”:
“In twenty years’ time, no one will work more than a thirty-hour hour week.”

“There will be a fire-alarm drill at 3 o’clock this afternoon” (p. 57).

2.2.2 The Future Simple (Shall)

Shall is an alternative to will, which is becoming infrequent, especially in American
English Leech (1971, pp. 56).
The only meaning of shall the author of this thesis discussed with the students was to
express a suggestion or offer. All authors featured in this overview discuss this use of
shall. According to Biber et al. (1999), “In conversation, shall is typically used as a
volition modal in questions acting as offers or suggestions” (p. 497):

“Shall we wait for them?”

“Shall I tell you who Sally fancies?” (Biber et al., 1999, p. 497).

Leech (1971) claims that “Questions beginning with Shall I or Shall we, which are a way
of offering help, an invitation or a suggestion to another person, obviously consult the wish
of the hearer, not that of a speaker.” (p. 91). Leech (1971) provides the following
examples:

“Shall I carry your suitcase? (‘Do you want me to carry your suitcase?’)”

“Shall we have dinner? (*Do you agree with my intention to have dinner?’)” (p. 91).

However, Huddleston and G. Pullum (2002) neither use the word “suggestion” nor “offer”.
They refer to this use as “direction-seeking” and “shall in direct questions” (Huddleston
and Pullum, 2002, pp. 194-195). They give the following example: “Shall I close the
window?” and provide the comment that this example is “what we call a direct question:
I’m asking you to tell me whether to close the window or not” (Huddleston and Pullum,
2002, pp. 194-195).

2.2.3 Begoingto

According to Leech (1971), the construction be going to + Infinitive is “the next most
important way of expressing future time” after will, and it is “especially common in

informal spoken English” (p. 58).
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Leech (1971, pp. 58) distinguishes between two meanings: “the future outcome of present

intention” and “the future outcome of present cause.”

¢ “The future outcome of present intention” (Leech, 1971, p. 58)

Leech (1971) illustrates “the future outcome of present intention” by the following
examples:
“ “‘What are you going to do today?” ‘I’m going to stay at home and write letters.” ”
“They are going to get married in a registry office” (Leech, 1971, p. 58).

This meaning is “is found chiefly with human subjects, and with ‘doing’ (or agentive)

verbs which imply conscious exercise of the will” (Leech, 1971, pp. 59).

Quirk et al. (1985) refer to this meaning as “fulfilment of the present” (p. 214) and provide
the following examples:

“When are you going to get married?”

“Leila is going to lend us her camera” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 214).

Biber et al. (1999) refer to this meaning as “personal volition”: “The semi-modal verb be
going to in conversation is noteworthy because it is quite common but used mainly for
making personal volition”:

“I’m going to put my feet up and rest” (p. 496).

s+ “The future outcome of present cause” (Leech, 1971, p. 58)

According to Leech, “the future outcome of present cause is found with animals and
inanimate subjects, as well as with human subjects; it is also common to both ‘agentive’
and ‘non-agentive’ verbs. It thus covers a wide range of contexts than the intentional
meaning of be going to” (p. 59):

“There’s going to be a storm in a minute. (i.e. ‘I can see the black clouds

gathering’)”

“She’s going to have twins. (i.e. ‘She’s already pregnant’)” (Leech, 1971, p. 59).
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Each of the examples above implies that “there is a feeling that factors giving rise to the
future event are already present; or (to be more exact) it is as if the train of events leading
to future happening is already under way” (Leech, 1971, p. 59).

According to Leech (1971), be going to can be used “in reference to the immediate future”
(p. 59):
“Just look! She’s definitely going to win the race! (‘*She’s starting to overtake the other
runners’)” (Leech, 1971, p. 59).

Quirk et al. (1985) use a slightly different term to Leech’s “future of present cause”, and
refer to it as “future result of present cause” (p. 214) and provide the following example:
“It’s going to rain” (Quirk et al. ,1985, p. 214).

Biber et al. (1999) claim that be going to “is particularly common marking volition but less

commonly used to mark prediction” (p. 495).

2.2.4 Differences between will and be going to

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) look at be going to in contrast to will and they indicate the
following further differences between will and be going to (pp. 211-212):

(@) While be going to is rather used in a “relatively informal style”, will is “entirely
neutral”.

(b) The be component of be going to has “the full set of inflectional forms except for
the gerund-participle” (e.g. *being going). Consequently, be going to *“occurs in a
wider range of environments than will””: e.g. “She had been going to tell me, He
may be going to resign” (Huddleston and Pullum, 2003, p. 211).

(¢) “I have asked her to join us but she’s not going to / won’t.” According to

Huddleston and Pullum (2003), be going to carries “a dynamic volition, but it tends
to be a matter of intention rather than willingness.”, while “won’t suggests explicit

refusal more than isn’t going” (p. 212).

2.2.5 The Present Continuous with future meaning

There is a difference in terminology used by the authors featured in this overview: Leech
(1971) uses the term “Futurate Present Progressive” (p. 61); Quirk et al. (1985, p. 215) and
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Huddleston and Pullum (2002, p. 133) use the term “the Present Progressive”, while Biber
et al. (1999) use the term “Progressive aspect” (p. 470).

The Present Continuous with reference to the future is used to express the following:

< Plan, programme or arrangement

Leech (1971) defines “the Present Progressive futurate” as a “future event anticipated by a
virtue of a present plan, programme or arrangement” (p. 61). Leech (1971) gives the
following examples:

“She’s getting married in spring.”

“We’re having fish for dinner” (p. 61).
In each of the examples above there is “an implication of an arrangement already made”
(Leech, 1971, p. 61).

Leech (1971) further claims that the difference between ‘intention” and ‘arrangement’ is
rather slight, therefore, be going to + Infinitive can be used in all of the above examples
instead of the Present Progressive (p. 62). However, there is “a small change of emphasis”,
as can be seen from the following examples:

“I’m going to take Mary out for dinner this evening.”

“I’m taking Mary out for dinner this evening” (Leech, 1971, p. 62).

According to Leech (1971), “an intention is part of one’s present state of mind, while an
arrangement is something socially predetermined in the past, regardless of how the speaker
feels now” (p. 62). Therefore, “the second sentence, but not the first, could conceivably be
uttered with some reluctance by someone who now regrets the arrangement” (Leech, 1971,
p. 62).

Quirk et al. (1985) provide a very similar meaning of “the Present Progressive”: “future

arising from present arrangement, plan or programme”:

“The orchestra is playing a Mozart symphony after this” (p. 215).

28



Biber et al. (1999) claim that “the present progressive aspect describes events that [...] are
about to take place in the near future...” (p. 470). They further provide the following two
examples of “present progressive with future reference”:

“But she’s coming back tomorrow.”

“I’m going with him next week” (p. 471).

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) talk about the use of the present progressive to express
“scheduled events” (p. 133): “The new Kevin Costner film is opening at the Eldorado on
Saturday” (p. 133).

2.2.6 The Simple Present with future meaning

All four authors, use the term “the Simple Present” to refer to this tense. They discuss its

following uses:

s “Future assumed to be fact” (Leech, 1971, p. 65)

According to Leech (1971), “future assumed to be fact” [...] attributes to the future the
same degree of certainty we normally accord to present or past events” (p. 65). “Statements
about the calendar are the most obvious illustrations” (Leech, 1971, p. 65):

“Tomorrow’s Saturday.”

“Next Christmas falls on a Thursday” (Leech, 1971, p. 65).

Quirk et al. (1985) discusses the same meaning of the Simple present: “it is used, for
example, for statements about the calendar” (p. 215), and they give the following
examples:

“Tomorrow is Thursday.”

“School finishes on 21% March” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 216).

< “Immutable” future (Leech, 1971, p. 65)

According to Leech (1971), the future Simple Present can be used to express “any aspect
of the future which is regarded as immutable” (p. 65):

“The semester starts on 1* February.”

“The train leaves at 7.30 this evening” (Leech, 1971, p. 65).
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Quirk et al. (1985) talk about the same use of the Simple present: “to describe immutable
events or “fixtures’, whether or not these are determined by human planning” (p. 216):
“When is high tide?”
“What time does the match begin?” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 216).

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) refer to this use as to “cyclic events in nature”: “The
present tense is used for recurrent events whose time of occurrence can be scientifically
calculated” (p. 132). They give the following examples:

“The next high tide is around 4 this afternoon.”

“When is the next full moon?” (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002, p. 131).

< “Aplan or arrangement regarded as unalterable” (Leech, 1971, p. 65)

Leech (1971) further claims that the Simple Present can further signify ‘a plan or
arrangement regarded as unalterable’, which can be illustrated by the following
examples (p. 65):

“The President gives his inaugural address tomorrow afternoon. ”

“Her case comes before the magistrate next week™ (Leech, 1971, p. 65).

+« Quirk et al. (1985) point out that “the simple present, like the progressive, is used with
dynamic transitional verbs arrive, come, leave, etc.; both constructions having the

meaning of *plan’ and ‘programme’””:
“The plane takes off at 20:30 tonight. [1a]

The plane is taking off at 20:30 tonight” [1b] (p. 216).

Quirk et al. (1985) describe the following difference between these two sentences: “The
simple present, however, stresses the predetermined nature of the happening: while [1b]
could well refer to a rescheduled take-off time (as a result, say, of a delay), this

interpretation of [1a] would be unlikely.”
Huddleston and Pullum (2002) use the term “scheduled events” (p. 132):

“When do lectures end this year?”

“She is president until next May” (p. 131).
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Biber et al. (1999) do not provide extensive explanation for usage of “Simple present

marking future time”. They limit their explanation to the following:

“Nearly all occurrences of present tense referring to future time occur in one of two related
grammatical contexts — either with an accompanying time adverbial that explicitly refers to
the future, or in a conditional or temporal adverbial clause that has future time reference” (p.
455).

They support this statement with four examples: one for the first context stated above, and
three other for the use of Simple present in conditional or temporal adverbial clauses. As
the use of the future forms in adverbial clauses was not the focus of this thesis, those three
examples will be omitted in this description, and only the following example will be
mentioned:

1. “It’s open day on Wednesday” (Biber et al., 1999, p. 455).

Biber et al. (1999) explains this example by saying that “The Simple present accompanied
by an adverbial of time, as in 1, is used particularly where a future event is felt to be fixed
and certain at the time of speech” (p. 455).

2.2.7 The Future Continuous

Leech (1971, p. 66) and Quirk et al. (1985, p. 216) use the same terminology: “will +
Progressive Infinitive”, Biber et al. (1999) use the term “modal with progressive aspect”
(p. 497), while Huddleston and Pullum (2002, p. 171) use the term “will + progressive.”
Out of all four authors, Leech (1971) provides the most detailed overview of this tense.
s “Temporary situations in the future” (Leech, 1971, p. 66)
According to Leech (1971), will + Progressive Infinitive can “refer to temporary situations
in the future” (p. 66):
“Don’t phone me at 7 o’clock. - I’ll be watching my favourite TV programme.”
“This time next week they will be sailing across the North Sea” (Leech, 1971, p.
66).
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Leech (1971) asserts that in the examples above “the activity is often associated with a
future point of time round which it forms a ‘temporal frame.” ” (p. 66). However, in other
examples, where there is no “framing effect”, will + Progressive Infinitive “conveys the
idea of an ongoing happening or state of affairs in the future”, which can be illustrated by
the following example: “The whole factory will be working overtime next month” (Leech,
1971, p. 67).

Quirk et al. (1985) also discuss the same use of the Progressive Infinitive: “The modal
verb construction [...] can be used with the progressive infinitive in a way which simply
combines reference to a future time with ‘temporal frame’ associated with the progressive”
(p. 216), and they give the following example:
“When you reach the end of the bridge, I’ll be waiting there to show you the way”
(Quirk et al., 1985, p. 216).

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) provide the following example:
“When we get there, they’ll probably still be having lunch” (p. 171).

Huddleston and Pullum (2002) claim that in the above stated example “we simply have the
ordinary use of the progressive to express progressive aspectuality: the lunch will be in

progress at the time of our arrival” (p. 172).
«» “Future-as-a-matter-of-course” (Leech, 1971, p. 67)

Leech (1971) goes on to discuss “a special use” of the will + Progressive Infinitive, which
“applies to a single happening viewed in its entirety (and therefore without the
characteristic ‘framing effect” or non-completeness normally associated with the
Progressive)” (p. 67). This use can be illustrated by the following examples:

“When will you be moving to your new house?”’

“The parties will be meeting for final negotiations on July 25" (Leech, 1971, p.

67).

Leech (1971) claims that the text above cannot be regarded simply as “a combination of

the future meaning of will with the ‘in progress’ meaning of the Progressive” (p. 67). This

use can be described as “future-as-a-matter-of-course”, which suggests that “the predicted
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happening will come to pass without the interference of the volition or intention of anyone
concerned” (Leech, 1971, p. 67). Leech (1971) further claims that it “appears to combine
the future meaning of will (“prediction’) with the ‘arrangement’ meaning of the Progressive
futurate” (p. 67). Quirk et al. (1985) also discusses the “separate use of the will/shall +
progressive construction to denote ‘future as a matter of course’” (p. 216). They further
claim that “The use of this combination avoids the interpretation (to which will, shall, and
be going to are liable) of volition, intention, promise, etc.” (Quirk et al., 1971, p. 216).
Quirk et al. (1971) provide the following example: “We’ll be flying at 30 000 feet” (p.
216).

According to Leech (1971), the use of will + Progressive “has become quite common in
everyday speech is that it is often a more polite for the reason it is often a more tactful and
polite alternative to the non-progressive form (p. 68). For example, in the sentence “Will
you be putting on another play soon?” will + Progressive Infinitive expresses polite
interest in the future programme of the theatre, and at the same time avoids putting

pressure on the person who is questioned (Leech, 1971, p. 68).

Biber et al. (1999) provide the following example: “All these people I know will be trying
out for the new series” (p. 497).
They do not provide any further explanation. Biber et al. (1999) further mention that will
with progressive aspect can be used in news (p. 501). However, this use does not relate to
the uses discussed in this thesis.

2.2.8 The Future Perfect Simple

The authors featured in this overview do not provide much information about uses of the

Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous relevant to this thesis.

According to Leech (1971), “Will followed by the Perfect Infinitive, though not common,
is the usual means of expressing Past in Future in English; i.e., of referring to a state or
event seen in the past from a viewpoint in the future”:
“By the age of 20, as a typical American child you will have watched 700,000 TV
commercials” (Leech, 1971, p. 57-58).
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Quirk et al. (1985) state that “the Present predictive sense of will, which is similar in
meaning to must in the ‘logical necessity’ sense” (p. 228). They provide the following
example:

“She will have had her dinner by now” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 228).

2.2.9 The Future Perfect Continuous

Leech (1971) talks about this tense after discussing the previous example in the Future
Perfect Simple by saying that a similar construction exists with will + Perfect Progressive
Infinitive:
“When she moves out in August, she’ll have been staying here in my house for six
months” (Leech, 1971, p. 58).

According to Quirk et al. (1985), the meaning of the “perfective progressive” can be
combined with modal verbs (p. 212):

“By Friday, we will have been living here for ten years” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 212).
This sentence requires “an appropriate shift of the time of orientation from “now’’ (T;) to a
point (T,) in the past or the future” (Quirk et al., 1985, p. 212).

2.3 English grammars for teachers

The ways English grammars for teachers look at the future will be described and compared
in this chapter based on: Grammar for English Language Teachers by Parrott (2000) and
Teaching English Grammar by Scrivener (2010).

Parrott (2000) in his Grammar for English Language Teachers asserts that English has a
number of verb forms which can be used to refer to future time (e.g., will, going to, will be
... - Ing), and as a result learners find it difficult to choose the correct form, and in general,
the choice of the correct form is “more problematic than constructing them” (p. 167).
Parrott (2000) further continues that learners usually want to hear “rules of thumb” in order
to help them make a choice of appropriate forms, but such rules can be sometimes

problematic for the following reasons (p. 167):
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s Some of these “rules of thumb” depend on vague distinctions (e.g. the distinction
between “a plan’ and ‘an arrangement’, between a prediction which is based on past or
present evidence and one which is not) (Parrott, 2000, p. 167).

% “The rules of thumb” for choosing the correct future tense are approximate and are
mostly based on the meaning we want to express. We are influenced by our personal
preferences and stylistic factors when making choices (Parrott, 2000, p. 167).

Both authors provide the overview of the future forms. Parrott (2000, pp. 167-182) further
provides the factors that influence the learners’ choice of the future form, typical
difficulties for learners as well as consolidation exercises. Scrivener (2010, pp. 184)
begins the description of each future tenses by providing its affirmative, negative and
interrogative forms for each future tense. This is then followed by the Presentation and
Practice sections, in which Scrivener (2000) provides teachers with practical advice on
how to present and practise the future forms with their learners. The Presentation section
rather follows the inductive approach, where the teacher first presents examples of a
certain use, makes sure the students understand the use and how sentences are formed.
After that students are requested to make their own sentences. Here follows one example
of such activities:

“Ask students to help you list some things that they think will definitely happen over the coming
week. Start with some answers of your own (School will end at 3.30 today. School will be closed
on Sunday. The sun will rise tomorrow morning.). Once they are clear how to form sentences, get

more ideas from the class” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 46).

Scrivener (2010) further provides advice to teachers on how to teach correct pronunciation
of some forms, diagrams as well as the problems learners may encounter when dealing
with future tenses. Scrivener (2010) focuses a lot on providing interesting communicative

practice activities to be used in the classroom.

The future form and their meanings as discussed in Parrott (2000) and Scrivener (2010)

will be presented and compared below.

2.3.1 The Future Simple (Will)
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Scrivener (2010) claims that “Will is sometime called the ‘simple future’ but in fact, it has
a number of different functional uses related to future actions. In some ways, if students

want an all-purpose future, they might do better with going to” (p. 189).
Parrott (2000) present the following two main uses of will:

s “for UNplanned future events.”
% “to make predictions that aren’t based on present or past evidence” (p. 170).

Parrott (2000) further states that unplanned events are often taught in the context of making

offers or decisions spontaneously: “I’ll do that for you” (p. 170).

Predictions which are not based on past or present evidence are often taught as:
¢ *guesses based on characteristic behaviour”: “I bet he’ll bring his mother.”

%+ “assertions of faith about the future”: “We’ll never lose an election in this constituency”

(Parrott, 2000: 170).

Unlike Parrott (2001), Scrivener (2010) provides an impressive extensive list of 14 uses of

will. According to Scrivener (2010), will is used for:

1. *“‘certain’ future events”:
“Interviews will be held on 2 December” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 189).

2. “making predictions about the future”:
“When you are my age, you’ll understand” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).

Scrivener (2012) makes a comment that “the line between certainty and prediction is
slippery. In reality, all statements about the future are to some degree predictions —

even when saying The sun will rise tomorrow!” (p. 190).

Parrott (2000) refers to this use as “predictions that aren’t based on present or past

evidence” (see the explanation above).

3. “announcing decisions about the future as they are made™:

36



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

“We’ll give the plan an airing at the next meeting.” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).

Parrott (2000) refers to this use as “UNplanned future events” (see the explanation
above).
“promises”:

“I’ll give you a definite answer tomorrow.” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).
“confirming intentions, decisions, arrangements, agreements”:

“So, you cook the lunch, and I’ll look after the children.”

“I’ll book a table for 8 o’clock then” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).
“requests”:

“Will you get me a glass of water?”” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).
“indirect requests”:

“I’ll need your name and address™ (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).
“shows of willingness and offers”:

“I’1l take you to the station in the car’ (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190).
“invitations and suggestions”:

“Call me and we’ll do lunch” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 191).
“accepting offers”:

“I’ll just have some water, thanks™ (Scrivener, 2010, p. 191).
“advice”:

“Take a couple of aspirin — you’ll soon feel better” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 191).
“warnings and threats”:

“Don’t have any more chocolate — it’ll spoil your appetite.”

““Stop or I’ll shoot” (Scrivener, 2012, p. 190).
“giving directions”:

“A little further ahead, you’ll come to a crossroads” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 191).
“asking or ordering someone to do something”:

“Will you hurry up? I haven’t got all day”” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 191).

The author of this thesis considered this list to be very informative and she was inspired by

it when compiling the handout with grammatical rules for the research participants (see
Appendix 6).

2.3.2 The Future Simple (Shall)
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According to Parrott (2000), “Some people consistently choose shall and shan’t in

preference to will and won’t after | and we. Other people never use these forms” (p. 170).

Parrott (2000) provides a short explanation that “in question forms we generally use shall

to make offers and suggestions” (p. 171). Parrott (2000) provides the following example:
“Shall we go?” (p. 170).

Scrivener (2010) gives a slightly wider range of uses: “to suggest doing something, offer
help, ask for agreement or permission” (p. 191):

“Shall I call you a cab?

Gentlemen, shall we begin?” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 191).

2.3.3 Begoingto

Parrott (2000) claims that “we generally refer to this form as “the ‘going to’ future, and
teach it as be + going to + bare infinitive. It is also logical to think of this form as the
present continuous form of go + the full infinitive” (p. 168). Scrivener (2010) refers to this

future form as “going to” (p. 193).

Parrott (2001) talks about two uses of ‘going to’:

s “planned future events” (i.e. “the intention is premediated”).
“We’re going to spend a few days with my Mother.”
s “predictions based on past or present evidence”:

“It’s going to rain” (p. 168).

According to Parrott (2001), these two uses are often taught quite separately, but in fact
they are closely related for the reason both of them have a basis in past or present evidence
(p. 168).

Scrivener (2010, p. 196) presents a list of five uses of going to:

1. *“all-purpose future”
Scrivener (2012: 196) believes that going to is an “all-purpose way of talking about the
future”, and it is suitable for most, but not all, sentences with a future meaning.

2. “events initiated before now”
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According to Scrivener (2010), going to is “particularly likely when talking about future
events that have been thought about, mentioned, decided, planned or arranged before
now”: “She’s going to buy that Ferrari” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 196).
3. “present evidence”
Scrivener (2010) states that we use going to to talk about “imminent events based on
evidence in the present (something you can see, hear, smell or feel).” (p. 196):
“It’s going to rain. (You can see the clouds or feel the temperature change.)”
I’m going to be sick! (You feel nauseous.)” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 196).
4. “predictions”
Scrivener (2010) acknowledges that this meaning is closely linked to meaning (3) with
the difference that “the supposed ‘evidence’ for the prediction may only be in our
thoughts inside our heads” (p. 196):
“It looks as if the negotiations are going to fail” Scrivener (2010, p. 196).
5. “emphatic intentions”
According to Scrivener (2010), going to is used to articulate “a strong decision to do
something” (p. 196):
“No, you can’t persuade me. | AM going to tell him the truth’ (Scrivener, 2010, p.
197).

2.3.4 The Present Continuous

While Parrott (2000) refers to this future tense as “the Present Continuous” (p. 168),

Scrivener (2000) uses the term “the Present Progressive” (p. 203).

Both authors discuss the main use of the Present Continuous with the future meaning,

which is arrangements.

According to Parrott (2000), the Present continuous with the reference to the future is used

“when arrangements have been made (for example, we have made a booking, bought

tickets, or someone is expecting us to do something or be somewhere at a particular time),

and this use is often referred to as the ‘arranged future’ ” (Parrott, 2001, p. 169). Parrott

(2000) further claims that “we usually specify a time such as next week, at Christmas etc.

unless it is already clear that we are referring to the future rather than the present” (p. 169):
“Nobody’s working on Monday the 5™ (Parrott, 2000, p. 169).
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Go and come
Parrott (2000) also states that some people do not like to write or say going to come and
going to go, so they use going and coming instead. According to Parrott (2000, p. 169), “In
this case the events can only be planned and not necessarily ‘arranged’”:

“I’m coming (going) home early on Friday” (Parrott, 2000, p. 169).

Scrivener (2010) provides the same information that the present progressive is used to talk
about “events in the future that (in the speaker’s view) have already been arranged” (pp.
204). However, he mostly focuses on discussing the items of information which

accompany this use, and which are the following:

a) “aspecific time reference”:
“We’re going there tomorrow” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 204).
b) *an implied time reference through mention of an event that suggests a time”:
“We’re having the meeting before lunch” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 205).
c) “areference to a location”:
“I’m flying out from Heathrow” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 205).
d) “something earlier in the conversation that clarifies that it is the future not the
present that is referred to” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 205).
Scrivener (2010) concludes the presentation of the above items by saying that “future
reference is also possible without any of these. The context will give the clue as to what

time is meant” (p. 205).

2.3.5 The Present Simple

According to Parrott (2000), the Present Simple is used to talk about (p. 171):

s “Timetables and programmes”
Parrott (2000) asserts that we use the present simple to “anticipate things on the basis of
a timetable or programme, often when we are referring to itineraries and travel
arrangements, or entertainments and planned public events” (p. 171):
“The next train leaves at 6.30.
Does the play start at 8.00 or 8.15?” (Parrott, 2000, p. 171).
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We further usually indicate definite times and use the following verbs: arrive, come, go,
leave (depart), start (begin), finish (end) (Parrott, 2000, p. 171).

While Parrott (2010) discusses the uses of the Present Simple with reference to the future
in the chapter “The future”, Scrivener (2010) covers its use earlier in his book when he
discusses the Present Simple and all its possible uses. As far the use of the Present Simple
with reference to the future is concerned, Scrivener (2010), provides a very similar use to
the one stated by Parrott (2000): “timetabled or planned events in the future” (p. 104).
Scrivener provides the following two examples:

“That match starts at 3 o’clock.”

“The London train gets in at 10.05” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 104).

2.3.6 The Future Continuous

Parrott (2000) refers to this tense as “the continuous form of future tenses” (p. 172), while

Scrivener (2010) uses the term “Future progressive” (p. 206).

According to Parrott (2000), the continuous form has two distinct uses:

s “future events in progress”, which is used “to refer to something that is predicted or
programmed to begin before a particular point in the future (and possibly, to continue
after this time, e.g. ‘I’ll working then” > (Parrott, 2000, p. 173).

s “future as a matter of course”, which is used “as a very neutral way of referring to the
future, when we want to avoid suggesting anything about intention, arrangement,

prediction or willingness, e.g. “They’ll be bringing the children’” (Parrott, 2000, p. 173).

This use of future continuous forms is used in the following contexts:

¢+ to reassure people “that we are not putting ourselves (or someone else) out”: “She’ll be
going there anyway’’ (Parrott, 2000, p. 173).

¢ *“sounding out plans before making a request or an offer”: “Will you be using your car?”
(Parrott, 2000, p. 173).

Scrivener (2010, p. 209), like Parrott (2001), provides two uses of the future progressive.
The first use is the same as provided by Parrott (2000), the second one is different:
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1) “a planned action that will be in progress at a certain time in the future or when
something else happens (p. 209)”. This use can be demonstrated by the following
examples:

“They’ll be tidying the office when she calls” (Scrivener, 2012, p. 209).

2) *a planned action in progress over a certain period of time in the future”, which can be

illustrated by the following example:

“I’ll be working there all next month” (Scrivener, 2012, p. 209).

2.3.7 The Future Perfect

Parrott (2000) refers to this tense as “the perfect form of future tenses” (p. 174). Parrott
(2000) claims that future perfect forms are used “to view things from a particular point in
the future as already having taken place or as having been completed” (p. 173). He further
asserts that these forms are frequently used with expressions beginning by .... or before.....,
and gives the following example:

“She will have finished work by 6.00” (Scrivener, 2001, p. 173).

According to Scrivener (2012), the future perfect is complex and it involves the following
three components (p. 210):
a) “looking into the future to a certain time (midnight).”
b) “looking backwards from that future time towards the present.”
c) “noticing what actions will be done (and possibly completed) in the period between that
future and the present.”
Scrivener (2012) illustrates the use of the future perfect with the following example (p.
210):
“I’ll have finished work by midnight.”

2.3.8 The Present Perfect Continuous

According to Parrott (2001), we use “the perfect continuous forms to view things from a
particular point in the future when we are interested in how long they have been
happening” (p. 174). These forms are usually used with expressions beginning with for....:
“She’ll have been working there for over twenty-five years when she retires” Parrott
(2001, p. 174).

Scrivener (2010) does not talk about the future perfect continuous tense.
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2.3.9 Typical difficulties in using future tenses for learners

According to Parrott (2000), the biggest problem most learners address is choosing the right
tense which is most appropriate for the meaning they want to express; and some learners
have a problem with the forms of future tenses they want to use (p. 177). Parrott identifies
two main problems: “choosing tenses” and “form” (pp. 177-179), and they will be

discussed below:

1. Choosing correct future tenses

Parrott (2000) divided this broad category into smaller sub-categories:

s “Over-generalising and simplifying” (Parrott, 2000, p. 177)

Both Parrott (2000) and Scrivener (2010) state the most common problems students
encounter when they use future tenses. Parrott (2000) presents rather detailed explanations
about the most common problems, while Scrivener (2010) provides some information
about the problems only when he discusses will and going to, but not other future forms.
Scrivener (2010) calls this section: “Watch out for these problems” (p. 192, 197-198, 202).

Parrott (2000) asserts that learners tend to choose one future tense in English and use it
every time they make reference to the future (p. 177). They often choose the first form they
learnt or the form which is similar to the way of expressing future time in their own
language (Parrott, 2001, p. 177).

According to Parrott (2000), learners often choose will as their “all-purpose future tense”,

and they use it in inappropriate contexts (p. 177):

“(*) Will you go out this weekend?

(instead of Are you going out ....? Or Are you going to go out ...?)”

“(*) ’m sorry | can’t stay late. I’ll play squash tonight.
(instead of I’m playing)” (Parrott, 2000, p. 177).
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Scrivener (2010) provides very similar information that “Students at low level overuse will
as an “all-purpose future’ to the avoidance of all other ways of talking about the future” (p.
192). He believes that the reason for this is will “is met early on, quickly learnt and then it
is easy to place the single word into any sentence where they wish to convey a future

meaning” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 192).

Scrivener (2010) states another problem: students tend to use the Present Simple instead of
will to express instant decisions: “I check the dates.” (p. 192). Students also use going to
for spontaneous decisions: “I’m going to get it!” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 202). On the contrary,
students tend to use will, instead of going to for things which have been already decided:

“Hey Frida — did you know? | will have a party next Saturday!” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 202).

Parrott (2000) continues by saying that other learners have a tendency to overuse ‘be
going’:
“A: I’m afraid she isn’t here this week.
B: Don’t worry, (*) I’m going to phone him tomorrow then. (instead of I’ll phone
him...)” (Parrott, 2001, p. 178).

As far as going to is concerned, Scrivener (2010) mentions the following two common
problems:

1). “Students omit the main verb after going to: I’m going to football. Sahar’s going to
shopping” (p. 198).

2). “Students use different forms (possibly also omit be): He’s go to leave now. He does to

play tennis next week” (p. 198).

According to Parrott (2001, p. 178), such mistakes are not always systematic: “Some
learners mix up the rules or simply forget them under the pressure of communicating.
Other learners consciously or unconsciously use inappropriate rules” (Parrott, 2000, p.
178).

Many learners tend to avoid the complex forms, as the continuous, perfect and

perfect/continuous forms, for the reason their form and meaning “may seem daunting and

unnecessarily complicated” (Parrott, 2000, p. 178).
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+« Time conjunctions
Learners tend to use a future tense instead of a present tense after time conjunctions:
“* We’ll call you as soon as he’ll get here” (Parrott, 2000, p. 178).

% Present tenses
According to Parrott (2000), leaners tend to over-use present tenses to refer to the future
(p. 178):
“Tomorrow | go on a trip to Salisbury and Stonehenge. We enjoy the whole day by
bus. I hope it isn’t rain” (Parrott, 2000, p. 178).

2. Mistakes in form of future tenses

Parrott (2000, p. 179) identifies the following three mistakes in using the auxiliary verbs:

%+ Use of auxiliary verbs

According to Parrott (2000, p. 179), leaners sometimes omit auxiliary verbs:
“* What you going to do?  * Will you staying here?” (Parrott, 2000, p. 179).

Learners may also use infinitives instead of —ing forms as auxiliaries and vice versa:
“* The family is go get into the car. * It’ll getting colder this evening” (Parrott, 2001, p.
179).

Learners may use unnecessary auxiliaries:
“* With music on the Internet, we will don’t need to buy CDs any more” (Parrott, 2001, p.
179).

% Infinitives
Leaners may further feel unsure about where to use a full or bare infinitive:

“I shall to see her again next week” (Parrott, 2001, p. 179).
< Word order

Word order, especially in question forms, may cause additional problems to leaners:

“* When you will come back? * Why you won’t come with me?” (Parrott, 2001, p. 179).
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Scrivener (2010) does not discuss typical mistakes in the use of the forms of future tenses.

2.4 The FCE Gold Plus coursebook

The research participants used the FCE Gold Plus coursebook (Newbrook, Wilson, and
Acklam, 2004) in their lessons of Practical English published by the Pearson Longman
publishing house. This coursebook corresponds to level B2 of English according to the
Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). The future forms are
discussed in Unit 4 of the FCE Gold Plus coursebook. Six future forms (shall/will +
infinitive, going to + infinitive, Present continuous, Present Simple, Future continuous, and
Future Perfect) are presented at the back of the book in the Grammar reference section
under the name ’19.8. The future.” (Appendix 1). The Present continuous and Present
Simple are not discussed in ‘The future’ section but the students are referred to the
previous sections of the Grammar reference, where those tenses were previously discussed
(i.e. section 19.2 for the Present Continuous and section 19.1. for the Present Simple,
Appendix 1). The Future perfect continuous tense is not presented in the FCE Gold Plus

coursebook.

Four exercises where devoted to practising the future forms in Unit 4 of the coursebook
(pp. 49-50 of the FCE Gold Plus coursebook, Appendix 2). Exercise 1 consisted of two
tasks. In task 1 students were asked to look at the picture of the doctor and patient, to read
8 statements under the picture, to decide which statements were made by the doctor and
which were made by the patient, and to underline the future forms. Those statements
covered all six future forms described in the Grammar reference section (p. 204, Appendix
1). In task 2 of Exercise 1 students were asked the question “When do we use the different
future forms?” This was followed by the reference to the Grammar reference section
(19.8). From this exercise and the future forms used in it, it is possible to assume that the
authors of the coursebook were expecting the students to be familiar with all six future
forms. Exercise 1 was followed by three more exercises. In Exercise 2 students were given
6 sentences. Each sentence contained two future forms, one correct and one incorrect, and
the students were requested to cross out the incorrect form. Exercise 3 consisted of 3 short
dialogues and the task was to put the verbs in brackets in the correct future forms. Exercise

4 was a speaking exercise. Students were asked to draw five bubbles and to write notes on
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one of the four points provided (e.g. “something you are definitely going to do some time
this week”, p. 50, Appendix 2). Students further had to discuss their notes with a partner.

All those four exercises described above were done by the students with their regular

lecturers, and were not discussed with the author of this thesis.

3 Teaching English Grammar

3.1 Attitudes to teaching grammar

A debate whether to teach or not to teach English grammar has been led by teachers of
English and theorist for years. According to Thornbury, “differences in attitude to the role
of grammar underpin the differences between methods, between teachers, and between
learners” (p. 14). Many opinions have been expressed on the topic by the experts involved
in English language teaching, some of the opinions and attitudes can be illustrated by the

following examples:

Opinions in support of teaching grammar:

“There is no doubt that a knowledge — implicit or explicit — of grammatical rules is
essential for the mastery of a language: you cannot use words unless you know how they
should be put together” (Ur, 2009, p. 4).

“... explicit teaching of grammar rules leads to better learning and to unconscious
knowledge, and this knowledge lasts over time” (Walter, 2012, para. 3).

“A sound knowledge of grammar is essential if pupils are going to use English creatively”

(Hutchinson as cited in Thornbury, 2011, p. 14).

Opinions against teaching grammar:

“Grammar is not the basis of language acquisition, and the balance of linguistic research
clearly invalidates any view to the contrary” (Lewis, 1994, p. 133).

“The effects of grammar teaching ... appear to be peripheral and fragile” (Krashen in
Thornbury, 2011, p. 14).

47



“Grammar is not very important: The majority of languages have a very complex grammar.

English has little grammar and consequently it is not very important to understand it” (the

publicity of a London language school in Thornbury, 2011, p. 14).

“The important point is that the study of grammar as such is neither necessary nor

sufficient to use a language” (Newmark, 1979, p. 165)

The arguments in support of and against teaching English grammar will be further

discussed.

3.2 Arguments in support of teaching grammar

X/
o

X/
L X4
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°e

According to Thornbury (2011), “grammar is a description of the regularities in a
language, and the knowledge of these regularities provides the learner with the means to
generate a potentially enormous number of original sentences” (p. 15). Thornbury
(2011) further calls grammar a “sentence-making machine”, which offers the learner

“the means for potentially limitless linguistic activity” (p. 15).

Teaching of grammar helps learners avoid making ambiguous sentences, such as the
following example:”
“After speaking a lot time with him | thought that him attracted me” (Thornbury,
2011, p. 15).

Swan (2002) asserts that it is difficult for learners and speakers of English to make
comprehensive sentences without knowing how to build and how to use certain
structures of English (p. 151). Therefore, teachers of English should carefully choose
grammatical points to teach to their students depending on learners’ aims and their

circumstances, and they must teach them well (p. 151).

Swan (2002) further claims that “In some social contexts, serious deviance from native-
speaker norms can hinder integration and excite prejudice - a person who speaks ‘badly’
may not be taken seriously, or may be considered uneducated or stupid (p. 152).
Therefore, students may need or want a higher level of English grammar correctness

than which is necessary for “mere comprehensibility” (Swan, 2002, p. 152).
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¢ According to Thornbury (2011, p. 16), highly motivated leaners with a talent for
languages may “achieve amazing levels of proficiency of English without any formal
study”, but at some point such learners reach a language level “beyond which it is very
difficult to progress”, and they reach the stage, which is known as fossilisation.
Lightbown and Spada (2013) define fossilisation as “a persistent lack of change in
interlanguage patterns, even after extended exposure to or instruction in the target
language” (p. 218). Previous research suggests that learners who do not receive any
instruction are at a greater risk of fossilising earlier than those learners who receive
instruction (Thornbury, 2011, p. 16).

«» According to Thornbury (2011), “the need for rules, order and discipline is particularly
acute in large classes of unruly and unmotivated teenagers — a situation that many
teachers of English are confronted with daily” (p. 17). In such classrooms discovery of
English grammar through communicative activities may be out of the question, and
therefore, grammar “offers the teacher a structured system that can be taught and tested
in methodical steps” (Thornbury, 2011, p. 17).

3.3 Arguments against teaching grammar

As there are a number of arguments in support of teaching grammar, likewise there are

arguments against teaching it.

¢+ Thornbury (2011) compares learning a foreign language to a skill of riding a bicycle, by
saying that we learn it by doing it, not by studying how to do it. This kind of learning by
doing is called “experimental learning” (p. 18). The Association of Experimental
Education (AEE) defines it as “a process through which a learner constructs knowledge,
skill and value from direct experience” (as cited in Wurdinger, 2005, p. 7). The National
Society for Experimental Education (NSEE) defines it as “inductive, beginning with
raw experience that is processed through an international learning format and
transformed into working, usable knowledge” (as cited in Wurdinger, 2005, p. 7).
According to Thornbury (2011), proponents of the experimental learning argue that
learners do not so much need the knowledge of numerous grammar rules but rather

simulated conditions in which they would eventually use the language (p. 18).
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Thornbury (2011, p. 18) argues that knowing the grammar of a language does not equal
to knowing that language. For example, one thing is to know that Shall we go to the
cinema? is a Future Simple question but another thing is for the learner to know that it
can further function as a suggestion. This observation lies in the core of the
Communicative Approach, or Communicative Language Teaching (CLT)
(Thornbury, 2011, p. 18). According to Larsen-Freeman and Anderson (2011), “being
able to communicate required more than linguistic competence; it required
communicative competence (Hymes 1971) — knowing when and how to say what to
whom” (p. 115). Thornbury (2011) further claims that the supporters of the CLT argue
that “by means of activities that engage the learner in life-like communication, the
grammar will be acquired virtually unconsciously. Studying the rules of grammar is

simply a waste of valuable time” (pp. 18-19).

According to Krashen (1987), it is necessary to distinguish between learning, on the one
hand, and acquisition, on the other hand (p. 10). Krashen (1987) claims that the term
“learning” is used to refer to “conscious knowledge of a second language, knowing the
rules, being aware of them, and being able to talk about them” (p. 10). He further states
that “learning is ‘knowing about’ a language, known to most people as ‘grammar’ or
‘rules’” (Krashen, 1987, p. 10). Language acquisition, however, according to Krashen
(1987), is a subconscious process, as “language acquirers are not always aware of the
fact that they are acquiring a language, but are only aware of the fact that they are using
the language for communication” (p. 10). He further claims that “the result of language
acquisition, acquired knowledge, is also subconscious” (Krashen, 1987, p. 10).
According to Krashen (1987), “previous conscious learning is not necessary for

language acquisition”, and “learning does not ‘turn into’ acquisition.” (p. 83).

According to Thornbury (2011), “...language learning seems to involve item-learning.
Vocabulary is largely item-learning. So too is the retention of whole phrases, idioms,
social formulae, etc. in the form of what are sometimes called chunks of language” (p.
19). Schmitt (2000, as cited in Selivan, 2013, p. 14) refers to lexical chunks as
“*individual wholes’ stored in the brain ready for retrieval when called upon, thus
allowing speakers to reduce their cognitive effort and save processing time” Thornbury
(2011) claims that chunks are larger than words but they are often shorter than sentences
(p. 19). He further provides the following examples of chunks: “excuse me?; so far so

good; what on earth?; have a nice day; if you ask me; here you are” (Thornbury (2011,
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p. 19). According to Selivan (2013), “it has been suggested that holistically memorised
chunks can serve as a basis for abstracting grammar rules. Proponents of such an

approach to grammar [...] believe that learning chunks leads to grammar acquisition”
(p. 15).

Thornbury (2011) claims that it is still an open question to what degree second language
“involves item-learning as opposed to rule-learning” (p. 19). However, Thornbury
(2011, p. 20) further asserts that in recent years there has been “a growing recognition
of the importance of word - and — chunk learning, such that some authors have proposed
a lexical approach to teaching, in contrast to the traditional emphasis on sentence
grammar” (p. 20). Lexical approach advocates the learning of “formulaic expressions”,
which are frequently used, e.g. Have you ever been ...?; Would you like .... ?,rather than
studying abstract categories, such as conditionals or the present perfect (Thornbury,
2011, p. 20).

The next argument can be used both in support of teaching grammar and against
teaching it, and it is the learners’ expectation argument. Language learners are different
and expect different things from their language classes. Learners, who have years of
previous experience of learning a foreign language, may expect greater focus on
practising the language in communicative activities, while other learners prefer studying
grammar in the language classroom (Thornbury, 2011, p. 20). According to Thornbury
(2011), “it’s the teacher’s job to respond sensitively to these expectations, to provide a

balance where possible, and even to negotiate a compromise” (p. 20).
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4 The Deductive and Inductive Approaches

4.1 “The deduction/induction controversy”

Hammerly (1975, pp. 15-18) suggests his thoughts about the deductive and inductive
approaches and uses the term “the deduction/induction controversy”. According to
Hammerly (1975), it has been one of the most interesting controversies in second language
teaching, and like many other aspects of second language teaching is has been influenced

more by fashion than logic and facts (p.15).

In the deductive approach, a teacher first presents a grammatical rule to the students which
is further followed by the examples in which this grammatical rule is applied (Thornbury,
2011, p.29). In the inductive approach, a teacher first presents several examples to the
students and they are further requested to decide what the grammatical rule is, and how a
particular grammatical structure is used (Thornbury, 2011, p.29).

According to Vogel at al. (2011), “inductive and deductive teaching approaches have
existed for many years but have evolved as a result of the influence of various movements
and theories” (p. 355).

The deductive approach was at the core of the grammar-translation method. This
method is characterised by total dependence on deduction: “Grammar is taught deductively
— that is, by presentation and study of grammar rules, which are then practiced through
translation exercises” (Richards and Rodgers, 1991, p. 4). Hammerly (1975) claims that the
direct method, and its direct descendant, the audio-visual method, advocated the total
avoidance of the learner’s native language and total dependence on induction, that is, “on
the students acquiring subconscious control over grammatical structures without conscious

analysis, the way a child does, by sheer exposure to the language” (p. 15).

In 1960 the Audio-Lingual Method was introduced and it brought “a shift towards
induction” (Hammerly, 1975, pp. 15-16). Howatt and Widdowson (2004) argue that
“audiolingualism relied almost exclusively on the habit-formation theories of late
behaviourism”, and it employed “the excessive use of drills” (p.319). Shaffer (1989)

claims that learners, who were taught by the Audio-Lingual Method, learned by
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memorizing numerous examples of a particular grammatical structure until the use of that
particular structure became automatised (p.395). Students were not aware of the
grammatical structure unless they were given the appropriate rule at the end of the lesson
(Shaffer, 1989, p.395). Shaffer (1989) further claims that there was “general agreement at
the end of the sixties that a method treating language acquisition as habit formation was
inadequate” (p. 395). The way of a foreign language acquisition as habit formation was
rejected by cognitive psychologists. Piaget believed that memorisation of grammatical
structures could not be considered to be equal with comprehension (Piaget as cited in
Neubauer, 1976, p. 172).

Hammerly (1975) makes a good point by claiming that there is a middle ground in the
deduction-induction issue, which is to “present inductively those grammatical points that
the students can learn without an overt rule and deductively, with rules, those grammatical
points that require such an approach” (p. 18). Hammerly (1975) further asserts that the
grammatical points that can best benefit from a deductive approach are the points which
are based on concepts missing in the learner’s native language (p. 18). As far as the
inductive approach is concerned, its advantage is that it “allows the learners to “discover”
by themselves how a part of the language works”, and it “makes the learning process more

interesting” (Hammerly, 1975, p. 18).

According to Krashen (1987), many teachers and scholars considered deductive teaching
more reasonable than inductive learning because they could not see any reason in asking
their leaners to guess the rule (pp. 113-114). Instead they believed in presenting a clear
explanation of the rule and had students practise it until it was “internalised” (Krashen,
1987, p. 113). Supporters of inductive teaching argued that requesting the learners to work
out the rules by themselves would be “the best way to insure learning” (Krashen, 1987, p.
113).

4.2 The deductive and inductive approaches to teaching grammar

Different terms are used in literature to refer to the deductive and inductive approaches to
teaching grammar. Brown (2007) uses more general terms: “inductive reasoning” and

“deductive reasoning” (p. 104). Brown (2007) defines “deductive reasoning” as “a
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movement from a generalization to specific instances: specific subsumed facts are inferred
or deducted from a general principle” (p. 104). In the “inductive reasoning”, on the other
hand, “one stores a number of specific instances and induces a general law or rule or
conclusion that governs or subsumes the specific instances” (Brown, 2007, p. 104).
According to Brown (2007), second language learning in a natural environment, without a
teacher, “involves a largely inductive process, in which learners must infer certain rules
and meanings from all data around them” (p. 104). On the other hand, Brown (2007)
believes that language learning in the classroom relies on the deductive leaning more than
it should (p. 104).

Thornbury (2011) uses the term “rule-driven learning” to refer to the deductive approach
and “discovery learning” for the inductive approach (p. 29).

Harmer (2007) states that in a lesson taught inductively, the following elements occur in a
certain sequence: “engage — activate — study”, while in a lesson which employs the

deductive approach the sequence is “engage — study — activate” (p. 82).

The advantages and disadvantages of each approach will be now examined.

4.2.1 The advantages of the deductive approach

Thornbury (2011) presents the advantages and disadvantages of both approaches in a
structured and detailed way compared to other authors. Therefore, Thornbury will be used
as the main source for describing the advantages and disadvantages of both approaches

combined with supplemental information from other authors.

Thornbury (2011) suggests the following advantages of the deductive approach:

¢+ This approach is straightforward and time-saving. Many grammatical rules can be
explained more easily and more quickly than induced from examples, and this will save
time in classroom for practice and rule application (p. 30).

% It is more appropriate for learners with an analytical style of learning, thus this
approach confirms more to their expectations about the language classroom (p. 30).

¢ It acknowledges cognitive processes present in language acquisition and conforms with

the maturity and intelligence of many students, especially adult learners (p. 30).
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¢ This approach “allows the teacher to deal with language points as they come up, rather
than having to anticipate them and prepare for them in advance” (Thornbury, 2011, p.
30).

4.2.2 The disadvantages of the deductive approach

Thornbury (2011) suggests the following disadvantages of the deductive approach:

% Leaners may have insufficient knowledge of metalanguage and as a result they will fail
to understand the concepts that are involved in the explanations of the rules (p. 30).

« This approach “encourages the belief that learning a language is simply a case of
knowing the rules” (p. 30).

% In this approach grammar explanation involves more speaking from the teacher and it
involves less student interaction and involvement (Thornbury (2011, p. 30). Shaffer
(1989) supports this point of view by saying that the deductive approach “tends to
emphasize grammar at the expense of meaning and to promote passive rather than active

participation of the students” (p. 395).

Herron and Tomasello (1992) believe that the deductive approach “may deprive students of
the opportunity to develop their own powers of linguistic observation and construction” (p.
716).

4.2.3 The advantages of the inductive approach

Thornbury (2011) suggests the following advantages of the inductive approach:

% In this approach the involvement of students is greater than with the deductive
approach. They take more active part in the lesson, which encourages their motivation
and attention, as well as greater “learner autonomy” (p.54).

% When learners have to work out the rules for themselves, the rules become “more
meaningful, memorable, and serviceable” (p. 54).

% “The mental effort involved ensures a greater degree of cognitive depth which, again,
ensures greater memorability” (p. 54).
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This approach encourages the abilities of problem-solving, which may be especially
suitable for language learners who prefer these kinds of activities in the language

classroom (p. 54).

4.2.4 The disadvantages of the inductive approach:

Thornbury (2011) suggests the following disadvantages of the inductive approach:

X/
L X4

X/
L X4

The time devoted to working out rules in the language classroom may minimise the
time devoted to practising grammatical rules in exercises (p. 54).

“The time and energy spent in working out rules may mislead students into believing
that rules are the objective of language learning, rather than a means” (p. 54).

When language learners are asked to discover a grammatical rule for themselves, they
“may hypothesise the wrong rule or their version of the rule may be either too broad or
too narrow in its application (p. 54).

This approach may be time-consuming in terms of lesson preparation for teachers.
“They need to select and organise the data carefully so as to guide learners to an
accurate formulation of the rule, while also ensuring the data is intelligible” (p. 55).
The inductive approach may not be favoured by language learners who would prefer to
be told the rule by the teacher at once due to their language style or previous learning

experience (Thornbury, 2011, p. 55).

4.2.,5 Factors that possibly influence student preference for either approach

The results of previous research studies on learners’ preferences for either the deductive

approach or inductive approach implied that the learners’ preferences could have been

influenced by their previous learning experiences and their learning styles (Jean and

Simard, 2013; Vogel et al., 2011). Therefore, these factors will now be examined further.

Learning styles

Jean & Simard (2013) argue that a limited number of previous studies have investigated

student preference for approaches to learning grammar, and how students’ attitudes “could

be affected by who they are, and in this instance by what they perceive as being their

learning styles” (p. 1026). Dornyei and Shekan (2003) define learning styles as “a typical
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preference for approaching learning”, and they should not be confused with the cognitive
style, which is defined as “a predisposition to process information in a characteristic
manner” (p. 602). According to Reid (1995), learning styles are an “individual’s ‘natural,
habitual, and preferred way(s) of absorbing, processing, and retaining new information and

skills™ (p. viii).

Much evidence that learning styles seem to have influence on students’ results and
preferences can be found in the literature. Selinger (1975) “presents data suggesting that
retention over time is better with a deductive approach” (as cited in Krashen 1987, p. 114).
According to Krashen (1987), Hartnett’s data (1974) shows support for the hypothesis that
students who show good results in deductive foreign language classes “employ different
neurological mechanisms than learners successful in more inductive classes, deductive
learners being left-brained, analytical thinkers, and inductive learners being more right-
brained, analogic thinkers” (p. 114). Ellis (2008) suggests that results in favour of the
deductive or inductive form-focus instruction may “in part depend on learner’s preferred

learning style” (p. 882).

Thompson (2005) further emphasises that awareness of the students’ learning styles is
important, and “students who have some awareness of the ways they need to process

information have a distinct advantage over those who do not” (p. 13).

Previous learning experiences

Some authors believe that previous learning experiences play an important role in second
language acquisition. For instance, Jespersen (1946) claims that “In every single person's
mind there lie, thrust into the background at the moment, many memories of previous
linguistic experiences: what is meant by saying they ‘lie’ there, is for psychologists to
explain: the rest of us take memory as a fact we cannot get away from” (p. 21). According
to Taylor (2012), “we are not able to consciously recall past experiences. Nevertheless,
these past experiences must have been recorded, for they influence our behavior on
subsequent tasks” (p. 2). Baauw et al. (2013) claim that “in adult acquisition previous

linguistic experiences, conditioned by universal constrains, are relevant” (p. 235).
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4.2.6 Classroom application
As has been mentioned above, both the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching and

learning English grammar have their advantages and disadvantages, and both of them can
be used in a foreign language classroom. Learners can benefit from both approaches, and
therefore both of them should be used in the classroom by the teacher. According to
Shaffer (1989), “Teachers need to be flexible enough to incorporate various approaches
into their lessons depending on the particular situation” (p. 401). When planning classroom
activities, teachers should take into consideration a number of factors: the learners’ level of
English, the objective of each task and how much time it will take. Teachers further need
to consider, which approach for each specific task their learners will benefit most from,
etc. Teachers should further take into account their learners’ preferences for the approaches
to learning grammar and their learning styles. However, in a class of 15 or 30 students, all
of whom have different preferences, learning styles and expectations from the language
classroom, it is rather difficult, or even impossible, to fit expectations of every learner.
Therefore, a combination of both approaches in the language classroom appears to be the

best solution.

5 Literature review of the research about the deductive and inductive
approaches

5.1 Research on the effectiveness of the deductive and inductive approaches

The number of existing research studies that deal with the deductive and inductive
approaches is limited, and they vary in their implementation designs, research populations
and they focus on teaching different structures. The research studies about the deductive
and inductive approach can be divided into 3 types: 1) research studies that investigate
which of the approaches is more effective for teaching foreign languages (Herron and
Tomasello, 1992, pp. 708-718; Shaffer, 1989, pp. 395-403); 2) studies which investigate
preferences of learners for one approach or the other, and 3) studies which research the
effectiveness of both approaches as well as the learners’ preferences for either of them.
The studies that investigated the effectiveness of the deductive and inductive approaches
for teaching foreign languages will be discussed first.
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One study by Herron and Tomasello (1992, pp. 708-718) imparticular is most often quoted
in the literature. The study investigated the effectiveness of the guided inductive approach
and the deductive approaches. Their research participants were 26 students of beginning-
level French at Emory University in the USA. All of the instructional activities in this
study were based on a mystery story. The research involved 10 grammatical structures in
French, which were chosen from the students’ course video/audio programme manual. In
the deductive approach, or “the deductive condition”, as Herron and Tomasello refer to it,
at the beginning of the lesson the teacher wrote a model sentence on the board, which
exemplified the grammatical rule being studied. The model sentence was always related to
a topic covered by a video that week. The teacher then read the model sentence aloud and
provided a brief explanation of the rule. After that the teacher practiced correct use of that
particular grammatical structure with the students in a “contextualised oral drill” which
was comprised of 10 items and the drill was accompanied by flashcards in order to
reinforce meaning. In “the guided induction condition”, as Herron and Tomasello (1992, p.
712) refer to it, at the beginning of the lesson the teacher introduced the topic of the
exercise and then practised “the same ten-item drill” as in the deductive approach. After
completion of the oral drill, the teacher directed the students’ attention to the modal
sentence written on the board. The students were asked to complete the blanks in the
sentence chorally as a group. The teacher then completed their response into the sentence
on the board. As far as testing is concerned, target structures were tested two times by a
written test. Test | was given to the students one day after the structure was presented to
them, the second test fell one week after the structure was taught. The results of the two
tests performed were in favour of the guided inductive approach and suggested that the
guided induction presentation was more effective than the deductive approach for teaching
certain grammatical structures to beginning-level foreign language students (Herron and
Tomasello, 1992, p. 713). Herron and Tomasello (1992, p. 716) provided the following
possibilities for their results: “the Guided Induction presentation involves more active
learning than the Deductive one in the sense that students are actively forming the
hypothesis for themselves. Being given the rule, either before or after oral practice, does
not engage the students cognitively to nearly the same degree.” Besides, their research
indicated that students acquired grammatical structures better when provided with the
immediate teacher feedback compared to the situations when they were provided with a

number of examples without the teacher’s feedback (Tomasello, 1992, p. 716).
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One of the most quoted research studies about teaching by the deductive and inductive
approaches is that by Shaffer (1989, pp. 395-403). 319 students of Spanish and French
from three high schools participated in her study, and four grammatical structures of
French and Spanish were employed. Due to the fact that the research was conducted by a
number of teachers, Shaffer (1989, p. 396) believed their ability to teach either approach
would be “a serious variable influencing the outcome” of the study; she decided to conduct
the experiment in the written form. In the inductive presentation the students received a
“sheet containing two columns of about ten carefully organised contrasting examples of a
structure” (Shaffer, 1989, p. 397). The students were asked to read the examples and then
to write what they considered to be the explanation or the underlying pattern. In the
deductive presentation the students were provided with a sheet containing the appropriate
rule as well as the same examples which were used in the inductive presentation, although
the number of the examples was smaller. Both groups of students then received “an
exercise sheet to assess their comprehension” (Shaffer, 1989, p. 397). The students were
asked to decide in a cloze test which mood, tense, or verb was correct. As far as the results
of the study are concerned, Shaffer (1989, p. 399) claimed that “No significant differences
were found between the results using the two presentations. However, the trend was in
favour of an inductive approach ....” However, Herron and Tomasello (1992) pointed out
several design flaws in Shaffer’s research: teachers in the classrooms involved in the
research did not assign the students to conditions randomly; students taught inductively
were provided with more examples than students who participated in the deductive
condition (20 vs. 6 examples); any student who was taught inductively and could not
verbalise the rule prior to taking the test was excluded from the analysis of the research,

however, no students were excluded from the deductive group (p. 709).

Another highly quoted research study was carried out by Vogel et al. (2011, pp. 353-380)
with 40 intermediate level students of French at a private liberal arts university. 10
grammatical structures were selected from the students’ course curriculum for the research.
The learners in the research were randomly split into two groups and each group was
exposed to both of the conditions, inductive and deductive. In the inductive approach or
“the guided inductive treatment condition”, as Vogel et al. (2011, p. 359) refer to it, the
teacher presented the targeted grammatical structures through an “interactive, meaning-
based, contextualised question/answer oral activity using a PowerPoint presentation for

visual support” (p. 359). A specific grammatical structure was drilled orally through a
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series of 12 examples. The first two slides of the PowerPoint presentation “served as
examples”, and, for these two first slides, the teacher asked a question, and the learners
repeated the answer to this question chorally after the teacher (Vogel et al., 2011, p. 359).
The research participants answered the questions related to the same targeted grammatical
structure during the rest of this activity. Following the initial practice, the learners and the
teacher cooperated on the co-construction of the particular grammatical rule by looking at
a number of model sentences containing blanks that were presented on the last slide of the
PowerPoint presentation. This cooperation was carried out in a form of questions
formulated by the teacher. For each question, the students responded orally and chorally,
and their answers were followed by the teacher’s oral response. The teacher did not state
the grammatical rule after this phase. After the “co-construction” phase the students were
requested to complete the blanks in the model sentences orally and chorally, and the
correct answer consequently appeared on the screen. In the deductive presentation, the
grammatical rule was explained by the teacher orally in French. The rules were further
illustrated by the same model sentences as in the inductive presentation but without blanks.
This time, the model sentences appeared at the beginning of the PowerPoint presentation.
After the explanation, the learners participated in the same oral activity as in the inductive
approach. Immediate tests were administered after the presentation of each grammatical
structure in both the deductive and inductive conditions. The results of the research by
Vogel et al. (2011) revealed that the students’ results were more significant in the inductive
approach than in the deductive approach in terms of short-term learning (p. 366).
According to Vogel et al. (2011), the result could have been obtained due to students’
active participation in the oral practice exercises (p. 367). Vogel et al. (2011), the findings
were “consistent with cognitive theories that view learning as an active process, requiring
the engagement of the student” (p. 367). As far as the long-term learning of grammar, the
results did not indicate any significant effect for any of the approaches as the increases in
scores of the pre-tests and post-tests were significant for both approaches (Vogel et al.,
2011, p. 367).

The study carried out by Erlam (2003, pp. 242-260) in one of the secondary schools in
New Zealand involved 69 learners of French. Her research focused on direct object
pronouns in French, which were selected for the reason they represented a number of
difficulties for learners of French. The students in the deductive group were provided with

an initial exercise, in which they had to identify a direct object noun; the instructor further
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explained to students that the direct object noun could be replaced by a pronoun, and she
showed example sentences to students. The rule of direct object pronouns was elicited
from one student and presented to the class. The students were then shown a chart with all
direct object pronoun forms as well as further grammatical information. The students were
subsequently requested to complete a number of exercises (Erlam, 2003, p. 246). The
inductive group was not provided with any grammatical explanation but immediately
started doing practice activities. The students were first given a handout with a series of
pictures with two statements written under each picture, each of which contained a direct
object pronoun, and the students were requested to decide correctly which statement
related to the picture. The same activity was done with a series of overheads. After that the
students in this groups had to complete the same exercises as the students from the
deductive group did (Erlam, 2003, p. 246). The results of the research by Erlam (2003)
revealed a significant advantage in favour of the deductive instructional groups (p. 242).

From the four research studies concerning the effectiveness of either the deductive or
inductive approach described above, it may seem that the results tend to be slightly in
favour of the inductive approach: the results of the research by Herron and Tomasello
(1992) revealed an advantage for the inductive instruction (p. 713), Shaffer (1989) detected
no significant difference between the two approaches but she revealed a trend in favour of
the inductive approach (p. 399). The results of the research by Vogel et al. (2011)
uncovered an advantage in favour of the inductive approach in terms of short-term learning
but revealed no significant effect for either of the approaches in terms of the long-term
learning of grammar (p. 366). However, other existing studies found the advantage in
favour of the deductive approach. The study by Erlam (2003) described above showed an
advantage in favour of the deductive group (p. 242). Erlam (2003, p. 243) further mentions
the results of other existing studies on the effectiveness of the deductive and inductive
approaches: Robinson (1996, pp. 27-77) and Seliger (1975, pp. 1-18) detected an
advantage for the deductive approach. Rosa and O’Neil (1999, pp. 511-556), and Abraham
(1985, pp. 689-702, as cited in Erlam, 2003, p. 243) revealed no significant difference
between the two approaches.
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5.2 Research on learner preferences for the deductive and inductive
approaches

The number of studies that investigate the preferences of learners for the approaches to
learning new grammar are limited. In their study Vogel et al. (2011, pp. 353-380)
investigated both the effectiveness of both approaches, as well as their participants’
preferences for either of them. At the end of their research, Vogel et al. (2011)
administered a post-study, learning preference questionnaire to their participants in order to
assess their preferences for both instructional approaches. 80% of the respondents (n=32)
showed preference for the deductive approach, 15% (n=6) preferred the inductive
approach, and 5% (n=2) reported no preference for the instructional approach (Vogel et al.,
2011, p. 363). According to Vogel et al. (2011, p. 368), the findings of their investigation
provided “additional evidence that a large majority of students prefer an explanation of
grammatical rules prior to practice” Vogel et al. (2011) further state that “students
perceived that explicit rule explanations provide them with a more extensive “knowledge”
of the language and could enable them to form *“good grammatical habits” (p. 368).
However, students in the research acknowledged that the deductive approach is a rather
passive way of learning compared to learning through examples first (Vogel et al. 2011, p.
364). Some research participants recognised that the inductive approach makes learners
think more, however, students believed that “it creates a greater chance for error, a lack of
confidence, and confusion” (Vogel et al. 2011, p. 364). The authors further believed that
their participants’ preferences often related to their previous foreign language learning
experiences, as most of them were used to learning the rules first (Vogel et al. 2011, p.
369).

Mohamed (2004) carried out a research study with 51 adult learners of English at a tertiary
institution in New Zealand (pp. 228-237). The research participants were exposed to only
one of the instructional approaches, either inductive or deductive. At the end of the
experiment the learners were requested to complete a task evaluation questionnaire in order
to investigate their opinions about the tasks in the research. The results in both groups did
not show any strong preference for either of the instructional approaches: 73% of the
learners from the inductive group and 72% of learners in the deductive group were in
favour of the tasks they were requested to perform. However, according to Vogel et al.

(2011, p. 357), this research failed to reveal any significant differences in learner
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preference for either of the approaches due to the fact that “the researcher failed to expose
students to both conditions prior to inquiring about their preferences and opinions.”

Research by Jean and Simard (2013) aimed at investigating possible relations between
their research participants’ learning gains, preferences for the deductive or inductive
approach, and their learning styles (pp. 1023-1042). The study by Jean and Simard (2013)
involved 138 students of French from two secondary schools in Montreal, Canada. The
authors of the research developed two “teaching units”, the deductive and inductive, in
order for the research participants to experience both approaches and grasp the differences
between them (Jean and Simard, 2013, p. 1027). Both units started with the introduction of
the texts to be read, “similar types of texts were chosen: tales (or fairy tales) one unit, and
fables for the other unit” (Simard, 2013, p. 1027). Determiners and object pronouns were
selected as the main grammar features of the research. The students in the study were
requested to read texts with the grammatical feature in question highlighted. Each reading
text was followed by comprehension exercises; the exercise books further provided
students with grammatical rules in case of the deductive approach, or they had to discover
the rule in case of the inductive approach. One or two practice exercises then followed
each presentation or discovery of a grammatical rule or its part; and finally, a written
production task was given to students in order to reuse the grammatical feature. The
deductive unit was always taught first, and was then immediately followed by the inductive
unit (Jean and Simard 2013, p. 1027). At the end of each unit the respondents were asked
six questions about how much they had enjoyed different aspects of it. As far as the
enjoyment of the grammar presentation was concerned, the results showed that, overall,
research participants liked the deductive unit, showed a greater preference for the activities
from the deductive unit, and furthermore preferred the structure of the deductive unit (Jean
and Simard 2013, p. 1030). At the beginning of the research students were requested to
complete a self-reporting learning style survey. Results revealed that the majority of
students (86 out of 138) considered themselves to be deductive learners, while 35 students
assessed themselves as inductive learners. According to Jean and Simard (2013), the
possible explanation of those results could be “extensive past experiences with such an
approach” (p. 1034). At the end of each unit the students were asked which unit they
preferred most. 57% of students (n=78) preferred the deductive unit, while 43% (n=59)
chose the inductive unit as their preferred one. These results can be explained by the

students’ preferred learning styles: the number of students who preferred the deductive unit
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(78) is close to the number of students who considered themselves to be deductive learners
(86) (Jean and Simard 2013, p. 1034).

To sum up, two out of three studies concerning learners’ preferences to for learning the
grammar described above clearly revealed participant preference for the deductive
approach (Vogel et al., 2011; Jean and Simard, 2013), while the research study by

Mohamed (2004) showed no significant difference in learners’ preferences.
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6. Conclusion of the Theoretical Part

The overview of the ways of expressing the future presented in three descriptive reference
grammars of English (The Cambridge Grammar of the English Language by R.
Huddleston and G. Pullum (2002), A Comprehensive Grammar of the English Language
by Quirk et al. (1985), and Longman Grammar of Spoken and Written English by Biber et
al. (1999), as well as in the book Meaning and the English Verb by Leech (1971) was
explicated at the beginning of the theoretical part of the thesis. All authors above covered
the most important usages of the future forms, which were reviewed in this thesis (the
Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple for describing
the future, the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect
Continuous). However, the terminology used by all the authors varied slightly. After that,
the thesis compared the future forms in two English grammars for teachers, Grammar for
English Language Teachers by Parrott (2000) and Teaching English Grammar by
Scrivener (2010). Besides covering the uses of each future form, both authors provided the
most commons difficulties the learners encounter while learning each of the future forms.
Scrivener (2010) further provided concrete speaking activities for practising each future
form. The way or presentation and practice of the future forms in the students’ coursebook,
FCE Gold Plus coursebook (2004, Newbrook, Wilson, and Acklam), was briefly discussed.

Chapter 3 was devoted to attitudes and arguments in favour and against teaching English
grammar. It was followed by offering a look at “the deduction/induction controversy” over
the years and throughout different teaching methods; and it further focused on the
advantages and disadvantages of both the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching

grammar and their classroom application.

The last chapter of the theoretical part provided insight into the previous research on the
effectiveness of teaching English grammar deductively or inductively. The lack of research
in this area was revealed. Results of existing research studies presented opposite results:
Robinson (1996), Seliger (1975), and Erlam (2003) revealed an advantage for the
deductive approach, the results of Herron and Tomasello (1992) were in favour of the
inductive approach, while Shaffer (1989) detected no significant difference between the

two approaches, however, with a slight favour for the inductive approach.
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The number of research studies concerning learners’ preferences for approaches to learning
grammar is limited as well. Two studies about learners’ preferences for approaches to
learning grammar clearly showed participant preference for the deductive approach (Vogel
et al., 2011; Jean and Simard, 2013), while one research study (Mohamed, 2004) revealed

no significant difference in learners’ preferences.
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EMPIRICAL PART

7 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

7.1 Research participants

A total number of 136 students from the Bachelor programme English for Education at the
English Department of the Faculty of Science, Humanities and Education at the Technical
University of Liberec, the Czech Republic, took part in the study. The number of the
students who participated in each session was the following:
Winter term 2013/2014:

Session 1: 115 participants

Session 2: 90 students
Session 3: 88 students (however, two students were excluded from the revision test
result for the reason they had not participated in Sessions 1&2)

Summer term 2013/2014:

Session 4: 85 participants

Session 5: 66 research participants
Session 6: 55 students

Session 7: 64 students

136 students participated in at least one session of the study. The number of students who

participated in all seven sessions was 16.

During the year of the research implementation, the author built a friendly relationship
with the research participants. The students eagerly cooperated with the author at all times,
approached her with kind words, made positive remarks about usefulness of the research,

and praised the materials employed in the process of the research implementation.

The author dealt with two different regular lecturers of Practice English, one of whom
displayed tremendous understanding and support of the author. The second lecturer
expressed his/her understanding and support likewise. However, he/she was very time

conscious, which put the author under considerable stress at times.
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7.2 Challenges of the research

During the research the author encountered several major challenges. 1) The time available
for each session with the students was limited. The participants had a very tight syllabus
and it was necessary to consider it when planning each session. 2). The Practical English
lessons were non-compulsory and this was a major challenge. This fact meant that not
every student attended all of the research sessions. Therefore, in each session there were
students who had not attended the previous session/sessions. Besides, the composition of
groups changed in the summer semester. Therefore, there were some students who had
previously attended the deductive or inductive groups and repeated attendance in the
summer semester. This meant there were students who experienced one of the approaches

twice.

7.3 Pilot study

Taking into consideration that the author was not the participants’ regular lecturer and was
only given limited time for the realisation of her research, it was not possible to carry out
the pilot study with the same participants. However, the author had previously worked as a
Lecturer of Practical English and ELT Methodology at the Department of English at West
Bohemia University in Plzen. It means she had prior experience teaching students of
English Philology, and used her experience when designing and preparing this study. The
author anticipated that the students would know the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present
Simple and the Present Continuous for expressing the future well and would be able to
apply them in exercises. However, their knowledge of the Future Continuous, the Future
Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous, as well as the knowledge of the rules of
usage for all seven future forms would not be sufficient. The research was designed based

on those assumptions, all of which were confirmed in the course of the research.

7.4 Research procedure

In winter term 2013/2014 the following future tenses were discussed and practised with the
students: the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous, and the Present Simple.
In summer term 2013/2014 the focus was on the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect,

and the Future Perfect Continuous.

The teaching procedure employed in both terms of the research was the same, and it is

detailed below as follows:
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Winter term 2013/2014:

¢+ Sessionl: pre-test, teaching the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and

the Present Simple with a future reference, either deductively or inductively, and the
immediate post-test.

% Session 2: discussion of the corrected handouts from Session 1, discussion of the
homework, and application of future tenses in exercises.

«» Session 3: discussion of the corrected handouts from Session 2, and the revision test.

Summer term 2013/2014:

¢+ Session 4: discussion of the corrected handouts from Session 3, the pre-test, teaching

the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous
either deductively or inductively, and the immediate post-test.

% Session 5: discussion of the corrected handouts from Session 4, discussion of the
homework, and application of future tenses in exercises.

% Session 6: discussion of the corrected handouts from Session 5, the revision test, and
the completion of the Future Tenses Questionnaire.

% Session 7: the corrected revision tests from Session 6 were returned to the students, and
discussed with them. Prior to the start of the lesson, 15 new students completed the

Future Tenses Questionnaire (Appendix 31).

Sessions 1&4 require further explanation. Session 1 started with the pre-test (see
Appendix 3), which consisted of three tasks and three exercises. The pre-test was the same

for all groups.

After that the actual teaching of future tenses, deductively in the deductive groups or
inductively in the inductive groups, took place. The students in the deductive groups
received a handout with grammatical rules (Appendix 6) immediately after the pre-test. It
was discussed with the students. The next stage was to complete the post-test (see
Appendix 7), which consisted of the grammatical rules and Exercises 1, 2&3 used in the
pre-test. Tasks 1, 2&3, which were also a part of the pre-test, were not used in the post-test.
It means that the students in the deductive groups were allowed to keep the grammatical

rules while completing the post-test. The reason for that will be explained below.
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The students in the inductive groups were given an inductive handout (Appendix 8)
immediately after the pre-test. The inductive handout consisted of the examples for each of
future tenses under study (the examples used for the inductive and deductive groups were
the same). The students were requested to answer several questions about their forms,
meaning, usage of each future tense. This means they had to discover the rules and
grammatical information about each tense from the examples. In the next stage the students
were given the post-test to complete (Appendix 10). It consisted of the same Exercises 1,
2&3 as in the pre-test. The students in the inductive groups could not use the grammatical
rules during the post-test completion. The procedure was the same in Session 4. However,
different future tenses were discussed.

Considering the above statements, students in the deductive groups had to complete two
handouts (the pre-test and the immediate post-test), while the students in the inductive
groups were asked to complete three handouts (the pre-test, the inductive handout, and the
immediate post-test). Furthermore, all students had to complete the same exercises in the
pre-test and the post-test. It was done in order to see and measure the immediate difference
in results between the pre-test and the same exercises in the post-test. Session 2 took place
one month after Session 1. One week prior to the session, the students received the
homework handout (Appendix 7), which consisted of the grammatical rules and again the
same exercises as in the pre-test and the post-test. It was done for the reason there was no
time to discuss the results of the exercises straight after the pre-test and the post-test
completion. Therefore, approximately three weeks after Session 1, the students were asked
to read the rules and do the exercises again in order to see if they had any problems

understanding the rules and if they had any further questions.

The above described research design and procedure need further explanation. The study
was designed in this way in order to investigate the difference between the deductive
groups, in which students had a handout with the rules at their disposal when completing
the post-test and how well they could work with grammatical rules, and the inductive
groups in which students had to rely on their previous knowledge, language intuition and
the examples they had worked with in the inductive handout. It may be believed that it was
rather easy for the students in the deductive groups to complete the post-test with the rules
and the examples in front of them. However, the students were not told which form to use

in each sentence. They had to analyse each situation and to decide for themselves which
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tense to use in each case. The aim was to see how well the respondents would be able to
analyse the rules and apply them correctly in exercises, because future teachers of English
must be able to work with grammatical rules. In the inductive groups the students had to
rely on their language intuition and on new (or revised) knowledge they had acquired from
the inductive handout they had worked with prior to completing the immediate post-test.
The purpose was to examine the possible difference between the groups, and specifically to

see how large the difference, if any, would be.

The pre-test, teaching future tenses deductively and inductively and the post-test took place
during one session for two reasons: 1) the time limit given for the research; and 2) because
of the non-compulsory attendance of the lessons of Practical language for the students. It
was obvious that it would not be possible to have the same students at the pre-test and

post-test if they took place at difference sessions.

Sessions 2&5 aimed at discussing the results of the pre-test, post-test, as well as the

homework. Practice exercises were done during those sessions with the students with a
special emphasise on the rules of usage for each tense in each sentence. This means that
the deductive approach was applied in those sessions. Therefore, its results will be
presented for all students and will not be divided according to different approaches.

The exercises used in those sessions were different from the ones used in the pre-test and

the post-test.

In Sessions 3&6 the results of Exercise 3 from the previous session was discussed. The

students then had to complete a revision test. It consisted of several exercises different
from those used in pre-test, the immediate post-test, and the previous session (Session 2 or

Session 5 respectively).

In Sessions 6&7 the qualitative data was collected. The students were asked to complete

the Future Tenses Questionnaire about the usefulness of the research to them and their

preferences for either the deductive or inductive approach.

Each procedure and its results will be further discussed in the thesis in greater detail.
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The following important pieces of information related to the research procedure should be
stated and explained:

1. The students in general made a lot of grammatical mistakes. Therefore, it is important
to explain which sentences were accepted as correct in this study: 1) the sentences with
the correct form used and without any further mistakes were obviously accepted as
correct. 2) incomplete sentences with the correct future form used if the missing part
did not hinder the meaning of the sentence (e.g. “She will not have finished her studies
in this university by the ... .” It was accepted as correct because the research involved a
lot of writing. 3) minor mistakes which did not hinder the sense of the sentences (e.g.
mistakes in prepositions: “On Saturday at 7 p.m. I'll be waiting for my sister on the

airport.”)

Grammatically incorrect sentences were counted as incorrect (e.g. “I will swimming in

a swimming pool.”, “You will have been read”, etc.)

2. In both revision tests (Appendices 16A and 29) the students were asked to provide the
meaning expressed by the future forms they had to complete to the exercises. The
correct answers were counted according to the sense expressed and not according to
exact wording. For example, if the students did not provide the word “arrangement”
but provided the correct meaning, e.g. “something what we know that we will do. We
also know the exact time. It is already set.”, such answers were accepted as correct,

because they showed the students’ understanding of the meaning.

3. The results of the pre-tests, post-tests and the revision tests presented in tables are
always presented according to tenses, not according to the exercises, in order to

investigate how the students’ knowledge of each tense developed throughout the study.

4. All the handouts completed by the students, except for the Future Tenses Questionnaire
(Appendix 31), contained the participants’ names and other personal information (e.g.
their regular teachers’ names, etc.). Therefore, for confidentiality reasons, those
handouts cannot be submitted together with this thesis. However, all the students’
answers from all the handouts are presented in the appendices. The answers are

presented as they were given by the students, i.e. with all their errors. The number
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assigned to each student is the same throughout every handout. The black spaces in the
handouts with the students’ answers signify that no answer was provided.
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8 QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH, PART 1: the Future Simple, Be
going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple

This stage of the reasearch took place in the winter term of the academic tear of
2013/2014. Its main focus was on teaching the following future tenses/forms: the Future
Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous, and the Present Simple for expressing the

future.

8.1 Objectives and research questions

This stage of the research had multiple objectives:

» To collect background information about the research participants through a
questionnaire.

» To revise and improve the participants’ knowledge of the forms and rules of usage
of
the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with
a future reference through a number of exercises.

» To teach the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present
Simple for expressing the future to the research participants using two main
approaches to teaching grammar: the deductive and inductive approaches.

The following research questions were based in the objectives of this part of the study:

1. What are the research participants’ areas of knowledge concerning the Future Simple,
Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference that
require revision and improvement?

2. Which of the research participants’ areas of knowledge concerning the Future Simple,
Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference
improved and which did not improve in the course of the research?

3. Which of the approaches to teaching grammar, deductive or inductive, proves to be

more effective for teaching future tenses to students of English Philology?
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8.2 The questionnaire about the participants

Prior to completing the pre-test, the research participants were asked to fill-in a
questionnaire (Appendix 3). Its main aim was to collect background information about the
students. The total number of 115 questionnaires was collected (100% response rate). In
questions 1, 2&3 the students were asked to provide their age, gender and nationality. The
results showed that the average age of the research participants was 20 (the youngest
students were 19 years old and the oldest student was 39 years old). All of the students
were of Czech nationality, except for one Ukrainian. 76% of students (n=87) were female,
and 24% (n=28) were male.

Question 4 of the questionnaire dealt with the students’ field of study. All the research
participants were students of English Philology. Their secondary field of study was as
follows: the Czech language (17%, n=20), the Spanish language (15%, n=17), Humanities
(15%, n=17), Physical education (10%, n=12), History (7%, n=8), the German language
(6%, n=7), Geography (5%, n=6), Informatics (3%, n=4), Psychology (2%, n=2), 12%
(n=14) of students provided other answers (e.g. “English”, “Czech Republic”, etc.), and
7% (n=8) provided no answer.

The results of Question 5 revealed that the average number of years participants had
studied English prior to the research to the research was 10,5, ranging from 4 to 15 years of
previous English language studies.

The aim of Question 6 was to investigate the percentage of students who had their level of
the English certified by a recognised English test. 76% (n=87) of students stated they had
not taken any recognised English test prior to commenting their studies at the university,
while 24% (n=28) had taken a recognised English test. Out of those 28 students, 13
students took the FCE test, 4 took the City&Guilds test, two students took the PET test,
two participants indicated the CAE test, the TELC test was taken by two students, one
student indicated the TKT test, and 4 students provided other responses (“test”, “test”,
“Bl”, “state examination”). 24 students indicated when they had taken the test, and the
periods ranged from 2008 to 4 months prior to the research. 25 students provided the
following results of a recognised English test they had taken: 12% (n=3) indicated level
B1, 84% (n=21) stated level B2, and 4% (n=1) provided level C1.
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In Question 7 of the Questionnaire students were asked what level of English they believed
they had at the moment of completing the questionnaire according to the Common
European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR). 98% (n=113) of students
provided their responses: level A2 - 3% (n=4) of students, level B1 — 35% (n=40), level B2
— 42% (n=47), C1 - 3% (n=4) of students, and one student (1%) indicated level B1+..
Other students believed that their knowledge of English was between two levels: A2/B1 -
2% (n=2), B1/B2 - 12% (n=13), B2/C1 - 2% (n=2).

15% (n=17) of students provided two responses (e.g. “A2-B1”, “B1/B2”, etc.). Therefore,
the total number of 130 responses was provided by 113 students, and the following levels
were provided by students: A2: 5% (n=6) of students; B1: 43% (n=56); B2: 47% (n=62);
C1 5% (n=6). The results reveal that most of the students, 47%, believed their level of
English was B2, which corresponded to the level of the course and the coursebook used in
the course (FCE Gold Plus).

In Question 8 students were asked if they believed that studying English tenses was
important and were asked to provide the reasons for their response. This question was
asked in order to investigate the attitude of future teachers of English to learning English
grammar, and English tenses in particular. 79% (n=91) of all students answered the
question. 100% of those answers were positive and students affirmed that they believed it
was necessary to study the English tense system. Students’ responses can be further
divided into several categories. All the answers are presented as given by the students, with

all their errors.

» Knowledge of English tenses is important for communication, for understanding other
people and for explaining ourselves correctly. This opinion was affirmed by 67%
(n=62) of students. They further made the following comments in support of their point
of view:

“It is important because when you talk to English native speaker it sounds strange
and it looks like you can't speak and use that language.”

“I think it is important because you can say something differently than you wanted
to.”

“Yes, | think it's important as studying vocabulary. It helps us to express ourselfs in
more various ways and more specifically.”
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“Yes, | think it is very important, because we can express exactly what we want. The
other people can understand us.”

» 9% (n=8) of all students compared English to the Czech language:
“I think it is important, because they have different tense system then us. And it is
also important for communication with native speakers.”
“Yes, | do. The tense system is different in each language, so it's important to learn
and know the tense system of English language.”
» 8% (n=7) of the students provided personal reasons for studying English tenses:
“Yes it is important an interesting, because people who studying tense system have
big chance founding work.”
“It is important because we have to feel what tense should be used. That takes
certainly lots of studying. | don't mind learning the tense system”.
“It is important for me because | would like to live abroad.”
“| think this system is important, because we can use it in our lifes (when we go to
abroad an so on).”
» 8% (n=7) provided other reasons:
“It is! As you know, czech students make a lot of mistakes in tenses.”
“l think it is. If you want to know a language really well, you have to learn these things,
that native speakers use.”
“Yes, | do think it is important. My opinion is that if you want to speak English, go to
the English speaking countries etc...It's good know how English tenses work”.
“Yes because for me it is sometimes hard to use these tenses correctly.”

» 8% (n=7) indicated positive response but no further explanation.

Complete answers of the research participants to the Questionnaire can be found in

Appendix 4.

8.3 Session 1: Pre-test

The research started with Session 1, which took place in October, 2013.
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8.3.1 Pre-test procedure
At the beginning of 1st session the author greeted the students, provided some information

about herself and about the research and said she would really appreciate the students’
cooperation and eager participation in the research. The students were informed that in the
winter term the main focus of the research would be on future forms such as the Future
Simple, Be going to, Present Continuous and Present Simple for expressing the future.
After that the pre-test handout was distributed to each student (Appendix 3). Prior to the
pre-test completion the students were requested to give their names on the pre-test handout.
They were informed that the study was anonymous, and their names would not be
disclosed. The aim of the pre-test was to investigate the actual knowledge of the
participants about the Future Simple, Be going to, Present Continuous and Present Simple
for expressing the future. In Task 1 the students were requested to give their own sentences
for each of the future tenses. In Task 2 they had to indicate the affirmative, negative and
interrogative forms of each tense. In Task 3 students had to provide the meanings
expressed by each of the future forms. The aim of Tasks 1, 2&3 was to investigate the
students” knowledge of the form and meanings/rules of usage of each of future forms, and
their ability to use them correctly in sentences. Tasks 1, 2&3 were followed by exercises
1, 2&3. In exercise 1 the students were asked to put 10 verb forms in the correct future
tense. The task in Exercise 2 was to translate 7 sentences from Czech into English. In
Exercise 3, the students were requested to provide one future plan, one arrangement, and
one prediction about the world in 2053. In all of the exercises, the students were asked to
use four future forms: the Future Simple, Be going to, Present Continuous and Present
Simple for expressing the future. This information was emphasised to the students two
times during the pre-test process: once prior to the pre-test completion and then again

during the completion of the pre-test.

The students were asked to work individually and not to cooperate with other students. The
time required for the pre-test completion ranged from 25 to 30 minutes in each group. 115
students took part in the pre-test: 39 students in the inductive groups (Gr. 1&2), and 76

students in the deductive groups (Gr. 3, 4&5).

Complete answers given by all students in the pre-test can be found in Appendix 5.
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8.3.2 Pre-test results: Task 1
Table 1 shows the number of correct answers provided by the students in Task 1 of the pre-

test. In this task students were requested to provide one sentence of their own for each of
the future forms: the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present

Simple. The results are presented according to the respective tenses and approaches.

It should be explained how the “total correct, N” and “total correct, %” results in Table 1
are calculated. For example, the total number of correct answers for all 115 students for the
Future Simple was 110 (i.e. 37 correct answers given by the inductive groups + 73 correct
answers given by the deductive groups). 110 correct answers given by all students
constitute 96% of all correct answers which could be provided by 115 respondents (=110
*100% / 115).

All answers in the comments below Table 1 are presented as given by the students, i.e.

with all their errors.

Table 1: Results of Task 1 of the pre-test, Session 1, winter term

Tenses Inductive (Gr. 1&2, Deductive (Gr. Total Total
n=39) 3,4&5, n=76) correct, | correct,
N %
correct, N cor;()ect, corlilect, correct, %
Future Simple 37 95 73 96 110 %
Be going to 33 85 66 87 99 86
Present Simple 16 41 38 50 54 47
Present Continuous 13 33 29 38 42 37
Total 99 63 207 68 306 67

The results of Task 1 of the pre-test revealed that all research respondents provided 67%
(n=306) of 115 research participants submitted correct sentences As far as groups are
concerned, the inductive groups gave 63% (n=99) of composed correct sentences of their
own, while the deductive groups provided 68% (n=207) correct sentences. The highest
number of correct sentences was given for the Future Simple with the future reference
(95% for the inductive groups, and 96% for the deductive groups). Actually, only three
incorrect sentences for the Future Simple were stated by all students: one of them was
incomplete (“I will”), and two other were for the incorrect tenses (“I played tennis

yesterday.” and “I go to the school every day.”). The second highest number of correct

80




sentences was for Be going to (85% for the inductive groups, and 87% for the deductive
groups). All but three of the students’ answers were for to the same rule of usage of Be
going to, which is “future plans or intentions’ (e.g. “l am going to study hard this term.”,
“I'm going to watch TV in the evening.”, etc.). Three responses related to another rule,
which is “prediction based on evidence’ (“It's so dark. It's going to rain.”, “It's going to
rain, look at those clouds.”, “The sky is grey. It's going to rain. ”). Correct sentences for
the Present Simple with the future reference was given by 47% (n=54) of all respondents
(41% by the inductive groups and 50% by the inductive groups). Those sentences referred
to time-tables and programmes (e.g. “The train leaves at 7:30.”, “Football match starts at
8 pm”). The incorrect sentences provided can be further divided into the following
categories: incorrect tenses (“I would like to be there”, “What have we been doing last few
days?”, “I'm learning English”, etc.); the reference was made to students’ daily routines or
present facts (“We have a dog.”, “Everyday | eat potatoes, because is healthy.”, “I play
football every evening”). The least amount of correct sentences, 37% (33% by the
inductive groups and 39% by the deductive groups), was provided by the research
respondents for the Present Continuous to express the future. In all the correct sentences,
students expressed their future arrangements (e.g. “I am having dinner at 6 o'clock. I'm
meeting Jane tonight.”, “I am meeting Barbora at 3 o'clock.”).

The incorrect sentences can be divided into the following categories: incorrect tenses used
(*I had never been in New York.”, “I have a lunch with my friends at 11.00. Now it's 10
o'clock.”, etc.), and the Present Continuous used to refer to actions happening at the
moment of speaking (e.g. “I m reading book, I don't have a time now.”, “lI am going to

London by bus at the moment”).

The results in general reveal that most of the research participants were familiar with the
usage of the Future Simple and Be going to, while less than 50% of all respondents could
use the Present Simple and the Present Continuous to refer to the future in sentences of

their own.

8.3.3 Pre-test results: Task 2
Table 2 presents the number and percentage of correct forms (affirmative, negative and

interrogative) provided by the students in Task 2 of the pre-test. It should be explained how
the “total correct, N” and “total correct, %” results in Table 2 are calculated. For example,
the number of correct affirmative Future Simple forms given by all 115 students was 97
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(i.e. 34 correct answers given by the inductive groups + 63 correct answers given by the

deductive groups). 97 correct answers constitute 84% of all the answers possible for 115

respondents (=97 *100% / 115).

Table 2: Results of task 2 of the pre-test, Session 1, winter term

Inductive (Gr. 1&2, Deductive (Gr. 3,4&5, | Total Total
Tenses/forms n=39) n=76) correct, | correct
correct, N | correct, % | correct, N | correct,% | N , %

Future Simple
affirmative 34 87 63 83 97 84
negative 34 87 62 82 96 83
interrogative 34 87 57 75 91 79
total 102 87 182 80 284 82
Be going to 0
affirmative 31 79 66 87 97 84
negative 30 77 66 87 96 83
interrogative 33 85 61 80 94 82
total 94 80 193 85 287 83
Present Simple 0
affirmative 25 64 43 57 68 59
negative 28 72 45 59 73 63
interrogative 30 77 50 66 80 70
total 83 71 138 61 221 64
Present 0
Continuous
affirmative 29 74 65 84 94 82
negative 29 74 58 76 87 76
interrogative 32 82 62 82 94 82
total 90 77 185 81 274 79
TOTAL correct 369 79 698 77| 1067 77

for all tenses

The results presented in Table 2 reveal that 77% of all participants provided correct forms

for all four tenses, which is a rather high figure and signifies good knowledge of the four

future tense forms. In the instructions to this task, students were given an example of how

to describe the form: was/were + verb + ing, which is the form of the Past Continuous.

The example illustrated how to provide the components of each form. While the majority

of students followed this example, there were students who did not describe the

components but instead created sentences of their own to illustrate the form (e.g. “I will not

work at home” for the Future Simple or “I'm going to work” for Be going to). Though
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those forms did not follow the example, they were counted as correct because they showed
the students’ knowledge of the particular form. The percentage of all correct forms
indicated by the students was 82%. Erroneous forms were of two types: incorrect tense
(e.g. “I was (reading)”, “I will be having break”, etc.), and incorrect form (e.g. “No, I will”,
“will+verb+noun I will work until Julie”, etc.) The percentage of all correct forms for Be
going to was 83%, which was the highest result out of all four future forms. The highest
number of correct forms (79%) occurred for the Present Continuous. The lowest number of
correct forms, 64% occurred for the Present Simple. The reason for this can lie in the
confusing instruction for the task, as it did not specifically provide a formula for the
Present Simple form. For that reason, the word “verb” was given by 14% of all students
(n=16), and 10% (n=12) indicated the “work” as their answer, and one student wrote
“works”. Those answers were counted as incorrect. Further mistakes included incorrect
tense (“Are you working?”, “Where have you been working?”), and incorrect forms (e.g.
“Aren't you work?”, “Work you tomorrow?”, “Does the match starts at 8 o'clock?”, etc.).

8.3.4 Pre-test results: Task 3
The results of Task 3 for the pre-test are presented in Table 3 according to meanings

expressed by each future form and according to the respective approaches.

It should be explained how the “total correct, N” and “total correct, %” results in Table 3
were calculated. For example, the number of correct answers for the meaning “instant
decision” in the Future Simple was 36 out of a total of 115 (i.e. 8 correct answers given by
the inductive groups + 28 correct answers given by the deductive groups). 36 correct
answers given by all students constitute 31% of all correct answers which could be
indicated by 115 respondents (=36 *100% / 115).

In the Future Simple and Be going to there is an extra line “students who provided correct
answers” in Table 3. This requires additional explanation. For example, the inductive
groups gave 15 corrected answers for the Future Simple. However, 15 correct answers
were not provided by 15 students, but by 10 students, as indicated in the “students who
provided correct answers” line. This means that several students submitted more than one

correct answer.
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Table 3: Results of task 3 of the pre-test, Session 1, winter term

Inductive | Deductive | Total Total,
(Gr. 1&2, | (Gr. 3,4&5, | correct, N | %
Tenses / meanings

n=39) n=76)

correct, N | correct, N
Future Simple
instant decision 8 28 36 31
prediction 3 8 11 10
opinion 2 4 6 5
promise 0 5 5 4
offer 0 1 2 2
hope 1 0 2 2
request 0 2 1 1
certain future event 1 1 1 1
total correct 15 49 64 56
students who provided correct answers 10 35 45 39
incorrect 27 30 57 50
Be going to
close/near future 6 13 19 17
future plan/intention 23 46 69 60
prediction 3 3 6 B
total correct 32 62 94 82
students who provided correct answers 27 56 83 72
incorrect 10 13 23 20
Present Simple
time-table 9 18 27 23
total correct 9 18 27 23
incorrect 25 44 69 60
Present Continuous
arrangement 10 20 30 26
total correct 10 20 30 26
incorrect 24 38 62 54
Total for all tenses and all meanings 66 149 215 47

Table 3 reveals that students showed the best knowledge of the rule of usage of Be going to

with 82% (n=94) of correct answers. 60% (n=69) of all students knew that Be going to is

used to express future plans and intentions, 17% (n=19) of all students indicated that Be

going to is used to refer to close/near future, and a mere 5% (n=6) all students indicated

‘prediction’ as their answer. 82% (n=94) of correct answers were provided by 72 students

as several students provided more than one answer. 39% (n=45) of students displayed the
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knowledge of meanings of the Future Simple as they provided 64 correct answers
altogether. The meaning of ‘instant decision” was known to 31% (n=36) of all respondents.
However, only one student provided the phrase ‘instant decision’, which is often used in
the literature, and one student submitted “immediate decision”, while other students did not
know the name and described it their own words (e.g. “a sudden decision”, “unplanned
future”, “quick decision”, “decision in moment”, “When it is our impulsive decision, not
planned”, “Neplan. Budoucnost, okamzité rozhodnuti”, etc.). All these answers were
accepted as correct because they showed the students’ understanding of the meaning. 10%
(n=11) of all students knew that the Future Simple is further used to express prediction, 5%
(n=6) indicated ‘opinion’, 4% (n=5%) provided ‘promise’, ‘offer’ and ‘hope’ were
provided by 2 different students each, and one student knew that the Future Simple is used

for certain future events.

Furthermore, it is obvious from the results that the knowledge of meanings of the Present
Simple and the Present Continuous to express the future was rather low. 23% (n=27) of
students knew that the Present Simple with reference to the future is used to talk about
time-tables and programmes, while 60% (n=69) of students provided incorrect answers (46
out of 69 students indicated that the Present Simple is used to talk about daily routines,
which is the correct rule of its usage in the present but not in the future). 26% (30) of
students indicated the correct meaning of the Present Continuous with reference to the
future (i.e. future arrangements), while 54% (n=62) gave incorrect answers (33 of 62
students said that the Present Continuous is used to express activities happening right
now/at the moment of speaking, which is the use of this tense to express the present
meaning, not reference to the future). It should also be mentioned that only one student
used the word ‘arrangement’ and two students use the verb ‘to arrange’. The others
explained the meaning in their own words (e.g. “an appointment or something important
that is going to happen for 100%”, “when it is decided and it's not just our personal
intention, we can't change it”, “something what we know that we will do. We also know the
exact time. It is already set.”, etc.). Such answers were considered correct because they

revealed the students’ understanding of the meaning.
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8.3.5 Pre-test results: Exercises 1, 2&3
Table 4 shows the results of exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test. Table 4 is divided into four

parts according to four future forms (the Future Simple, Be going to, Present Continuous

and Present Simple) and the sentences in which that particular form occurred.

Prior to discussing the results of exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test, it should be mentioned
that the author faced a dilemma in which way to approach counting correct answers in the
pre-test, post-test and the revision test of this part of the research: whether to accept correct
answers strictly according to the rules of their usage or according to the usage of future
tenses by the native speaker of English, who was a consultant in this research. Throughout
the realisation of this study, the author cooperated with a university educated native
speaker of British English, an employee of the University of Kent in England, who
proofread all the author’s materials prior to handing them out to students. This British
consultant would use many more future forms than it was prescribed by grammatical rules.
For example, in the sentence “My lesson (start) at 16:15.”, the British consultant
would use the following forms: starts, will start, is going to start, is starting, will be
starting. However, according to the rule only the form starts is correct as it is a time-
table/programme. It was decided to count the correct answers in the pre-test, post-test and
the revision test in compliance with the rules of usage of future tenses due to the following
two reasons: 1) accepting all forms according to the native speaker would make the results
of the pre-test, post-test and revision test unreliable, 2) in Session 2, in each part of the
research the author specifically focused on meanings/rules of each future tense and
practised them in exercises with the students. Therefore, the correct forms where accepted

in the results, as they were presented to the participants and practised in exercises.

In addition to this, it should also be mentioned that in the calculation of correct answers,
the author did not distinguish between future arrangements and future plans, and accepted
both the Present Continuous and Be going to for future arrangements and future plans, as it
was described by the course book FCE Gold Plus used by the research participants in their
regular classes of Practical English. Rule 5 of section 19.2 Present Continuous says: “plans
and arrangements in the future. E.g. Are you going out this evening?” (see Appendix 2).
Hewings (2013) takes a similar approach to the usage of the Present Continuous:

“We can often use either the present continuous or be going to with a similar meaning to talk about
planned future events. The present continuous indicates that we have a firm intention or have made

a definite decision to do something, although it may not already be arranged:
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“Are you seeing the doctor again next week? (or Are you going to see ...?)
I’m not asking Tom to the party. (or I’'m not going to ask ...)” (Hewings, 2013, p.
20).

Even through the difference between future plans and arrangements was explained to the
students and the preferable form, Be going to or the Present Continuous, in each sentence
of each exercise was stressed, finally, however, both variants were accepted as correct. For
example, in sentence 2 of exercise 2 of the pre-test: “What are your plans for the weekend?

I (play) football with friends.”, both *am going to play’ and “playing’ were

accepted as correct variants, as well in all other similar situations. In case of verbs ‘come’

and ‘go’, only the Present Continuous form was accepted.

Furthermore, it is essential to explain the approach to calculating the results of the pre-test,
post-test and revision test in each term of the research. All formulas applied in this research
were consulted with a specialist in Mathematics. The formula to calculate test results
expressed in percentage was designed for this research to consider the following variables:
a) the number of students in the inductive verses deductive groups, and the total number of
students for the total test results; b) the number of all correct answers according to the
respective groups and the total results for all students; c) the number of all possible
answers that could be provided by all respondents, and d) quantifying the instances of
usage of each tense throughout each test. Besides, as explained above, more than one
variant was accepted as correct in several sentences, e.g. in sentence 7B (1) of exercise 1
three variants were accepted as correct: ‘are taking’ (as future arrangement), ‘are going to
take’ (as a future plan), and ‘will take’ (as a certain future fact). It was necessary to

consider this fact as well when calculating test results into percentage.

The sentences in exercises where more than one answer was accepted (see the explanation
above) require extra comment. For example, the pre-test was designed for 20 possible
answers (ten in Exercise 1, seven in Exercise 2 and three in Exercise 3). However, the
sentences with more than one correct answer (they will be hereafter referred to as ‘shared’
sentences, and will be marked in orange in all tables) increased this number to 30 possible
answers. However, sentence 7A of exercise 1 was technically one correct sentence, not

three different sentences, and each of the answers ‘are taking’, ‘are going to take’, and
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‘will take’ constituted one third of this particular sentence, not three different sentences. It
was essential to reflect this fact in the calculation of the final result.

The exact calculation will be explained in the formula for calculating the total result of
correct answers for the inductive groups, for the Future Simple only. The result will be
expressed in percentage.

Future simple inductive correct [%] =

future simple inductive total correct+100%

F.S.inductive total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N)— correct'shared’sent.

184%100 _
312 (=8%39)
18400 _
312-Be going to (ex.1s.7B(1)—ex.15.7B(2))—Present Cont.(ex.1s.7A—ex.2 s.3)
18400

- = 0,

312-7-1-15-15 67%

The upper part of the formula states: ‘future simple inductive correct’, which is the number
of all correct answers provided by the inductive groups for the Future Simple, i.e. 184
correct answers (see Table 4 below). This number is multiplied by 100%, which is used in
mathematical formulas when the result is expressed in percentage, i.e. 184*100%=18400.

This number is divided by the lower part of the formula, which states:

‘F.S. inductive total possible (instances of usage, N * students, N)’ — correct ‘shared’
sentences. ‘F.S. inductive future possible’ is the number of all possible correct answers
which could be provided by all 39 students in the inductive groups. The number of
‘instances of usage’ is how many possible answers in the Future Simple were possible in
the pre-test, i.e. 8 instances, as indicated in Table 4 next to the tense name. Therefore, ‘F.S.
inductive future possible’ is calculated in the following way: 8*39=312.

The next step is to subtract the number of ‘shared’ sentences, i.e. sentences with more
correct answers from the ‘F.S. inductive future possible’, and the third line in the formula
indicated exactly which sentences were subtracted. Be going to was possible together with
the Future Simple in sentences 7B (1) and 7B (2) of exercise 1. Students provided 7 correct
answers for Be going to in sentences 7B (1) and 1 Be going to answer in 7B (2), see Table

4 below. These numbers, 7 and 1, were subtracted from the ‘F.S. inductive total possible’.
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The Present Continuous was also possible together with the Future Simple in sentence 7A
of exercise 1 and in sentence 3 of exercise 2. 15. Answers were provided by the inductive
groups for the Present Continuous in sentence 7B (1) of exercise 1 and 15; answers were
given in sentence 3 of exercise 2, see Table 4 below. Those numbers, 15 and 15, were

subtracted from the ‘F.S. inductive total possible’.

The reason for this type of calculation can be also explained in a slightly different way. For
example, in sentence 7B (2) of exercise 1, students in the inductive groups submitted one
correct answer for Be going to (see Table 4). It may seem that the students in the inductive
groups did not know the correct answer to this sentence, and only one correct answer was
given for this sentence. However, one more result was possible for this sentence, i.e. the
Future Simple. When the results for the same sentence, 7B (2) of exercise 1 for the Future
Simple was examined, it was observed that 34 correct answers were given by 39 students
from the inductive groups (see Table 4). This means that 35 correct answers were provided
for the whole sentence 7B (2). For that reason, it was necessary to subtract those 34 correct
answers for the Future Simple from the ‘Be going to inductive total possible’ in order to

balance the total results.

In the Present Simple tense only one option was possible. Therefore, the same calculation
was used. However, no subtraction of the ‘shared” sentences was possible because there

were no ‘shared’ sentences for this tense.

When calculated without subtracting the ‘shared’ sentences, the results of all the tests were
significantly lower. Therefore, it was necessary to adhere to this model of calculation in
order to receive the objective and correct results of the tests expressed in percentage. This

type of calculation was used in all tests, where more options were possible in one sentence.

The formulas for calculating the results for the three remaining tenses in the inductive
groups are presented below. The results for the deductive groups and the total results were

calculated in the same way but the numbers were changed respectively.

Be going to inductive correct [%] =

Be going to inductive total correct+*100%

Be going to inductive correct total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N)—correct 'shared’s.
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156+100% —
(10% 39)-F.S.(ex.1 s.7A— ex.1 5s.7B)—Pr.Cont (ex 1 s3—ex 1 s6—ex 1s 7A—ex1 s8B—ex2 s2—ex2 s6)

15600
390-10-34-20-7-15-14-0-4

=53%

Present Continuous inductive correct [%] =

Present Continuous inductive total correct+x100%

Pr.Cont.inductive correct total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N)—correct 'shared’s.

80+x100% —
(8+39)— F.S.(ex.1s.7A—ex.2.s3)—Be going to (ex 1 s3—ex 1 s6—ex 1s 7A—ex1 s8B—ex2 s2—ex2 s6) -

8000

e 0,
312-10-8-13-18-7-9-35-18 41%

Present simple inductive correct [%] =

Present Simple inductive total correct+*100%

present simple inductive total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N) a

71x100

- = 0)
117 (=3+39) 61%

The results Exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test presented in Table 4 are divided into the parts
according to future tenses and the numbers of correct answers are presented according to

the sentences and exercises in which the particular tense occured.

Table 4: Results of Exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test, Session 1, winter term

Exercises and Inductive (Gr. Deductive (Gr. Total Total
sentences 1&2, n=39) 3,4&5, n=76 correct, | incorrect,
correct, | incorrect, | correct, incorrect, N N
N N N N
FUTURE SIMPLE (will/shall) — 8 instances of usage

Exercise 1
sentence 1 21 13 55 16 76 29
sentence 2 24 14 55 19 79 33
sentence 7B(1) 10 6 9 13 19 19
sentence 7B(2) 34 2 59 4 93 6
Exercise 2
sentence 1 31 7 65 8 96 15
sentence 3 8 7 8 12 16 19
sentence 7 23 15 50 21 73 36
Exercise 3 0
sentence 3 33 4 48 13 81 17
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Total, N 184 68 349 106 533 174
Total, % 67 23 67 18 67 20
BE GOING TO - 10 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 3 13 3 27 2 40 5
sentence 5 11 27 17 58 28 85
sentence 6 18 7 47 6 65 13
sentence 7B(1) 7 0 10 3 17 3
sentence 7B(2) 1 1 11 3 12 4
sentence 8B(2) 9 7 22 17 31 24
Exercise 2

sentence 2 35 2 68 1 103 3
sentence 4 23 15 33 37 56 52
sentence 6 18 10 21 17 39 27
Exercise 3 21 16 37 30 58 46
sentence 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total, N 156 88 293 174 449 262
Total, % 55 25 53 25 53 25

PRESENT CONTINUOUS - 8 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 3 20 3 46 2 66 5
sentence 6 7 6 18 5 25 11
sentence 7B(1) 15 7 36 17 51 21
sentence 8B(2) 14 8 16 18 30 26
Exercise 2

sentence 2 0 1 4 0 4 1
sentence 3 15 7 31 15 46 22
sentence 6 4 9 17 19 21 28
Exercise 3

sentence 1 5 27 9 40 14 67
Total, N 80 68 177 116 257 181
Total, % 41 25 45 21 44 22

PRESENT SIMPLE - 3 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 4 17 21 48 28 65 49
sentence 8B(1) 26 12 57 18 83 30
Exercise 2

sentence 5 28 9 64 9 92 18
Total, N 71 42 169 55 240 97
Total, % 61 36 74 24 70 28
Total, N 491 266 988 448 1479 714
Total, % 63 34 65 29 64 31

The results of exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test presented in Table 4 show that students
provided 64% (n=1479) of correct answers for all future tenses, 31% of all submitted
answers (n=714) were incorrect. This means that 5% of all correct answers were not

provided by the students. The total results of the pre-test show that the knowledge of the
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Future Simple, Be going to, Present Continuous and Present Simple for expressing the
future in the inductive and deductive groups was almost equal with mere 2% difference in
favour of students in the deductive groups (65% vs. 63%). This mean students from both

groups began the test with almost equal knowledge of the four tenses.

As far as individual tenses are concerned, there is no difference between the groups in the
Future Simple as both groups provided 67% of all the correct answers for the Future
Simple; the inductive groups show an advantage of 2% for Be going to compared to the
deductive groups (55% vs. 53%), and it is the only tense where the inductive groups show
better result; the result of the Present Continuous for expressing the future shows a
difference of 4% in favour of the deductive groups (41% vs. 45%), and the most significant
difference of 11% is for the Present Simple to express the future in favour of the deductive
groups (61% vs. 74%). Out of all the tenses, all the students show the best knowledge of
the Present Simple for expressing the future, which shows that 70% of students from the
inductive groups and 75% of students from the deductive groups could apply the Present
Simple with reference to the future correctly. The results of the pre-test will be further

discussed and interpreted in Subchapter 8.9.1.

8.4 Session 1: Teaching the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple

and the Present Continuous for expressing the future deductively

8.4.1 Procedure of teaching the future forms deductively
The procedure of teaching the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple and the

Present Continuous for expressing the future in the deductive groups was the following:

1. Immediately after the pre-test the students in the deductive groups (Groups 3, 4 & 5)
were provided with a grammatical handout which contained the information about
the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple and the Present Continuous for
expressing the future (Appendix 6). The page was compiled by the author using several
grammar reference books, and it contained the name of each of the above mentioned
tenses, their forms, the rules of their usage and three examples followed each of the

rules. The grammatical handout contained eleven grammatical rules: six rules for the
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Future Simple will, one rule for the Future Simple shall, two rules for Be going to, one
rule for the Present Simple and the Present Continuous each.

The procedure was as follows. One of the students was always asked to read each of
the rules and the examples aloud. The other students listened and followed the text in
their own handouts. The students were then asked if they had any further questions
about the rule or the examples. The author asked extra questions to verify the students’
understanding of the rules, e.g. “What is an arrangement? How would you explain it in
your own words?”, etc.

The grammar rules presentation and discussion stage took approximately 8 minutes in

each of the deductive groups.

The students were not provided with any other handout to study or to complete but they
were requested to write the immediate post-test (Appendix 7). The immediate post-
test consisted of grammatical rules (Appendix 6), which had been discussed with the
students prior to the post-test completion, and the same exercises 1, 2&3 as in pre-test
(Appendix 3). Tasks 1, 2&3 of the pre-test (Appendix 3) were excluded from the post-
test for the time reasons. During the post-test students could consult the rules which
were a part of the post-test (Appendix 7). The aim of the immediate post-test was to see
how well the students could work with grammatical rules and examples which were at
their disposal and the effect of the rules in the discussion stage. For that reason, the
same exercises were used in the pre-test and the post-test. Unlike the inductive groups,
the deductive groups were not asked to complete any handouts between the pre-test and
the post-test. The results of the post-test will be presented together for all groups in
Subchapter 8.6.

The students were further requested to work individually and not to cooperate with
each other. While the students were completing the post-test, the author was
monitoring their independent work in order to insure objective results. The post-test

handouts were collected after completion.

The students were further informed that one week prior to the next session their regular
lecturers would provide them with the handout containing the grammatical rules and
the exercises (Appendix 7), the same handout used as the post-test. The students were
asked to read through the rules and examples again and to complete the exercises for

their homework. The same exercises as in the pre-test and post-test were given to the
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students as their homework intentionally. Unfortunately, there was no time to discuss
the results of the exercises directly after the post-test. Therefore, the students had a
possibility to go through the rules and exercises again at home and this homework was

discussed with the students at the next session.

The homework handout was not given to the students at that point because possibly
students could pass it to other groups, which had not participated in the research yet,

and this would have influenced the research results.

5. The author expressed her gratitude to the students for their participation in the research,

left the classroom and the students proceeded with their regular lesson.

The students in Groups 3, 4&5 required approximately 20 minutes to complete the post-
test. The total time for this session with the students (the pre-test, the grammar rules

explanation and discussion, and the post-test) was around 60 minutes in each group.

8.5 Session 1: Teaching the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple
and the Present Continuous for expressing the future inductively

8.5.1 Procedure of teaching future forms inductively
The procedure of teaching the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple and the

Present Continuous for expressing the future in the inductive groups was the following:

1. An Inductive handout was distributed (Appendix 8) which was divided into five
parts according to future forms (the Future Simple will, the Future Simple shall, Be
going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple). The Future Simple part
was further divided into six sections, each representing one rule of the usage for the
Future Simple. Each part (and each section of the Future Simple part) was
represented by three examples (the same examples were used in the grammatical
handout (Appendix 6) in the deductive groups but without stating the actual rule).
The students were requested to study the examples and to further respond to a
number of questions.

2. The students were further requested to work individually and not to cooperate with
each other. While the students were completing the handout, the author was
monitoring their independent work in order to insure objective results. The

handouts were collected immediately upon completion. The students in Group 1
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required 40 minutes to complete this handout, while the students in Group 2
required 39 minutes.

3. Straight after this handout completion, students were provided with the post-test
(Appendix 10). The exercises in the post-test were the same as exercises 1, 2&3 of
the pre-test and the same exercises were also given to students in the deductive
groups for their post-test (Appendix 7, however, grammatical rules were excluded
in the inductive groups).

4. After the post-test completion, the students were informed they would receive a
homework handout from their regular lecturers before the next research session.
(Appendix 7). The author expressed her gratitude to the students for their
participation in the research, left the classroom and the students proceeded with

their regular lesson.

8.5.2 Results of the inductive handout
Table 5 reveals the results of the inductive handout, in which students from the inductive

groups (Gr. 1&2, 39 students in total) where requested to study the examples given to them
and postulate the future form/tense and meaning, as well as writing a sentence of their own
to express the same meaning of the particular future form. All the answers from the
inductive groups can be found in Appendix 9. The answers are presented as they were

given by the students, with all their errors.

The results in Table 5 for the inductive groups’ correct/incorrect answers are quantified as
a percentage of the correct/incorrect answers that could be provided by 39 students from
the inductive groups. For example, 33 correct answers were provided by 39 students
concerning the tense name in the Part “‘Questions’ (the Future Continuous, see the first row
of Table 5). These 33 answers constitute 85% of all the answers possible by 39 students
(=33*100% / 39).

Table 5: Results of the inductive handout, Session 1, winter term

correct, | correct, incorrect, | incorrect,
Parts/sections N % N %

All students from the inductive groups, n=39

PART 1: FUTURE SIMPLE (WILL)

Part “‘Questions’ tense name 33 85 6 15

form 19 49 18 46
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section 1 meaning 8 21 24 62
example 15 38 21 54

section 2 meaning 4 10 19 49
example 25 64 7 18

section 3 meaning 18 46 9 23
example 31 79 9 23

section 4 meaning 10 26 18 46
example 30 77 6 15

section 5 meaning 21 54 6 15
example 34 87 2 5

section 6 meaning 19 49 5 13
example 32 82 2 5
PART 2: FUTURE SIMPLE (SHALL)

Part “‘Questions’ tense name 22 56 14 36
form 22 56 15 38
meaning 7 18 23 59
example 32 82 4 10

PART 3: BE GOING TO

Part “‘Questions’ tense name 22 56 15 38
form 21 54 16 41

section 1 meaning 17 44 10 26
example 29 74 4 10

section 2 meaning 19 49 10 26
example 25 64 9 23

PART 4: PRESENT SIMPLE

Part ‘Questions’ tense name 34 87 4 10
form 16 41 18 46
meaning 13 33 13 33
example 24 62 9 23

PART 5: PRESENT CONTINUOUS

Part ‘Questions’ tense name 35 90 2 5
form 22 56 14 36
meaning 17 44 13 33
example 20 51 15 38

TOTAL RESULTS

Tense name, total 146 75 41 21

Form, total 100 51 81 42

Meaning, total 153 36 150 35

Example, total 297 69 88 21

The results of the inductive part of the research reveal that 75% of all research participants

could name and identify future forms correctly, and 51% of all students could provide the

form of each tense correctly. However, the handout mostly focused of students’ ability to

work with the rules and examples. A mere 36% (n=153) of all students identified the

meaning of each tense correctly, 35% (n=150) provided incorrect answers. It means that

28% chose not to provide any answer at all. This could have happened for the reason that

96




those students believed that the handout involved a lot of writing and decided to omit the
questions about the meaning in order to focus on writing their own examples for each
part/section. It should be mentioned that the meanings in the first two sections in Part 1
(the Future Simple) were rather difficult for the students to work out. The rule behind the
first section was “‘certain’ future events” (Scrivener, 2010, p. 189), and 62% of students
failed to identify it (see Table 5, Part 1: The Future Simple, section 1, meaning incorrect,
%). This meaning/rule is not always provided in the grammar reference textbooks, and it
could be unknown to the students. Therefore, none of the students provided the correct
wording “‘certain’ future events”. However, students gave other answers which revealed
their understanding of the meaning (“something will happen in the future and we know
when exactly”, “facts that going to happen (prepared)”, “future events”, etc.) Those
answers were accepted as correct. However, the students in the inductive groups did not
have the rules at their disposal. This is just a hypothesis why such a high number of
incorrect answers (62%) was provided.

Meaning number 2 (Table 5, Part 1: the Future Simple, section 1, meaning), ‘announcing
decisions about the future as they are made’ (Scrivener, 2010, p. 190) is very close in
meaning to rule three, ‘instant decisions’, which is more frequently used in literature. Both
of these rules were included in the handout to show to the students that this meaning can be
referred to in different ways in literature. Moreover, a slight difference in meaning was
pointed out to students during the discussion of the rules at session 2 of the research. The
difference is that while with instant decisions the speaker usually, but not always, executes
the action after the decision is uttered (e.g. “I will open the window.”, “I will have pasta.”,
etc.), however, with “announcing decisions about the future as they are made’ the speaker
may speak about decisions which will not be carried out immediately but at some other
point in the future (e.g. “We will discuss the plan at the next meeting” (Scrivener, 2010, p.
189). As it was stated in the previous example, the students in the inductive groups saw
these rules. Again, this is just a hypothesis as to why such a high number of incorrect

answers (62%) occurred.

The results further showed that the meanings students could identify best (or perhaps they
had previous knowledge of those meanings) were: the Future Simple, section 5:
‘predictions based on personals opinions and beliefs” (54% of correct answers), the Future

Simple, section 6: “offers’ (49% of correct answers), Be going to (section 2): predictions

97



based on evidence (49% of correct answers). However, none of the students provided the
correct wording “predictions based on evidence” or “predictions based on personal
opinion”. They either used the word *prediction’, ‘opinion’ (for ‘predictions based on
personal opinions’) or explained ‘predictions based on evidence’ in their own words (e.g.
“Predictions, but when someone is really sure about it”, “based on st. we can see”). Such
answers were accepted as correct because they showed students’ understanding of the
meaning.

As far as students’ own examples for each meaning are concerned, the total result was
rather high: 69% of all students provided correct examples of sentences. These results will
be further discussed in Subchapter 8.9.1.

8.6 Post-test results

The results of the immediate post-test for both inductive (Appendix 10) and deductive
groups (Appendix 7) are presented in Table 6. For the reason the post-test was identical to
exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test, the same formulas were used to count the results of the
post-test (see 8.3.5) but the figures were changed respectively. All the answers provided by

all students in the post-test can be found in Appendix 11.

The results presented in Table 6 are divided into the parts according to future tenses and
the numbers of correct answers are presented according to the sentences and exercises in

which the particular tense occured.

Table 6: Post-test, Session 1, winter term

Exercises and Inductive (Gr. 1&2, Deductive (Gr. Total Total
sentences n=39) 3,4&5, n=76) correct, | incorrect,
correct, | incorrect, | correct, | incorrect, N N
N N N N
FUTURE SIMPLE (will/shall) — 8 instances of usage
Exercise 1
sentence 1 28 9 67 7 95 1
sentence 2 34 5 70 4 104
sentence 7B(1) 11 0 15 1 26
sentence 7B (2) 35 1 64 2 99
Exercise 2
sentence 1 34 5 56 16 90 21
sentence 3 20 3 39 6 59
sentence 7 34 5 68 6 102 11
Exercise 3
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sentence 3 33 2 53 5 86 7
Total, N 229 30 432 47 661 77
Total, % 83 13 81 10 82 8
BE GOING TO - 10 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 3 8 2 9 3 17 5
sentence 5 22 4 47 5 69 9
sentence 6 20 5 38 6 58 11
sentence 7B(1) 4 1 11 1 15 2
sentence 7B(2) 1 1 6 1 7 2
sentence 8B 6 6 20 15 26 21
Exercise 2

sentence 2 33 2 60 2 93 4
sentence 4 33 2 65 2 98 4
sentence 6 9 3 10 6 19 9
Exercise 3

sentence 2 24 15 53 17 77 32
Total, N 160 41 319 58 479 99
Total, % 63 11 66 8 63 9

PRESENT CONTINUOUS - 8 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 3 26 3 55 6 81 9
sentence 6 10 4 25 5 35 9
sentence 7B(1) 20 1 37 1 57 2
sentence 8B 18 7 25 14 43 21
Exercise 2

sentence 2 2 2 13 1 15 3
sentence 3 11 2 21 3 32 5
sentence 6 15 3 42 6 57 9
Exercise 3

sentence 1 21 15 48 15 69 30
Total, N 123 37 266 51 389 88
Total, % 61 13 66 9 64 10

PRESENT SIMPLE - 3 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 4 28 2 69 3 97 5
sentence 8A 32 2 66 3 98 5
Exercise 2

sentence 5 37 1 71 1 108 2
Total, N 97 5 206 7 303 12
Total, % 83 4 90 3 88 3
Total, N 609 113 1223 163 1832 276
Total, % 78 14 80 11 80 12

The results of the post-test show that 80% (n=1832) of all answers provided by students

were correct, 12% (n=276) of all answers were incorrect, and 8% of all answers were

omitted by the students. Deductive groups show a slightly higher total result with a mere
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difference of 2% compared to the inductive groups (78% vs. 80%). As far as tenses are
concerned, in the Future Simple the inductive groups reveal a slightly higher result of 83%
while the deductive groups show the result of 81%, and it is the only tense in which the
inductive groups demonstrate a better result. In all other tenses deductive groups show
higher results. In Be going to there is a difference of 3% in favour of the deductive groups
(66% vs. 63%), in the Continuous there is difference of 5 % for the deductive groups (66%
vs. 61%). In the Present Simple the deductive groups reveal a result with the difference of
7% compared to the deductive groups (90% vs. 83%). The results of the post-test and its
comparison to the results of the pre-test will be further discussed and interpreted in
Subchapter 8.9.1.

8.7 Session 2: Exercises

Session 2 took place at the beginning of December 2013. There were three goals set for
this session. Firstly, to return corrected pre-test and post-test handouts to the students in
order to provide them with the feedback on the previous session. Secondly, to correct and
discuss the homework given to the students for this session (Appendix 7). Thirdly, to
practise the usage as well as grammatical rules for the Future Simple, Be going to, Present
Continuous, and Present Simple to express the future in exercises. 90 students took part in
this session.

8.7.1 Procedure of Session 2
The procedure of this stage was the following:

1. The students were returned the corrected copies of their pre-tests and post-tests from
the previous session, and students were given three minutes to examine their results

and contemplate possible improvements as well as learn from their mistakes.

2. The students’ homework (Appendix 7) was discussed after that. One week prior to this
session with the students, their regular lecturers provided them with a copy of the
handout with the rules for the four future forms and the exercises used in both pre-test
and post-tests.

The same exercises as in the pre-test and post-test were given to the students as their
homework because there was no time to discuss the exercises immediately after the
post-test. Therefore, students were asked to study the rules and do the exercises at

home again to see if they had any problems understanding the rules and applying them
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in sentences. All the students from all the groups were given the handout. The answers

to the exercises were discussed with the students and they were asked to

In the next stage the students did three exercises in order to practise the Future Simple,
Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple to express the future with
the research participants, their forms and especially the rules of their usage. Those

three exercises were different from the exercises in the pre-test and the post-test.

The students were first requested to complete Exercise 1 (Appendix 12) individually.
They were allowed to use the handout with the rules and examples for each tense (i.e.
their homework handout (Appendix 7)). After the students finished completing this
exercise, individual students were called upon to provide their answers and to explain
the various rules of the usage for the future tense they had used in a particular sentence.
If a student failed to provide the correct answer, another student either volunteered or
was asked to give the correct answer. After the completion of Exercise 1, Exercise 2
(Appendix 13) was distributed to the students. Students were given 5 minutes to read it
through and to put the verb in the brackets in the correct form. The answers and the
rules for each answer were then discussed with the students as in the previous practice
exercise. Exercise 1 and exercise 2 were used only for the purpose of practice; they
were not returned to the author and no written data was collected on those exercises.
Data collection was carried out on Exercise 3 (Appendix 14), which was based on
Exercise 2. Exercise 3 was personalised for the students. It was done in order for the
students to practise the usage of future tenses in sentences that related to them
personally. Exercise 3 consisted of seven speech bubbles, and in each of them students
were asked to provide two sentences of their own for the following meanings:
arrangements, future plans, predictions, suggestions, instant decisions, promises, and
time-table events, 14 sentences in total. The students were given a maximum of 20
minutes to complete this exercise. The students were requested to work individually
and not to use any materials to help them. The time frame used for Session 2 was

approximately 50 minutes in each group. The results of Exercise 3 are discussed below.

All student responses to Exercise 3 can be found in Appendix 15.
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8.7.2 Results of Session Exercise 3
The results of Task 3 of the pre-test, in which students were asked to provide the
meanings/rules of usage for each tense, indicated that only 47% of students (see Table
3, total correct for all tenses) knew the meanings/rules and when to use each tense. For
this reason, this session focused on teaching the rules of usage for each tense.
Consequently, in this session students were working with the rules of usage of the
Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple for
expressing the future, which means that only the deductive approach was applied.
Therefore, the results of this session cannot be divided according to the approaches.
The level of influence of Session 1, if any, in which the students were taught future
tenses deductively and inductively, on the results of practical exercise 3 and the
revision test would be rather disputable and challenging to prove. For those reasons,

the common results to both groups will be presented in Table 7.

It should be explained how the “total correct, N’ and “total correct, %” results in Table
7 are calculated. For example, the total number of correct answers for the meaning
“predictions - opinion” in the Future Simple provided by all 90 students was 68. 68
correct answers given by all students constitute 74% of all correct answers which could
be indicated by 90 respondents (=67 *100% / 90).

Table 7: Results of Exercise 3, Session 2, winter term

Tenses/meanings | correct, N [correct, % | incorrect, N | incorrect, %
All students (n=90)

Future Simple

Predictions - opinion 67 74 19 21

Suggestions 165 92 15 8

Instant decisions 166 92 9 5

Promises 171 95 7 4

Present Continuous

Arrangements 155 86 20 11

Be going to

Plans 145 81 34 19

Prediction - evidence 46 51 37 21

Present Simple

time-table 147 82 29 16

Total 1062 84 170 13

The results in Table 7 show that 84% of all students provided correct sentences for all

the tenses, 13% provided incorrect tenses. This means 3% provided no answers. The
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average success rate 84% is rather high and shows students’ understanding of how to
use the four future tenses correctly. This success rate could also be explained by the
immediate practice done prior to the Exercise 3 completion and its similarity to
Exercise 2. However, in Exercise 2, students were requested to put the verbs in
brackets in the correct form, while in Exercise 3 students had to provide their own
sentences. The results showed that students knew best which future form to use to
express promises (95%), suggestions (92%), and instant decisions (92%). Students
were least successful with providing predictions based on evidence (51%). The
following mistakes were made by the students when making predictions based on
evidence: the form, Be going to, was used correctly but with a different meaning
(students’ future plans/intentions), e.g. “It is cold outside. I'm going to wear warm
coat.”, “I'm going to school next week, because I'll not going skiing.”, “I don't have
money, so I'm not going to cinema.”; students used will instead of be going to in
predictions based on evidence, e.g. “My test will be bad because | was wrong in many
questions”, “I think it will be rain.” While average success rate for predictions based on
personal opinion was 74%, only 51% of the students managed to provide correct
answers for predictions based on evidence, and this type of predictions required further
practice. While correcting students’ handouts with Exercise 3, the author always
specified which form should have been used for each meaning. The author further
explained the difference between each type of prediction to the students at the

beginning of the next session (i.e. Session 3).

8.8 Session 3: Revision test

The revision test took place in the second half of December 2013, two weeks after
Session 2. At the beginning of the session, the corrected handouts with Exercise 3 from
the previous session were shown to the students and the results and the most frequent
mistakes were dicsussed. The difference between ‘predicitons based on evidence’, and
‘predicitons based on personal opinion’, and the future forms which are used to express
them were explained again because those two meanings/rules were problematic for the
students. After that, the students were asked to write the revision test (Appendix 16A).
The main aim of this test was to provide the students with an additional chance to
practise the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continous, and the Present Simple
in the exercises. This would give the author the opprtunity to investigate any progress

made by the students during the research and to identify any problems students might
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8.8.1

still be experienceing with using future tenses. Students needed around 40 minutes in
each group to complete the revision test. Answers provided by all students in the

revision test can be found in Appendix 16B.

Revision test results: correct forms
The results of the revision test are presented in Table 8. The table is divided into the
parts according to future tenses and the numbers of correct answers are presented

according to the sentences and exercises in which the particular tense occured.

A total number of 88 students wrote the revision test. However, two of them, one from
the deductive groups and one from the inductive groups, were excluded from the final
calculation of the result due to the fact they had not participated in either session 1 or
session 2 of the research. Thus, the first two colums of Table 8 present the result of the
revision test for the 86 students who had participated in either one or both sessions of

the research prior to the revision test.

It is necessary to state that situation 3 of exercise 3 of the revision test (Appendix 16A)
referred to the present, not the future. It was included into the test by mistake and was
excluded from the calculation of the revision test results.

The formulas used for calculating the results in Table 8 are presented below. For more
explanation about the calculation procedure please see 8.3.5.

future simple all students [%] =

future simple total correct+100% . 984+100
future simple total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N) T 1204 (=14+86)

82%

Present simple all students [%] =

Present Simple total correct+*100% _ 79x100

future simple total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N) 172 (=2+86)

46%
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Be going to all students [%]
B Be going to total correct x 100%
" Be going to total possible (instances of usage, N * students, N)—'shared’sentences

B 463 100
" 860(=10%86)—ex.15.5— ex.1.5s.7—.1.5.9—ex.25.5—ex.25.7 —ex.25.8—ex.3s.1

B 46300 o
~ 860 —30_15_-42-55-49-4-5_ /0%

Present Continuous all students [%]
B Pr.Cont.total correct * 100%
~ Pr.Cont.total possible (instances of usage, N * students,N) — 'shared’ sentences

B 281 %100
" 774(=9%86)—ex.15.5— ex.1.5s.7—.1.5.9—ex.2s.5—ex.25.7—ex.2s5.8—ex.3s.1

~ 28100 s
= 774 —44—34-26-27-18-64—72_ >N

The same formulas for calculating the success rate for the inductive and deductive groups
were used. For the higher comprehensibility of Table 8 the numbers of correct answers are

provided only.

Table 8: Revision test (correct forms), Session 3, winter term

Exercises correct, N correct, % | correct, N | correct, %
All students (n=86)
Future Simple (14 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 3 57 66 27 31
sentence 4 78 91 10 12
sentence 6 77 90 11 13
sentence 10 71 83 17 20
sentence 11 61 71 27 31
sentence 12 86 100 2 2
sentence 13 55 64 26 30
sentence 15 82 95 6 7
Exercise 2

sentence 1 82 95 6 7
sentence 2 84 98 3 3
sentence 6 35 41 52 60
sentence 9 67 78 19 22
Exercise 3

sentence 2 79 92 7 8
sentence 5 70 81 15 17
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TOTAL | 984 | 82 | 228 | 19
Be going to (10 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 1 56 65 32 37
sentence 5 44 51 8 9
sentence 7 34 40 22 26
sentence 9 26 30 9 10
sentence 14 55 64 46 53
Exercise 2

sentence 3 68 79 20 23
sentence 5 27 31 4 5
sentence 7 18 21 8 9
sentence 8 64 74 11 13
Exercise 3

sentence 1 12 76 6 7
el 464 70 166 19

Present Continuous (9 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 5 30 35 6 6
sentence 7 15 17 20 20
sentence 8 52 60 15 15
sentence 9 42 49 11 11
Exercise 2

sentence 5 55 64 4 4
sentence 7 49 57 11 11
sentence 8 4 5 8 8
sentence 10 29 34 35 35
Exercise 3

sentence 1 5 6 3 3
TOTAL 281 57 113 15

Present Simple (2 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 2 | 31 | 36 | 56 | 56
Exercise 2

sentence 4 48 56 38 38
TOTAL 79 46 94 55
TOTAL, all

tenses 1808 75 601 25

The results of the revision test reveal that students provided 75% (n=1808) of all
correct sentences, 25% (n=601) of incorrect sentences. This means that 5% of all
possible answers were not given. As far as the results according to tenses are
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concerned, the tenses/forms with the higest success rate are the Future Simple (82%
success rate) and Be going to (70%). The success rate of the Present Continuous was
57% and the lowest success rate was revealed for the Present Simple (46%). The

possibles reasons for those results will be further discussed in Subchapter 8.9.3.

8.8.2 Revision test results: correct meaning
In all the exercises of the revision test students were requested to specify the meaning

expressed in every answer. The meanings/rules of usage of future tenses were practiced
in exercises during session 2. Table 9 presents the results according to meanings,
sentences of each exercise in which they occurred, the instance of usage of each tense,
the total number of correct answers given by students for each meaning, as well as the
formulas applied to calculate the result for each particular meaning along with the total

success rate expressed in percentage.

The general formula used for calculation the final success rate was the following:

total correct answers * 100%
total possible (instances of usage, N * students,N)

meaning (%] =

However, in several sentences more than one correct answer was accepted. For
example, in sentence 6 of exercise 2 (“I will check the Internet for interesting places to
visit...”) three student options were accepted as correct: instant decision, offer, and
promise.

For that reason, the same approach was taken to calculating the results of tenses with
‘shared’” meanings (marked in orange) as in previous chapters of the research (see 8.3.5

for further explanation). The formula for calculating each result is given in Table 9.

Table 9: Revision test (correct meaning), Session 3, winter term

Meaning Occured in | Instances | Correct | Formulas Success
of usage, | answers, rate, %
N N

All students (n=86)

Future Simple

suggestion ex.1s.3; 2 94 | 94*100/(2*86) - ex. 1s. 10
(shall) ex.1s.10 (offer, n=12) 59
prediction ex.1,s. 4; 2 86 | 86*100/(2*86) - ex.1s. 12
based on ex.1,s.12 (hope, n=19) 56
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personal
promise ex.1,s.6 4 137 | 137*100/(4*86) -ex. 1s. 6
ex.1,s. 11; (instant decision, n = 40) -
ex. 2,s. 2; ex. 1s. 6 (offer, n=5) —ex.
ex.3,s 1s. 12 (prediction based on
personal opinion, n=37) -
ex. 1s. 11 (instant decision,
n=41) - ex. 1 s. 11 (offer, n
=4) 54
instant 6 221 | 221*100/(6*86) - ex. 1s. 6
decision ex.1, s.6; (offer,n=5) -ex. 1s.6
ex.1, s.11; (promise, n=3) -ex. 1s.11
ex.1,s. 13; (promise, n=8) -ex. 1s. 11
ex.1,s. 15; (offer, n=4) -ex. 1s. 15
ex.2,s. 1; (Offer, n=13) -ex. 2s. 1
ex.2,s.9 (offer, n=19) 48
offer ex 6 82 | 82*100/(6*86) -ex. 1.6
ex (instant decision, n=40) -
ex ex. 1s. 6 (promise, n=3) -
ex ex.1s. 10 (suggestion,
ex n=51) - ex. 1 s. 11 (instant
ex decision, n =41) -ex. 1s.
11 (promise, n =8) -ex. 1
s. 15 (instant decision, n =
28) - ex. 2 s. 1 (instant
decision, n =34) 50
hope ex.1,s.12 1 19 | 19*100/(1*86) - ex. 1 s. 12
(prediction based on
personal opinion, n = 37) 39
certain ex.2,s.6 1 2
future event 2*100/(1*86) 2
Be going to
prediction ex.1,s. 1; 3 129 | 129*100/(3*86)
based on ex. 1, s. 14;
evidence ex.2s.3 50
future plan | ex.1,s.5; 7 223 | 129*100/(7*86) - ex. 1s. 5
ex.1,s.7; (n=23) -ex. 1.7 (n=9) -
ex.1,s.9; ex.1.s.9(n=30)-ex.2s.5
ex. 2,s. 5; (n=42) - ex. 2.7 (n=24) -
ex.2,s. 7; ex.1s.8(n=4)-ex.3s.1
ex. 2,s. 8; (n=5), all
ex.3,s. 1 ‘plan/arrangement’ 48
Present Continuous
future ex.1,s.5; 9 196 | 196*100/(9*86) - ex. 1 5.5
plan/arrang |ex.1,s.7; (n=22) - ex. 1s. 7 (n=27) -
ement ex.1,s.8; ex.1.s5.9(n=21)-ex.2s.5
ex.1,s.9; (n=17) - ex. 25. 7 (n=20) -
ex. 2,s.5; ex.1s.8(n=55)-ex.3s.1
ex.2,s. 7; (n=61), all 'plan’
ex. 2,s.8;
ex. 2, s. 10; 36
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lex.3,5.1 | | |

Present Simple

timetable ex.1,s. 2; 2 62 | 62*100/(2*86)
ex. 2,s. 4 36
Total, all 28 1251 | 1251*100/(28*86)
meanings instances
of usage 52

The results of Table 9 reveal a success rate of 52% (the number of all correct answers
was 1251). The number of incorrect answers was 233, which is 10% of all answers.
This means that students only provided 62% of all possible answers. 38% of all
students chose not to provide any answers, which could have happened because they
either did not know the correct answer or were unsure and reluctant to give it. Perhaps
they preferred to focus on the correct future forms in the revision test. This rather high

rate of omitted sentences influenced the total results of this part of the revision test.

The results revealed a success rate of 50% (suggestion, prediction based on personal
opinion, promise, offer, prediction based on evidence, future plan). The result of 36%
correct answers for both the Present Continuous and the Present Simple was mainly the
result of low total response rate (students gave 45% of all possible answers for the
Present Continuous (i.e. 36% of correct answers, and 9% (n=27) of incorrect answers),
while they only provided 40% of all possible answers for the Present Simple (i.e. 36%
of correct answers, and 4% (n=7) of incorrect answers). It can only be speculated
whether students did so for the reason they did not know the correct answer, were
reluctant to state it, or any other reason. The lowest success rate was for the ‘certain
future fact’, which was only 2% (n=2). Neither of those two students provided the
correct wording of this meaning. Their responses were: ‘certain future arrangement’
and “future fact’. Those answers were accepted as correct. This result can be speculated
about. When practising the meanings of future tenses with the students during session
2, the author did not overly focus on this meaning because of its rather general nature
and she did not want students to overuse it and start applying it excessively. When
correcting revision tests, all missing responses were supplied to the students in order

for them to receive maximum feedback.

It should be emphasised that if a student did not compose an exact wording of the

meaning, e.g. ‘instant decision’ but revealed his/her understanding of the context
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described in a particular sentence by writing an answer similar in meaning, e.g.
‘decision now’, ‘spontaneous decision’ or ‘decision on the spot’; or ‘appointment’
instead of “future arrangement’ in case of the Present Continuous, such answers were

accepted as correct.

8.8.3 Revision test results: correct tense names
In exercise 1 of the revision test, students were asked to state future tense names for

their answers. Exercise 1 consisted of 15 sentences. Therefore, the total possible
number of correct tense names was 15. This task was inlcuded in the exercise so the
students could check and review their knowledge of future tenses. Table 10 reveals the

results of this task.

The results for the Future Simple and Present Simple were calculated using the

following formulas:

total correct *100 __ 350 +100% __
total possible (instances of usage,Nxstudents,N) " 688 (8+86)

Future Simple [%] =

51%

total correct 100 __ 29%100% _
total possible (instances of usage,Nxstudents,N) 86 (1x86)

Present Simple [%] =

34%
Be going to [%] =

total correct answers *100%

total possible answers (instances of usage,N+students,N)—'shared'sentences -

186+100
430 (5+86)—Present Continuous (s.5-5.7-5.9 (25-7-33))

=51%

Present Continuous [%]

total correct answers * 100%
~ total possible answers (instances of usage, N * students, N)—'shared’'sentences

106 * 100

344 (4 +86) — Be going to (s.5—5.7 —5.9(33 — 31 - 20))
Table 10: Revision test (correct tense names), Session 3, winter term
Future Simple (8 instances of usage) Be going to (5 instances of usage)
Exercise 1 Correct, N | Correct, Exercise 1 Correct, N | Correct,
% %
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sentence 3 30 35 sentence 1 54 63

sentence 4 58 67 sentence 5 33 38

sentence 6 52 60 sentence 7 31 36

sentence 10 26 30 sentence 9 20 23

sentence 11 44 51 sentence 14 48 11

sentence 12 52 60 TOTAL 186 51

sentence 13 35 41

sentence 15 53 62

TOTAL 350 51

Present Simple (1 instance of usage) Present Continuous (4 instances of usage)

sentence 2 29 34 sentence 5 25 29
sentence 7 7 8
sentence 8 41 48
sentence 9 33 38
TOTAL 106 41

TOTAL for

all tenses 671 5204
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The results presented in Table 10 show that 52% (n=671) of the students answered
correctly. 14% (n=185) answered incorrectly. This means that the total percentage of
all questions answered was 66%. 34% of students did not provide any answer, which
influenced the final results of this part of the revision test. One of the reasons for so
many answered ommited could be that students considered this part of the exercise
rather easy for them or less important and rather focused on formulating the correct
future forms in the revision test. Another reason could be that the instructions in
Exercise 1 were confusing. It was unclear whether the students were supposed to state
‘will’ or “‘the Future Simple’. If students provided ‘will” instead of the ,Future Simple®,
this answer was not counted as correct. This fact could contribute to the total low

result.

8.9 Discussion of the results

8.9.1 Session 1
At the beginning of session 1 the research participants were asked to complete the pre-

test (Appendix 3) in order to evaluate their knowledge of the Future Simple, Be going
to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple prior to the research. The results
show that students in both inductive and deductive groups entered the research with
almost equal knowledge of the four future forms with a mere difference of 2% in
favour of the deductive groups (65% vs. 63%, see Table 4 and Table 11 below, which
presents the results of pre-test and post-test). The total results of the post-test (Table 6
and Table 11) reveal that the same difference of 2% between the groups in favour of
the deductive approach (80% of correct answers for all tenses in the deductive groups
vs. 78% of correct answers for all tenses in the inductive groups). This result signifies
that the deductive approach proved to be more effective. However, the difference of

mere 2% seems insignificant.

The reason for this finding can be explained by the results of the handout, which only
the inductive groups had to complete (Appendix 8). In this handout students had to
read the examples for each meaning/rule of the four future forms and to write their own
sentences to express the same meaning. 69% of students provided correct sentences
(see Table 5). It seems that the examples provided and practise of creating their own
sentences reinforced the students’ previous knowledge of the four future forms, and

possibly their language intuition, and served as a revision for them. It allowed them to
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succeed in the post-test in the same level as the deductive groups, in which students
were directly working with grammatical rules. The inductive groups show a very
similar improvement rate as the deductive groups in the Future Simple, the Present
Continuous and the Present Simple. However, the inductive groups only show 8%
improvement rate in Be going to between the pre-test and post-test (from 55% to 63%,
see Table 11 below) compared to 13% in the deductive groups (Table 11). The reason
for this result can be found in certain sentences, in which Be going to was supposed to
be used. For example, sentence 5 of exercise 5 of the post-test (“A: They are not
playing well. B: I think they (lose).” required the use of Be going to and its
meaning was ‘prediction based on evidence’, and only 51% (n=20) of the students in
the inductive groups provided this form correctly. Interestingly, in sentence 4 of

exercise 2 of the post-test (“It’s cloudy. I think it (rain).”) with the same

meaning of ‘prediction based on evidence’, 85% (n=33) of all students from the
inductive groups provided the correct response. These results probably show some
students’ confusion about this meaning and its usage and that they were not completely
sure how to respond. Another sentence pertaining to the usage of Be going to, in which
the inductive groups demonstrated a lower result was in sentence 2 of Exercise 3. In
this sentence the students were asked to create “one plan/intention you have for this
week”. 59% (n=23) of students in the inductive groups wrote correct sentences with Be
going to, while 70% (n=53) did so in the deductive groups. The results of the post-test
revealed which of the forms, and especially which meanings/rules of their usage,
needed additional attention and discussion with the students.

Table 11: Comparison of the results of the Pre-test and Post-test

Tense Inductive (Gr. 1&2), % Deductive (Gr. 3,4&5), %
Pre-test Post-test | Improve | Pre-test | Post- Improve

ment test ment

Future

Simple 67 83 16 67 81 14

Be going to 55 63 8 53 66 13

Present

Continuous 41 61 20 45 66 21

Present

Simple 61 83 16 74 90 16

All tenses, % 63 78 15 65 80 15
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8.9.2 Session 2
Session 2 of the research was devoted to using the four future forms, the Future

Simple, Be Going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with reference to
the future. At the beginning of Session 2 the students’ homework (Appendix 7) was
corrected. It consisted of the same exercises used in the pre-test and the post-test, so the
students could go through the rules and review the exercises again at home, in order to
identify the areas in which they still needed practice or any extra explanation.

In the next stage of Session 2, three exercises were done. Those exercises were
different from the exercises in the pre-test and the post-test (Appendices 12-14).
Exercises 1&2 were done and discussed in the class. They students did not submit
them. However, Exercise 3 was completed and submitted by the students. It focused on
practising the following meanings/rules of the four tenses: the Future Simple:
predictions based on evidence, suggestions, instant decisions, and promises; Be going
to: plans and predictions based on evidence; the Present Continuous: arrangements; the
Present Simple: time-table. 74% of all students composed correct sentences for
predictions based on personal opinion, while only 51% of all students composed
correct sentences for predictions based on evidence (see Table 7). Those meanings
were discussed with the students from the deductive groups in Session 1 (between the
pre-test and the post-test), while the students in the inductive groups only had examples
for both predictions in the inductive handout (Appendix 8) and had to understand the
difference for themselves. The difference between the predictions was explained to the
participants again at the beginning of Session 2, when discussing the homework.
However, the results of Exercise 3 revealed that students still experienced difficulties
with the sentences to express predictions (both predictions based on personal opinion
and predictions based on evidence). A number of students informed the author during
their discussions during the research that they had never heard about these
meanings/rules prior to the research. Another reason could be that the difference
between the two predictions was completely new information for the students who had
not participated in Session 1 and had not done their homework. Therefore, they
received less explanation and practice compared to the students who had participated in
Session 1. The result of students who did not participate in Session 1 contributed to the

general finding.
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The difference between those two types of predictions were explained to the students at

the beginning of Session 3 again.

8.9.3 Session 3
Table 12 presents the comparison of the results of the pre-test, post-test and the

revision test for all students. The results of the revision test were presented for all
students. Therefore, the total results for each tense in each test are given for all students
(see total results for all students in Table 4 for the pre-test, Table 6 for the post-test,
and Table 8 for the revision test). The pre-test and the post tests were comprised of the
same exercises. However, the revision test consisted of different exercises. It was
longer (20 sentences that required an answer in the pre-test/post-test vs. 29 in the
revision test). The revision test was more complex (the students had to put the verb
forms in the correct future tense, to identify the future meaning expressed by each verb
form and to state the tense names in Exercise 1). Therefore, the students had to focus
on several aspects of the revision test under a time limit. Besides, the revision test was
taken not only by the students who had participated in Session 1 and Session 2 prior to
the revision test, but also by the students who had missed either Session 1 or Session 2,
and thus they had less practice. Those reasons could contribute to the total result of the

revision test (75%), which was lower than the total result of the post-test (80%).

Table 12: Comparison of the results of the pre-test, post-test and the revision test for all students

Tense Pre-test | Post-test | Revision test
Results for all students, %
Future Simple 67 82 82
Be going to 53 63 70
Present Continuous 44 64 57
Present Simple 70 88 46
All tenses, % 64 80 75

The results according to tenses reveal that the success rate of the Future Simple for all
students increased from 67% in the pre-test to 82% in the revision test, and the result
for the Present Continuous grew from 44% in the pre-test to 57% in the revision test.
The total result of Be going to increased between the pre-test and the revision test
(from 67% to 82% for all students). It could be caused by the fact that the usage of Be
going to was again explained to the students prior to writing the revision test. The

result of the Present Simple to express a time-table/programme in the revision test
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revealed a significant decrease between the pre-test and the revision test results (from
70% to 46% for all students, see Table 12). The following explanation may account for
this result. In the pre-test/post-test there were four usages of the Present Simple. Due to
fact that the result for the Present Simple in the post-test was exceptionally good for
both groups (83% for the inductive groups and 90% for the deductive groups, see Table
6), it was decided to included only two usages of the Present Simple in the revision
test. This was done in order for the students to practise the forms/rules they still
experienced problems with. One of the two instances of usage of the Present Simple

was the question (“When (the match/finish?)” (sentence 2 of exercise 1,

see Appendix 16A). 44% (n=25) of all students, who participated in the revision test,
but produced incorrect answers to this question. 21% (n=12) of those 25 students
provided incorrect tense, other 23% of all students (n=13) failed to provide the correct
question form of the Present Simple. They gave the incorrect answers (“the match
finishes”, “does the match finished”, “the match finishs”). This result was not
anticipated, and it consequently influenced the total result for the Present Simple in the

revision test.

8.10 Conclusion

8.10.1 Research question 1
What are the research participants’ areas of knowledge concerning the Future Simple,

Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference

that require revision and improvement?

The results of the pre-test revealed that the students’ knowledge and ability to use the
Future Simple and the Present Simple to express the future in sentences was rather high
(67% for the Future Simple, and 70% for the Present Simple, see Table 4), while their
knowledge of the Present Continuous for expressing the future (44%) and Be going to
(53%) required revision and improvement. Task 3 of the pre-test, further revealed that
the research respondents’ knowledge of meanings/rules of usage for the Future Simple,
Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple for expressing the future
was only 47% (see Table 3) and needed revision and improvement. This result was
anticipated. According to the students’ own words and according to the results of Task
3 of the pre-test (see Table 3), two types of predictions, “predictions based on

evidence” and “predictions based on personal opinion” were new to many students
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(results in Table 3 reveal that a mere 15% (n=17) were familiar with “predictions based
on personal opinion” (10% of students wrote the answer “prediction”, and 5%
responded “opinion”). As far as ‘predictions based on evidence’ are concerned, 5%
(n=6) provided that Be going to is used to express this meaning. Students were not
familiar with the rule of usage for the Present Continuous. 26% (n=30) knew when to
use this tense with reference to the future; however, only one student used the word
“arrangement”, two other students used the verb “to arrange” (see comments under

Table 3), 27 other students explained this meaning/rule in their own words.

8.10.2 Research question 2
Which of the research participants’ areas of knowledge concerning the Future Simple,

Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference

improved and which did not improve in the course of the research?

Students revealed an increase in the knowledge of the Future Simple (from 67% in the
pre-test to 82% in the revision test, see Table 12 above), and Be going to (from 53% in
the pre-test to 70% in the revision test, see Table 12 above). The results of the Present
Continuous reveal an increase from 44% to 57% between the pre-test and post-test, but
show a decrease between the results of the post-test and the revision test (see Table 12
above). The results of the Present Simple decreased from 70% in the pre-test to 46% in

the revision test. Possible reasons are described in Subchapter 8.9.3.

8.10.3 Research question 3
Which of the approaches to teaching grammar, deductive or inductive, proves to be

more effective for teaching future tenses to students of English Philology?

The comparison of results for the pre-test and post-test revealed that the deductive
approach proved to be slightly more effective than the inductive approach. However,
with a mere difference of 2% in both the pre-test and post-test (see Tables 4 and 6). In
general, both approaches proved to be effective and both groups, inductive and
deductive, increased their knowledge of the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present
Continuous and the Present Simple for expressing the future by 15% (see Table 11).
Students in the deductive groups thus demonstrated that they were able to work with
grammatical rules and examples well and were able to apply them in exercises in the

post-test. The students in the inductive groups demonstrated that they could work with
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the examples of usage for the four future forms, and apply their previous knowledge of
the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present Simple

successfully in the exercises.
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9 QUANTITATIVE RESEARCH, PART 2: the Future Continuous, the
Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous

9.1 Objectives and research questions

This stage of the research has the following two main objectives:
» To revise and improve the participants’ knowledge of the forms and rules of usage for
the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous

through a number of exercises.

» To teach the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present
Simple for expressing the future to the research participants using two main approaches

to teaching grammar: the deductive and inductive approaches.

Based on the objective of the thesis, the research questions at this stage of the research
are the following:

4. Which areas of knowledge of the research participants concerning the Future
Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous require
revision and improvement?

5. Which areas of knowledge of the research participants for the Future Continuous,
the Present Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous improved and which
did not improve in the course of the research?

6. Which of the approaches to teaching grammar, the deductive or inductive, proved

to be more effective for teaching future tenses to students of English Philology?

9.2 Session 4: Pre-test

Session 4 of the research took place in March, 2014, and 85 students took part in it. At the
beginning of Session 4 the students were informed that in the summer term the main focus
of the research would be on the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the
Future Perfect Continuous. The corrected handouts with the revision test from Session 3
from the winter term were returned to the students and discussed with them. Straight after
that, the pre-test took place.

119



9.2.1 Pre-test procedure

The pre-test handout was distributed to each student (Appendix 17). Students were
requested to write their names on the pre-test handout, they were informed that the
research was anonymous, and their names would not be disclosed in the research. The

students were further requested to work individually and not to cooperate with each other.

The pre-test consisted of two parts: Tasks 1, 2&3 and Exercises 1, 2&3. In Task 1 students
were requested to provide their own sentences for each of the three future tenses. The aim
of this task was to investigate the students’ knowledge of the form and use of those
particular future tenses, as well as the student’s ability to use them in sentences of their
own. Task 2 aimed specifically at exploring the students’ knowledge of the form of the
three tenses. The students were asked to provide the affirmative, negative and interrogative
forms of each tense. The aim of Task 3 was to investigate the participants’ knowledge of
the rules of usage for the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future

Perfect Continuous.

Tasks 1 ,2&3 were followed by three exercises. In Exercise 1 the students were requested
to translate 10 sentences from Czech into English. Exercise 2 was a continuously running
text in which the students had to put 7 verb forms into the correct future form (the Future
Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple or the Future Perfect Continuous); the last three
sentences were left for the students’ own sentences related to the topic of the text. In the
final exercise, Exercise 3, the students were requested to finish the sentences using one of
the tenses. In all of the exercises, the students were requested to use 3 future tenses: the
Future Continuous, the Future Perfect and the Future Perfect Continuous. This information

was emphasised two times during the pre-test completion.
The time required in each group to complete the pre-test completion as follows: 25 minutes
in Group 1, 27 minutes in Group 2 (the inductive groups), and 27 minutes in Group 3 and

28 minutes in Group 4 (the deductive groups).

After the pre-test the actual teaching, either deductively or inductively, took place.

120



9.2.2 Pre-test results: Task 1 (the Future Continuous)
In Task 1 of the pre-test the students were requested to provide their own sentences for the
Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous. Table 13

presents the results of Task 1 for the Future Continuous only.

It should be explained how the “total, N” and “total, %” results in Table 13 were
calculated. For example, the number of correct Future Continuous sentences given by all
85 students was 51 (i.e. 26 correct sentences given by the inductive groups + 25 correct
sentences given by the deductive groups). 51 correct sentences given by all students
constitute 60% of all correct answers which could be provided by 85 respondents (=51
*100% / 85).

The examples quoted in the comments in Table 13 are presented as they were given by the
students, with all their errors.

Table 13: Results of Task 1 of the pre-test, students’ own sentences: the Future Continuous, Session 4

Inductive Deductive Total, | Total,
Students” answers (Gr.1&2,n=38) | (Gr.3&4,n=47) | N %

Future Continuous
correct 26 25 51 60
incorrect 0 0 0 0
total 26 25 51 60
Incorrect tenses:
Future Simple 2 5 7 8
Be going to 6 7 13 15
Present Continuous 4 6 10 12
Present Simple 0 1 1 1
Incorrect tenses, total 12 19 31 36
Grammatically incorrect 0 2 2 2
All responses, total | 38 | 46| 84| 98

Table 13 demonstrates that 98% of students (n=84 out 85) wrote their own sentences for
the Future Continuous. 60% (n=51) of all students composed the correct sentences of their
own with the Future Continuous form. The following types of sentences were accepted as

correct: complete sentences which contained a time reference (e.g., “I will be playing
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tennis on Thursday at 2 p.m.”, “I will be listening to music at 7 o’clock tomorrow.”, “I will
be doing my homework on Saturday evening.”), and the sentences with the correct Future
Continuous form but without a time reference (e.g. “I’ll be doing some jogging.”, “I will be
playing guitar.”, “I will be waiting at the café.”, etc.). This was done for the reason that
those sentences contained the correct Future Continuous form and would be considered
correct in situations where the time reference was clear from the context. 36% (n=31) of all
composed incorrect sentences, which shows that those students were not familiar with the
Future Continuous and confused it with the following tenses: 15% (n=13) — Be going to;
12% (n=10) — Present Continuous; 8% (n=7) — Future Simple (will); 1% (n=1) — Present
Simple. 2% (n=2) sentences were grammatically incorrect (“I will doing...”, and “I will

swimming in a swimming pool”).

Complete answers to all pre-test tasks and exercises can be found in Appendix 18.

9.2.3 Pre-test results: Task 1 (the Future Perfect Simple)
The results of Task 1, sentences composed in the students’ own words in the Future Perfect
Simple are presented in Table 14. The examples quoted in the comments below Table 14

are presented as they were given by the students, with all their errors.

It should be explained how the “total, N and “total, %" results in Table 14 are calculated.
For example, the total number of correct Future Perfect Simple sentences given by all 85
students was 29 (i.e. 11 correct sentences given by the inductive groups + 18 correct
sentences given by the deductive groups). 29 correct sentences given by all students
constitute 34% of all correct answers which could be submitted by 85 respondents (=29
*100% / 85).

Table 14: Results of Task 1 of the pre-test, students’ own sentences: the Future Perfect Simple, Session 4

Inductive Deductive
Total, | Total,
Students’ answers (Gr. 1&2, | (Groups 3&4, .

n=38) n=47) N %
Future Perfect Simple
correct 11 18 29 34
incorrect 8 4 12 14
total 19 22 41| 48
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Incorrect tenses:

Future Simple 11 11 22 26
Future Continuous 0 2 2 2
Be going to 0 4 4 5
Present Continuous 0 0 0 0
Present Simple 0 1 1 1
Incorrect tenses, total 11 18 29 36
Grammatically incorrect 4 3 7 8
All responses, total | 34 | 43 | 7] a1

The results show that 91% of students (n=77 out 85) wrote their own sentences for this
task. 48% (n=41) of all sentences contained the Future Perfect Simple form. 34% (n=29)
sentences were grammatically correct (e.g., “l will have done my project by the end of
summer.”, “I will have written a test by 12 o'clock.”, “I will have cleaned the bathroom
before you will come home.” The last sentence was accepted as a grammatically correct
because the Future Perfect Simple was used correctly in it, despite a mistake in the time
clause). 14% (n=12) of the answers were incorrect for the following reasons: 1) the correct
form of the Future Perfect Simple tense was used, but the whole sentence was
grammatically incorrect (e.g. “I will have finished this school by 4 years.”), 2) the form
was used incorrectly (e.g. “You will have been read’), or 3) the sentence was incomplete
(e.g. “You will have visited.”, “We will have continued.”). The results show that 34% of all
students (n=29) could use the Future Perfect Simple in grammatically correct sentences,

while another 14% (n=12) were at least somewhat familiar with the form of the tense.

Another 36% (n=29) wrote incorrect sentences that contained a different tense: 26%
(n=22) - Future Simple (will); 5% (n=4) — Be going to; 2% (n=2) — Future Continuous; 1%
(n=1) - Present Simple. 8% of provided sentences (n=7) were grammatically incorrect (e.g.

“l will works as policeman, till I'll finish my study.”, “I have going to done homework.”,

“I'll have finish it by tomorrow.”).
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9.2.4 Pre-test results: Task 1 (the Future Perfect Continuous)
The results of Task 1 for the Future Perfect Continuous are presented in Table 15. The

examples quoted in the comments under Table 15 are presented as they were given by the

students, with all their errors.

It should be explained how the “total, N” and “total, %” results in Table 15 were
calculated. For example, the total number of correct Future Perfect Continuous sentences
given by all 85 students was 6 (i.e. 3 correct sentences given by the inductive groups + 3
correct sentences given by the deductive groups). 6 correct answers constitute 7% of all

answers possible by 85 respondents.

Table 15: Results of Task 1 of the pre-test, students’ own sentences: the Future Perfect Continuous, Session 4

Inductive Deductive
Students’ answers (Gr. 1&2, (Gr. 3&4, Total, N | Total, %
n=38) n=47)
Future Perfect Continuous
correct 3 3 6 7
incorrect 11 14 25 29
total 14 17 31 36
Incorrect tenses
Future Simple 0 1 1 1
Future Continuous 4 7 11 13
Future Perfect Simple 2 1 3 4
Be going to 5 8 13 15
Present Continuous 0 2 2 2
Present Simple 0 0 0 0
Incorrect tenses, total 11 19 30 35
Grammatically incorrect 8 2 10 12
All responses, total 33 38 71 83

The results reveal that 83% (n=71) of sentences, both correct and incorrect, were given by
students. 36% (n=31) of sentences contained the Future Continuous form. 7% (n=6) of
those 31 sentences were grammatically correct (e.g., “We will have been working there for
twenty years next year.”, “l will have been playing the tennis for 4 years in May.”).

Another 29% (n=25) of the sentences contained the correct Future Perfect Continuous form
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but were incorrect (e.g. “You will have been watching.”, “I will have been doing it before
you left tomorrow.”, “You will have been finishing the book next week, right?”, etc.). 35%
(n=30) of the sentences were incorrect and students confused the Future Perfect
Continuous with the following tenses: 15% (n=13) — Be going to; 13% (n=11) — Future
Continuous; 4% (n=3) — Future Perfect Simple; 2% (n=2) - Present Continuous, 1% (n=1) -
Future Simple (will). 12% (n=10) of the sentences were grammatically incorrect (e.g. “I'm
going to working from 8 o'clock till 16 o'clock.”, “You will listening a song.”, “I will have

be doing this exercise for 2 weeks.”, etc.).

9.2.5 Pre-test results: Task 2

The aim of Task 2 of the pre-test was to investigate the students’ knowledge of the forms
of the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous.
This task is similar to Task 1, from which it is possible to infer the students’ knowledge of
forms for the three future tenses. However, this task was included for the purpose of
verifying the students’ knowledge and to investigate how well they would identify the
components of each form. Only the answers of those students who wrote correct sentences
in Task 1 of the pre-test were accepted. If the students failed to show sufficient knowledge

of a particular tense in Task 1, Task 2 was not taken into consideration.

The *“total, N” and “total, %” results in Table 16 are calculated as follows. For example,
the total number of the correct Future Continuous affirmative forms given by all 85
students was 33 (i.e. 16 correct forms given by the inductive groups + 17 correct forms
given by the deductive groups). 33 correct sentences constitute 39% of all answers possible
by 85 respondents (=33 *100% / 85).

Table 16 presents the results according to the tenses, types of forms (affirmative, negative

or interrogative), and groups of students:

Table 16: Results of Task 2 of the pre-test, Session 4

Inductive  (Gr. | Deductive (Gr.

Students’ answers Total, N | Total, %
1&2, n=38) 3&4, n=47)
Future Continuous
affirmative 16 17 33 39
negative 17 20 37 44
interrogative 13 19 32 38
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Total 46 56 102 40
Future Perfect Simple

affirmative 9 14 23 27
negative 11 15 26 31
interrogative 10 14 24 28
Total 30 43 73 29
Future Perfect

Continuous

affirmative 6 13 19 22
negative 6 9 15 18
interrogative 5 11 16 19
Total 17 33 50 20
TOTAL correct for all

tenses 93 132 225 29

The results of Task 2 from the pre-test show that 29% (n=225) of the participants were
able to give all correct forms (affirmative, interrogative, and questions forms) for all three
tenses. 40% (n=102) of all correct forms (affirmative, interrogative, and questions forms)
were successfully indicated by the students for the Future Continuous, 29% (n=73) for the
Future Perfect Simple, and 20% (n=50) of the correct forms were given for the Future
Perfect Continuous.

When the results of this task are compared with Task 1 of the pre-test (see Table 13), the
results are the following: 60% (n=51) of correct sentences were given by students for this
tense in Task 1, while 40% (n=102) of correct forms were provided in task 2 for the Future
Continuous; 48% (n=41) of correct sentences were given by students for the Future Perfect
Simple, while 29% (n=73) correct forms were provided by students in Task 2. 36%
(n=31) sentences correct were for the Future Perfect Continuous vs. 20% (n=50) of correct
forms in Task 2. The number of forms in Task 2 was always lower than the number of
students who correctly composed their own sentences; the main reasons being: a) students
did not provide any answer, b) they failed to indicate the elements of the appropriate form
correctly (e.g. “will + ing”, “will + verb + ing”, “Will be | working?”, etc. for the Future
Continuous; “he will have work”, “I will not have”, etc. for the Future Perfect Simple; and
“will + have + been + past participle”, “will + have + be + Verb + ing” for the Future
Perfect Continuous). The results demonstrate that students were either reluctant to state the
form or failed to describe the components of the form correctly. The results further reveal
the same tendency throughout Task 1 and Task 2: the greatest number of students was
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familiar with the Future Continuous and its forms, while the least number of students was

familiar with the Future Perfect Continuous.

9.2.6 Pre-test results: Task 3
Task 3 of the pre-test was designed with the objective to investigate the students’

knowledge of the rules of usage for each tense, and its results are presented in Table 17
according to the tenses and groups. It was decided to only accept the responses provided by
the students who provided the sentences of their own in task 1 of the pre-test with the
correct form of the respective tense, and thus showed the knowledge of the particular tense.

The “total, N” and “total, %” results in Table 17 are calculated as follows. For example,
the total number of the correct answers for the “activity at a certain moment in the future’
meaning of the Future Continuous given by all 85 students was 12 (i.e. 6 correct forms
given by the inductive groups + 6 correct forms given by the deductive groups). 12 correct
sentences given by all students constitute 14% of all correct answers possible by 85
respondents (=12 *100% / 85).

Table 17: Results of Task 3 of the pre-test, Session 4

Inductive Deductive Total, | Total,
Tenses/rules (Gr. 1&2, | (Gr. 3&4, | N %

38 students) 47 students)
Future Continuous
The rules:
activity at a certain moment in the
future 6 6 12 14
action in progress 5 6 11 13
future plans 3 3 6 7
total correct 14 15 29 34
incorrect 1 3 4 5
total 15 18 33 39
Future Perfect Simple
correct (an action will be completed
before a certain time in the future) 10 11 21 25
incorrect 1 7 8 9
total 11 18 29 34
Future Perfect Continuous
correct (an activity in progress which
will continue until a certain time in the 4 10 14 16
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future)

incorrect 3 6 9 11
Total 7 16 23 27
Total correct for all tenses 28 36 64 25
Total incorrect for all tenses 5 16 21 8

Table 17 shows that the total percentage of all correct meanings was 25% (n=64), the
percentage of incorrect sentences was 8% (n=21). It means that only 33% (n=85) of all
possible answers were stated by the students. 34% (n=29) of students provided correct
rules of the use of the Future Continuous, which were further divided into three categories
according to the students’ responses: 1) activity at a certain moment in the future (14%
(n=12) of all the participants. The students used the following synonyms for the word
“certain”: specific, exact, particular moment in the future and those answers were accepted
as correct. 2) future action in progress (13% (n=11) of all the participants), and 3) future
plans (7% (n=6) of all the participants). 5% (n=4) answers were incorrect (e.g. “What we

will do - our promises”, “what will we be doing in short future”, etc.).

As far as the Future Perfect Simple is concerned, 34% (n=29) of the answers were
provided: 25% (n=21) of those answers were correct (e.g. “complete situations by a
definite time in the future”, “It will have been done for example by next week; before the
end next week.”, “cinnost, ktera bude v budoucnu vykondna v néjaky cas (do néjaké
doby)”, “when we want to talk about action which is not done yet, but by the time about
which we speak, it will be done.”). 9% (n=8) of all answers were incorrect (e.g.
“something, that happens in the future at particular time”, “it express time, for how long |
will do something in specific time in future”, “sth which is going to happen somewhere in
the future”).

The respondents further gave 27% (n=23) of all possible answers for the rules of usage for
the Future Perfect Continuous. 16% (n=14) of those responses were accepted as correct
(e.g. “something what will start happening in some point in the future and will be
continuing after”, “Action which ends before /at certain time in the future and lasts for
longer time.”, “Actions which have already started but they will also continue in the future,
f.e. before the end of the week | will have been doing the exercise for half a year.”, etc.),

and 11% of responses (n=9) were incorrect (“Kdyz néco v budoucnosti tou dobou budeme
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délat — budeme to jesté dokoncovat”, “Something what's used to happening for many

times in the future.”, “before | do something.”, etc.).

The total results demonstrate the students’ rather unsatisfactory knowledge of the rules of
usage for the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect

Continuous.

9.2.7 Pre-test results: Exercises 1, 2&3

Tasks 1, 2&3 of the pre-test were followed but exercises 1, 2&3, which were included in
the pre-test handout (Appendix 17) in order to investigate the students’ ability to use the
Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous.

It was emphasised to the research participants that they were only required to use the
Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous, and not
other tenses. Table 18 shows the results of exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test. The table is
divided into three parts according to three future tenses and the sentences in which that

particular form occurred, not according to the exercises.

The same approach is used to calculating the success rate expressed in percentage for each
tense and for the total results as in stage 1 of the research was employed (see 8.3.5 for
further explanation). The formulas used for calculating the results for the inductive groups
are provided below. The same formulas were employed to calculate the results for the
deductive groups and the total results for all students but the figures were changed

respectively.

future continuous (F.C.) inductive correct [%] =

F.C. inductive total correct,Nx100 . 147+100%
F.C. inductive total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N) "~ 418 (=11+38)

35%
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future perfect simple (FPS)inductive correct [%]
FPS inductive total correct,N » 100%

~ FPS inductive correct total possible (instances of usage, N * students, N)—correct 'shared’s.

74 + 100
T at- 38) — future perfect continuous (ex1s84 —ex18B —ex2s2 — ex3 s2 — ex3 s3)

7400

= = 0,
418-5-5-10-0-2 19%

future perfect continuous (FPC) inductive correct [%)]

FPC inductive total correct,N * 100%

" FPC inductive correct total possible (instances of usage, N * students, N)—correct 'shared’s.

22« 100
- (6 * 38) — future perfect simple (ex1s84—ex18B —ex2s2 — ex3 s2 —ex3 s3)

2200

=228-—0-0-—7-13-1_ 11%»

Table 18: Results of Exercises 1, 2,&3 of the pre-test, Session 4

Exercises and Inductive (Groups | Deductive (Groups Total Total
1&2, 38 students) | 3&4, 47 students) | correct, | incorrect,
sentences - :
correct, | incorrect, | correct, | incorrect, N N
N N N N
FUTURE CONTINUOUS - 11 instances of usage
Exercise 1
sentence 1 21 15 24 23 45 38
sentence 2 23 13 24 22 a7 35
sentence 4A 2 35 6 40 8 75
sentence 4B 22 13 24 22 46 35
sentence 6 11 26 17 27 28 53
sentence 7 5 26 3 35 8 61
Exercise 2 0
sentence 1 14 10 12 20 26 30
sentence 4 12 23 11 32 23 55
sentence 7 13 24 16 28 29 52
students' own sentences 9 13 18 16 27 29
Exercise 3 0
sentence 1 (students' 39 43
own sentences) 15 16 17 27
Total, N 147 214 172 292 319 506
Total, % 35 51 33 56 34 54
FUTURE PERFECT SIMPLE - 11 instances of usage

Exercise 1
sentence 3 10 21 13 32 23 53
sentence 5 14 20 15 30 29 50
sentence 8A 0 0 0 0 0 0
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sentence 8B 0 0 0 0 0 0
Exercise 2

sentence 2 7 20 4 29 11 49
sentence 3 6 24 11 25 17 49
sentence 5 13 23 16 28 29 51
sentence 7 10 27 18 23 28 50
students' own sentences 3 13 5 15 8 28
Exercise 3

sentence 2 (students' 23 26
own sentences) 13 11 10 15

sentence 3 (students' 8 o5
own sentences) 1 10 7 15

Total, N 74 156 94 197 176 381
Total, % 19 49 19 47 20 54

FUTURE PERFECT CONTINUOUS - 6 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 8A 5 28 4 36 9 64
sentence 8B 5 29 4 37 9 66
Exercise 2

sentence 2 10 20 12 29 22 49
students' own sentences 0 12 1 15 1 27
Exercise 3

sentence 2 (students' 0 o5
own sentences) 0 10 0 15

sentence 3 (students' 5 24
own sentences) 2 10 0 14

Total, N 22 109 21 146 42 255
Total, % 11 58 8 65 9 62
Total for all tenses, N 243 479 287 635 537 1142
Total for all tenses, % 28 55 27 59 27 58

The results of exercises 1, 2&3 of the pre-test presented in Table 18 show that students
gave 27% (=537) of correct sentences for all tenses, 58% of incorrect sentences (n=1142).
It means that 15% of all answers were not stated. The total results for each tense show the
following success rates: 34% (n=319) for the Future Continuous, 20% (n=176%) for the

Future Perfect Simple, and a mere 9% (n=42) for the Future Perfect Continuous.

The total results according to the approaches reveal that that students in both groups
entered the research with almost equal knowledge of all three tenses with a difference of
1% in favour of the inductive groups. The inductive groups further demonstrated a slightly
higher ability to use the Future Continuous in exercises and sentences of their own creation

with the total result of 35% vs. 33% for the Future Continuous in the deductive groups. A
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difference of 3% in favour of the inductive groups was revealed in the Future Perfect
Continuous (11% vs. 8% in the deductive groups), and no difference was revealed in the
Future Perfect Simple tense (19% in both groups). These results will be further discussed
in Subchapter 9.9.1.

9.3 Session 4: Teaching the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple
and the Future Perfect Continuous deductively

9.3.1 Procedure of teaching the future forms deductively
The procedure for teaching the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the

Future Perfect Continuous in the deductive groups was as follows:

6. The students in the deductive groups (Groups 3&4) were provided with a grammatical
handout, which contained the information about the Future Continuous, the Future
Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous (Appendix 19). The grammatical
handout contained three rules for the Future Continuous, one rule for the Future Perfect
Simple, and one rule for the Future Perfect Continuous. The number of the rules reflect
the frequency of use in those tenses. Taking into consideration the fact that the Future
Continuous is more frequently used in spoken English than the two other future tenses,
it was decided to include three different rules for this particular tense. Other tenses
were only represented by one rule each. The total number of rules was limited to five
due to the time limit. Despite the fact that the Future Perfect Continuous is not widely
used in spoken English, and it was not a part of the students’ syllabus, it was decided to
include it in the grammatical handout, as future teachers of English should get an

overview of this tense as well.

7. Discussion of the grammatical handout with the students went as follows. One of the
students was asked to read each of the rules and the examples for that rule aloud. The
other students listened and followed along with their own handouts. After each rule and
the respective examples had been read by one student, the entire class was then asked if
they had any further questions. In Group 3 one of the students had a question. He asked
whether the auxiliary verb have was used for all persons in the Future Perfect Simple
tense, and he received an affirmative response. In order to encourage the students to

make their own examples, the author further asked the following questions: “What will
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you be doing this time tomorrow/at the weekend?”, “What will you have done by the
end of this week?” etc.
The grammar rules presentation and discussion stage took 10 minutes in each of the

groups.

8. Unlike the inductive groups, the deductive groups were not asked to complete any extra
handout. After the discussion of the grammatical rules the students were requested to
complete the immediate post-test (Appendix 20), the results of which will be
presented in Subchapter 9.5. The immediate post-test consisted of the grammatical
rules (Appendix 19), which had been discussed with the students prior to the post-test
completion, and the same exercises 1, 2&3 as in pre-test (Appendix 17). Tasks 1, 2&3
of the pre-test (Appendix 17) were excluded from the post-test for reasons of time. The
aim of the post-test was to see the effect the discussion stage and how well the students
could work with grammatical rules and examples which were at their disposal. The
students were further requested to work individually and not to cooperate with each
other. While the students were completing the post-test, their independent work was
monitored. The pre-test handouts were collected from the students after test

completion.

9. The students were further informed that one week prior to the next research session
their regular lecturers would provide them with a handout containing the grammatical
rules and exercises (Appendix 20). This was the same handout used at the post-test.
The students were requested to read the rules and examples again and to complete the
exercises for their homework. This handout was not given to the students at this point
because of the possibility students could pass it to other groups, who had not

participated in the research yet, which would have influenced the research results.
The students in Groups 3&4 required 20 and 17 minutes respectively to complete this
stage. The total time for this session with the students (the pre-test, the grammar rules

explanation and discussion, and the immediate post-test) was 60 minutes in each group.

Complete answers provided in the post-test by all students from both groups can be found

in Appendix 24.
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9.4 Session 4: Teaching the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple

and the Future Perfect Continuous inductively

9.4.1 Procedure of teaching the future forms inductively

1.

Immediately after the completion of the pre-test, the students were provided with an
inductive handout (Appendix 21). It was divided into 3 parts according to future tenses
(the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous).
The Future Continuous part was further divided into three sections, each representing
one rule of the usage for the Future Continuous. Each part (and each section of the
Future Continuous part) was represented by three examples (the same examples were
used in the grammatical handout (Appendix 19) in the deductive groups). However, the
actual rule was not stated in the inductive handout. The students were requested to
study the examples and to respond to a number of questions.

The students were further requested to work individually and not to cooperate with
each other. Their independent work was monitored. The handouts were collected after
their completion by the students. The students in both groups required approximately
30 minutes for the completion of this handout. Completed student answers for the

inductive handout can be found in Appendix 22.

After the inductive handout completion, students were given the immediate post-test
(Appendix 23). The exercises in the post-test were the same as exercises 1, 2&3 of the
pre-test and the same exercises were also given to students in the deductive groups for
their post-test (Appendix 20, however, grammatical rules were excluded from the post-
test in the inductive groups). Completed students answers for the post-test from both
groups can be found in Appendix 24.

After the post-test completion, the students were informed they would receive a
homework handout from their regular lecturers before the next session of the research
(Appendix 20).

9.4.2 Results of the inductive part of the research
The results of the inductive handout used in the inductive groups are shown in Table 19.

The results are presented according to the correct and incorrect answers expressed as a

number and as a percentage of correct/incorrect possible answers that could be provided by
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38 students from the inductive groups. For example, there were 34 correct answers out of
38 students from the inductive groups concerning the tense name in the Part ‘Questions’
(the Future Continuous, see the first row of Table 19). These 34 answers constitute 89% of
all the answers possible from 38 students (=34*100% / 38).

Table 19:Results of the inductive part of the research, Session 4

incorrect,
Parts/sections correct, N | correct, % | incorrect, N | %
All students from the inductive groups (n=38)
PART 1: FUTURE CONTINUOUS
Part “‘Questions’ | tense 34 89 4 11
form 30 79 2 5
section 1 meaning 25 66 5 13
example 31 82 1 3
section 2 meaning 23 61 2 5
example 26 68 0 0
section 3 meaning 18 47 4 11
example 27 71 0 0
Meaning/rule, total 66 58 11 10
Own example, total 84 74 1 1
PART 2: FUTURE PERFECT SIMPLE
Part ‘Questions’ | tense 23 61 13 34
form 22 58 10 26
meaning 15 39 7 18
example 23 61 7 18
PART 3: FUTURE PERFECT CONTINUOUS
Part ‘Questions’ | tense 29 76 5 13
form 20 53 10 26
section 1 meaning 16 42 7 18
example 10 26 17 45
TOTAL RESULTS
Tense, total 86 75 22 19
Form, total 72 63 22 19
Meaning, total 97 51 25 13
Example, total 117 62 25 13

Total results of the inductive handout reveal that 75% (n=86) of all students could identify
and name all three tenses correctly, 63% (=72) of all students stated the form of all three
tenses correctly, 51% (n=97) indicated the correct meaning/rule; and 62% (n=118) of all

students could give correct examples of their own for all three tenses.

The Future Continuous part consisted of three sections according to three rules of usage for

this tense (1) talking about a future action that will be in progress at a certain moment in
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the future; 2) talking about arranged, fixed, planned or decided future events, 3) to inquire
politely about someone’s future plans (the rules are taken from Appendix 20 and were
discussed with all the students in Session 5. Those rules were not included into the
inductive handout). It should be mentioned that all the three meanings were mostly
interchangeable. For example, example 1.1. of section 1, Part 1 of the inductive handout
(*“This time tomorrow, | will be watching a film in English.” (Swan, 2005, 195) was an
example for rule 1 (the Future Continuous is used to talk about a future action that will be
in progress at a certain moment in the future). However, the following answers were also
accepted as correct: action at exact time in the future, action in progress in the future, and

a future plan.

Students showed the best results when working with the Future Continuous: 58% (n=66)
of all students identified the three rules of usage this tense correctly, and 74% (n=64)
provided their own example correctly (e.g. “This time tomorrow, | will be sleeping.”, “I
will be flying to Mexico at 8 o'clock.”, etc.). Only one incorrect example was provided for

this tense (“I will be travelling to Prague by this time on friday.”).

The results for the Future Perfect Simple show that 39% (n=15) of students could identify
its meaning correctly (“sth will be completed in the future”, “by the time; it will be
finished”), and 61% of the students composed their own sentences correctly (e.g. “I will

have cleaned my room by the time my brother gets home.”, etc.).

The results for the Future Perfect Continuous were the following: 42% (n=16) of students
identified the meaning correctly (e.g. “what is happening now, happened in past and how it
show in future time.”, “Bude se néco dit po néjakou dobu v budoucnu”, etc.), and 26%
(n=10) of correct sentences were provided “We will have been waiting for you for two ours
until you arrive.”, “By next week, we will have been together for three years.”, etc.). 45%
(n=17) of all answers for the Future Perfect Continuous were incorrect (e.g. “By this week
we will have been in the next house.”, “By 2222 the world will have been destroying.”).
These results reveal that students understood the usage of the Future Continuous and the
Future Perfect Simple rather well, but they experienced problems with understanding the
usage of the Future Perfect Continuous and applying it in sentences of their own correctly.

However, the result for the students’ own sentences concerning the Future Perfect
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Continuous (26%, n=10) is higher than the result of three correct sentences provided by 38

students from the inductive groups in Task 1 of the pre-test (see Table 15).

9.5 Session 4: Post-test results

Table 20 shows the results of the immediate post-test for all groups. Because the post-test

consisted of the same exercises as the pre-test, the same formulas were used to calculate

the results in the post-test (see Subchapter 9.5). However, the figures were changed

respectively (see Subchapter 8.3.5 for more information about the calculating procedure).

Completed student answers in the post-test from both groups can be found in Appendix

24,
Table 20: Results of the post-test, Session 4
Exercises and Inductive (Groups | Deductive (Groups Total Total
1&2, n=38) 3&4, n=47) correct, | incorrect,
sentences - -
correct, | incorrect, | correct, | incorrect, N N
N N N N
FUTURE CONTINUOUS - 11 instances of usage
Exercise 1
sentence 1 29 9 29 18 58 27
sentence 2 30 8 44 3 74 11
sentence 4A 17 21 33 14 50 35
sentence 4B 34 4 41 5 75 9
sentence 6 28 9 44 3 72 12
sentence 7 17 18 35 10 52 28
Exercise 2 0 0
sentence 1 21 17 33 14 54 31
sentence 4 27 11 40 6 67 17
sentence 7 24 13 31 16 55 29
students' own sentences 25 8 28 17 53 25
Exercise 3 0 0
sentence 1 (students' 10
own sentences) 30 8 41 2 71
Total, N 282 126 399 108 681 234
Total, % 67 30 77 21 73 25
FUTURE PERFECT SIMPLE - 11 instances of usage

Exercise 1
sentence 3 21 14 27 10 48 24
sentence 5 28 10 38 9 66 19
sentence 8B(1) 0 10 4 11 4 21
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sentence 8B(2) 0 12 1 21 1 33
Exercise 2 0

sentence 2 5 19 6 18 11 37
sentence 3 9 27 22 24 31 51
sentence 5 23 15 39 7 62 22
sentence 7 25 12 33 13 58 25
students' own sentences 18 7 15 17 33 24
Exercise 3 0

sentence 2 25 5 26 12 51 17
sentences 3 7 7 9 15 16 22
Total, N 161 138 220 157 381 295
Total, % 44 40 50 36 48 38

FUTURE PERFECT CONTINUOUS - 6 instances of usage

Exercise 1

sentence 8B(1) 17 20 23 21 40 41
sentence 8B(2) 12 25 24 21 36 46
Exercise 2 0 0
sentence 2 21 19 29 18 50 37
students' own sentences 3 6 5 15 8 21
Exercise 3 0 0
sentences 2 2 5 3 12 5 17
sentences 3 3 6 1 14 4 20
Total, N 58 81 85 101 143 182
Total, % 30 46 36 49 33 48
Total for all tenses, N 501 345 704 366 1205 711
Total for all tenses, % 57 39 65 34 62 36

The results of the post-test presented in Table 20 show that students gave 62% (=1205) of
correct sentences for all tenses and 36% of incorrect sentences (n=711). It means that 2%
of all answers were omitted. The total results for each tense show that out of three tenses,
students had the most correct answers for the Future Continuous (73%, n=681). The
students further provided 48% (n=381%) of correct answers for the Future Perfect Simple,
and 48% (n=33) of correct sentences for the Future Perfect Continuous. The total results,
accounting for both approaches, reveal that students in the deductive groups showed a
higher total result for all tenses than the inductive groups with a difference of 8% (65% vs.
57%). The deductive groups showed better results for all tenses compared to the inductive
groups: 77% vs. 67% for the Future Continuous, 55% vs. 44% for the Future Perfect
Simple, and 36% vs. 30% for the Future Perfect Continuous. The result for the Future
Perfect Continuous shows that this tense was not only difficult for the inductive groups but

also for the deductive groups who had the grammatical handout and the rules of its usage at
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their disposal when working on the pre-test. Nevertheless, their success rate for this tense
was 36% compared to 30% in the inductive groups. These results will be further discussed
in Subchapter 9.9.1.

9.6 Session 5: Exercises

Session 5 took place at the end of March/beginning of April 2014. The main aims of this
session were: 1) to return the corrected pre-test and post-handouts to the students in order
to provide them with feedback on the previous session; 2) to correct and discuss the
homework given to the students for this session (Appendix 20), and 3) to practise the usage
as well as grammatical rules of the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the

Future Perfect Continuous in three exercises. 66 students took part in this session.

9.6.1 Procedure of Session 5

The procedure of this stage was the following:

5. The students were handed in the corrected copies of their pre-tests and post-tests from
the previous session. In the corrected copies of the post-test the following technique
was used: in front of each sentence in the pre-test there was an arrow, which showed
each student’s progress between the pre-test and the post-test: the rising arrow /7
signified that the sentence was incorrect in the pre-test, but the student demonstrated
improvement in the post-test and provided a correct answer; a descending arrow \
indicated the change of a correct answer in the pre-test to an incorrect answer in the
post-test (such a change was rather infrequent), and a straight arrow < indicated no
change in the student’s answer. It meant that the students’ answer was both correct in
the pre-test and the post-test. The arrows showed the direction of the change but did not
quote the answers from the pre-test next to the arrow in the post-test. The students
appreciated this technique of test correction and a large number of them put both tests
next to each other to compare their answers in both tests and to observe their own

improvement. The results of the post-tests and pre-tests were discussed briefly.
6. The next step was to discuss the students” homework. One week prior to this session,
the regular lecturers distributed a copy of the homework handout (Appendix 20) with

the rules for all three tenses and the exercises used in both pre-test and post-tests. The
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students were requested to read through the rules and to work all the exercises. All the
students from all the groups were given the handout. The answers to the exercises were
discussed with the students, and they were asked to briefly explain the rule of the

appropriate future tense.

7. Three exercises were designed in order to practise the three future tenses with the
research participants, their forms and the rules of their usage. Those exercises were

different from the exercises used in the pre-test and the post-test.

8. The students were first requested to complete Exercise 1 (Appendix 25) individually.
They were allowed to use the handout with the rules and examples for each tense (i.e.
their homework handout, Appendix 20). After the students finished this exercise,
individual students were called out to give their answers and to explain the rule of the
usage for the future tense that they had used in that particular sentence. After the
discussion of Exercise 1 was finished, Exercise 2 (Appendix 26) was distributed to the
students. They were given 5 minutes to read it through and to put the correct verb
forms in brackets; the answers and the rules were further discussed with the students as
in the previous practice exercise. Exercise 1 and exercise 2 were used merely for the
purpose of practice. No written data was collected for those exercises. Data collection
was carried out in Exercise 3 (Appendix 27), which was based on Exercise 2 but was
personalised for each student. In Exercise 3 students were requested to provide their
own sentences for each tense to reflect all the rules under discussion (6 sentences for
the Future Continuous, 2 sentences for the Future Perfect Simple, and 2 sentences for
the Future Perfect Continuous, 10 sentences in total). The students were given a
maximum of 20 minutes to complete this exercise. The students were requested to
work individually and not to use any materials to help them. The time frame used for

the whole session 2 in each group was approximately 50 minutes.

All students’ answers from both groups that worked on Exercise 3 can be found in
Appendix 28.

9.6.2 Results of Session 5: Exercise 3
The results of Task 3 of the pre-test (see Table 17), in which the students were asked to

generate the meanings/rules of usage for each tense, indicated that mere 25% of

students (n=64) knew the meanings/rules and when to use each tense in a sentence. For
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this reason, this session focused on teaching the rules of usage for each tense. In this
session students were working with the rules of usage for the Future Continuous, the
Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Present Continuous, which means that only the
deductive approach was applied. Therefore, the results of this session cannot be divided
according to the approaches. It would be challenging to prove to what extent Session 5,
in which the students were taught future tenses both deductively and inductively
influenced the students, if at all. For those reasons the common results for both groups

will be presented in Table 21.

It should be explained how the “correct, N” and “correct, %” results in Table 21 are
calculated. The total number of students in this session was 66, and the students were
asked to provide two examples for each meaning. It means that the maximum number
of correct answers which could possibly be given by 66 students for each meaning was
132. Therefore, 66 students were able to write 132 correct answers for the meaning
“polite inquiry” in the Future Continuous. 115 correct answers were given by the
students which constitutes 87% of all possible answers (=115 *100% / 132).

The participants’ examples in the comments to Table 21 are presented as they were

given by the students, with all their errors.

Table 21: Results of Exercise 3, Session 5

Tenses/meanings correct, N |correct, % [incorrect, N |incorrect, %

All students (n=66)

Future Continuous

Polite inquiry 115 87 17 13
Arr_ar_lged, fixed, planned future 126 95 5 5
activities
Activity in progress 125 95 5 4
Total for the Future Continuous 366 92 28 !
Future Perfect Simple 111 84 21 16
Future Perfect Continuous & o7 57 43
552 84 106 16

Total for all tenses
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The research participants gave 84% (n=552) of correct sentences in Exercise 3, and
16% (n=106) of incorrect sentences for all three tenses. As far as the division according
to tense is concerned, the highest number of correct sentences was given for the Future
Continuous.

92% (n=366) of the student wrote correct answers for the Future Continuous.
However, 7% of sentences (n=28) for this tense were incorrect (e.g. “I will be having
kids within the next five years.”, “I will be a teacher after my studyes at university.”,

“This time next year | will be a doctor.”, etc.).

84% (n=111) of the students wrote correct sentences for the Future Perfect Simple,
while 16% (n=21) of sentences were incorrect. The incorrect sentences for the Future
Perfect Simple were of two types: 1) incorrect form (e.g. “I will have finish it by
tomorrow.”, “I will have preparing my presentation by the end of this week.” etc.), and
2) incorrect tenses (e.g. “Have you finished your HW by the next month?”, etc.).

As far as the Future Perfect Continuous is concerned, 57% (n=75) of the students wrote
correct sentences. 43% (n=57) of the given sentences were incorrect for the following
reasons: 1) incorrect tense used instead of the Future Perfect Continuous (e.g. “By the
end of this year, | will be studying English for about 10 years.”, etc.), 2) the form was
used correctly but the sentences were incomplete because they were missing the time
reference and the period of duration of the action (e.g. “Will you have been working”,
“I will have been writing letter to my friend.”. etc.).

The results further show that over 80% of student’s could use the Future Continuous
and the Future Perfect Simple in sentences of their own. The findings also show that
there has been a significant improvement in the Future Perfect Continuous since the
pre-test. A mere 7% (n=6) of students provided correct sentences of their own in Task
3 of the pre-test (see Table 15) compared to 57% (n=75) of correct sentences provided

in Exercise 3.

9.7 Session 6: Revision test

Session 6 the research took place at the beginning of April, 2014. The main aim of this
session was to investigate the research participants’ progress in their knowledge of the

Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous. The
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9.71

revision test (Appendix 29), which consisted of three practice exercises, was used as
the main instrument for this part of the research. A total of 55 students took part the

revision test.

Procedure of session 6

This session had the following procedure:

1. The research participants were informed about the purpose of the session.

2. Corrected copies of the exercises from the previous session were returned to the
students and discussed with them.

3. The actual revision test took place. The students were requested to work individually
and not to use any materials. Students in all groups required between 30 to 35 minutes
to complete the revision test.

9.7.2 Revision test results: correct forms

The total number of 55 students took the revision test. Thus, the first two columns of
Table 22 present the result of the revision test for 55 students who had participated in
either one or both sessions of the research prior to the revision test. The next columns
of the table show the result of sudents for both the inductive or deductive groups.
Those students participated in either one or both of the previous two research sessions.
The results for the deductive and inductive groups are presented mostly for
information, as students from both groups, deductive and inductive, particicpated in
session 5, which mainly focused on practising the rules of usage for each future tense,
which is strictly the domain of the deductive approach. For this reason, it is rather
difficult to distinguish the effect session 4 and session 5 had on the results of the

revision test.

All student answers from both of the groups that completed the revision test can be
found in Appendix 30.

The same approach to calculating the success rate of the revision test was taken as in
the pre-test results calculation (see Subchapter 8.3.5 for more information about the
calculating procedure). ‘Shared’ sentences (i.e. sentences with more than one correct
answer) are marked in orange in the Table 8. The following formulas were used to
calcuate the final success rates of the revision test for all students (column 2 of Table
8):

143



future continous all students [%] =

FC total correct«100

811x100%

FC total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N) T 1204 (=55%18)

future perfect simple all students [%] =

FPS total correct+x100%

=82%

FPS total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N)—'shared’ sentences o

258+100

FPS total possible (10«55)—FPC (ex.1. s.1—ex.2 s.5A—ex.2 s.5B—ex.3 s.1) o

258+100

=69 %

550-43-44-42-47

future perfect continuous simple all students [%] =

FPC total correct+x100%

FPC total possible (instances of usage,N+students,N)—'shared’ sentences

250+100

FPS total possible (6x55)—FPS (ex.1. s.1—ex.2 s.5A—ex.2 s.5B—ex.3 s.1) -

25000

330—4-1-3-2

=78%

Table 22: Results of the revision test, Session 6

Exercises correct, N correct, % | incorrect, N | incorrect, %
All students (n=55)
Future Continuous (18 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 2 30 55 23 42
sentence 3 38 69 15 27
sentence 6 38 69 16 29
sentence 7 43 78 12 22
sentence 11 47 85 7 13
sentence 12 48 87 6 11
sentence 13 45 82 8 15
sentence 14 44 80 11 20
sentence 15 40 73 15 27
Exercise 2

sentence 1A 50 91 5 9
sentence 1B 48 87 6 11
sentence 2 50 91 5 9
sentence 3A 48 87 7 13
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sentence 3B 49 89 6 11
sentence 6 49 89 6 11
Exercise 3

sentence 2 A 45 82 10 18
sentence 2 B 50 91 5 9
sentence 5 49 89 6 11
TOTAL 811 82 169 17

Future Perfect Simple (10 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 1 4 7 3 5
sentence 8 39 71 16 29
sentence 9 35 64 19 35
sentence 10 39 71 15 27
Exercise 2

sentence 4A 46 84 9 16
sentence 4B 46 84 9 16
sentence 5A 1 2 0 0
sentence 5B 3 5 0 0
Exercise 3

sentence 1 2 4 0 0
sentence 3 43 78 12 22
ULl 258 69 83 16

Future Perfect Continuous (6 instances of usage)

Exercise 1

sentence 1 43 78 5 9
sentence 4 38 69 17 31
sentence 5 36 65 18 33
Exercise 2

sentence 5A 44 80 10 18
sentence 5B 42 76 9 16
Exercise 3

sentence 1 47 85 6 11
TOTAL 250 78 65 20
TOTAL, all

tenses 1319 80 317 19

The results of the revision test revealed that the students gave 80% (n=1319) of correct
answers for all the tenses. 19% (n=317) of all answers were incorrect. The results
according to tenses revealed that 82% of (n=811) of correct and 17% (n=169) of
incorrect answers were generated for the Future Continuous. The results for the Future
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Perfect Simple was the following: 69% (n=258) of correct answers, and 16% (n=83) of
incorrect answers. As far as the Future Perfect Continuous was concerned, 78%
(n=250) of correct answers and 20% (n=65) of incorrect answers were given by the
students. The results of the revision test were rather high and showed that the
participants had good knowledge concerning all three tenses and the students were able
to apply this knowledge in exercises and their own sentences. The results of the revison
test will be further discussed and compared to the results of the pre-test and the post-
test in Subchapter 9.9.3.

9.7.3 Revision test results: correct meaning
In Exercise 1 and Exercise 3 of the revision test, the students were asked to provide

meaning/rule of usage for each future form they completed in each sentence. The

results are shown in Table 23:

Table 23: Revision test: correct meaning, Session 6

Future Continuous (12 instances Future Perfect Simple (6

of usage) instances of usage)

Exercise 1 | Correct, | Correct, Exercise 1 | Correct, | Correct,

N % N %

sentence 2 23 42 sentence 1 1 2

sentence 3 33 60 sentence 8 30 55

sentence 6 31 56 sentence 9 28 51
sentence

sentence 7 33 60 10 30 55

sentence 11 41 75 Exercise 3 0

sentence 12 43 78 sentence 1 1 2

sentence 13 36 65 sentence 3 30 55

sentence 14 37 67 Total 120 57
Future Perfect Continuous (4

sentence 15 35 64 instances of usage)

Exercise 3 sentence 1 33 60

sentence 2

A 36 65 sentence 4 15 27

sentence 2B 37 67 sentence 5 26 47

sentence 3 32 58 Exercise 3

Total 417 63 sentence 1 31 56
Total 105 48
TOTAL 113 68

TOTAL

for all 642 65
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The results for the Future Continuous reveal that 63% (n=417) of correct answers were
given by the students. Students mostly provided the following meanings for the Future

Continuous: “action in progress (in the future)”,

certain moment in the future”, “future

plans” or “decided/arranged future activities”. These meanings are rather
interchangeable, all of them were accepted as correct and for that reason all meanings
in the Future Continuous were counted together. This result further shows that students
knowledge of the meanings/rules of usage for the Future Continuous improved by 29%
since the pre-test (i.e.in Task 3 of the pre-test students gave 34% correct meanings of

the Future Continuous, see Table 17).

57% (n=120) of correct meanings were submitted for the Future Perfect Simple. In
Task 3 of the pre-test, 25% of correct meanings were given by the students for this

tense, which signifies an improvement by 32%.

As far as the Future Perfect Continuous is concerned, 48% (n=113) of correct answers
were submitted with an improvement rate of 22% compared to Task 3 of the pre-test
(from 16% in Task 3 to 48% in the revision test). The total result for all tenses showed
that 65% (n=642) of all correct answers were given, which signifies a 40%
improvement rate since Task 3 of the pre-test (from 25% for all tenses in Task 3 to

65% in the revision test).

9.7.4 Revision test results: tense name

In exercise 1 of the revision test students were asked to state future tense names for
each answer. Exercise 1 consisted of 15 sentences. Therefore, the maximum number of
correct tense names was 15. This task was inlcuded into the exercise for the students to
check and review their knowledge of names for future tenses. Table 24 reveals the

results of this task.

Table 24: Revision test: correct tense name, Session 6

Future Continuous (9 instances of Future Perfect Simple (4 instances of
usage) usage)

Exercise 1 Correct, N | Correct, % Exercise 1 Correct, N | Correct, %
sentence 2 26 47 sentence 1 3 5
sentence 3 36 65 sentence 8 36 65
sentence 6 36 65 sentence 9 33 60
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sentence 7 41 75 sentence 10 35 64

sentence 11 44 80 TOTAL 107 49
Future Perfect Continuous (3 instances

sentence 12 46 84 of usage)

sentence 13 43 78 sentence 1 43 78

sentence 14 42 76 sentence 4 35 64

sentence 15 39 71 sentence 5 35 64

TOTAL 353 71 TOTAL 113 68

TOTAL

for all 573 69

The results according to tenses reveal that 71% (n=353) of correct answers were given
for the Future Continuous, 49% (n=107) of correct answers were given for the Future
Perfect Simple, and 68% (n=113) for the Future Perfect Continuous. The results show
that 69% (n=573) of correct answers were given by the students. This result is rather
high and indicates that students could identify tense names handily. Another 31% of
the answers were provided incorrectly or were not given at all by the students who
either did not know the answers or did not consider this task to be important and rather

focused on completing the forms correctly.

9.8 Session7

One week after the revision test the author met the students in order to return the corrected
revision tests from Session 6. The revision tests were discussed with the students at the
beginning of their regular lesson. The whole procedure took from 6 to 10 minutes in
different groups. Prior to start of the lesson 15 new students were asked to complete the
Future Tenses Questionnaire (Appendix 31).

9.9 Discussion of the results

9.9.1 Session4
At the beginning of session 4, the research participants were asked to complete the pre-test

(Appendix 17) in order to evaluate their knowledge of the Future Continuous, the Future
Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous prior to the research. The results show
that students in both the inductive and deductive groups entered the research with almost
equal knowledge of the three future tenses with a difference of only 1% in favour of the
inductive groups (28% vs. 27%, see Table 18 and Table 25 below).
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The total findings of the pre-test revealed the same tendency for all tasks and exercises: the
students demonstrated the best knowledge of the Future Continuous (34%, see Table 18),
lower knowledge of the Future Perfect Simple (20%, see Table 18), and a rather low
knowledge of the Future Perfect Continuous (9%, see Table 18). The reasons for these
results are as follows: The Future Continuous was included in the students’ syllabus; the
students covered it during the winter term with their regular lecturers. Moreover, this tense
can be used in more situations than the other two tenses (e.g. to express an action at a
certain moment in the future, for an arranged, fixed, planned or decided future event, or to

inquire politely about people’s plans, etc.).

Despite the fact that the Future Perfect Simple had also been covered by the students in the
winter term with their regular teachers, their knowledge of this tense was slightly lower
than the knowledge of the Future Continuous. Among the reasons for this result could be
the fact that the Future Perfect Simple is used in a less limited number of situations
compared to the Future Continuous (the Future Perfect Simple tense is used to express an

action which will be finished or completed before a certain time in the future).

The students’ knowledge of the Future Perfect Continuous was rather low (a mere 9% of
correct answers were given in the pre-test, see Table 18). It could have been for the reason
that the Future Perfect Continuous is used in spoken and written English less often
compared to the Future Continuous and the Future Perfect Simple. Moreover, it is not
usually part of the syllabus of English lessons at secondary schools in the Czech Republic.
Nor was it included in the syllabus of the students’ lessons of Practical English as it was
not included in the participants’ coursebook (FCE Gold Plus). Therefore, this tense was not

covered by them in the winter term with their regular teachers.

Table 25 below compares the results of the pre-test (also see Table 18) and the post-test
(also see Table 20). The results reveal that the deductive groups had a higher improvement
rate for each tense than the inductive groups. The deductive groups improved their
knowledge of the Future Continuous by 44%, while the inductive groups had a 32%
improvement rate. This difference of 12% for the Future Continuous, between the pre-test
and post-test, in favour of the deductive groups. A large number of the students from the
inductive groups were confused and insecure about the usage of the Future Continuous to

inquire politely about other people’s plans, and this might account for the difference. It
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could be assumed that most of the students had not encountered this rule prior to the
research, and they tended to use the Future Simple or Be going to construction instead. The
difference in the results for the Future Perfect Simple, between the pre-test and post-test,
according to the respective approaches was 6% in favour of the deductive groups (see
Table 25 below). The reason for the lower result in the Future Perfect Simple was stated
above: the students in the inductive groups were rather confused about the Future Perfect
Continuous tense and tended to use it incorrectly instead of the Future Perfect Simple,

while the students in the deductive groups could consult the examples in the rules handout.

The knowledge of the Future Perfect Simple improved by 31% in the deductive groups vs.
25% in the inductive groups. The success rate of the Future Perfect Continuous improved
by 28% in the deductive groups vs. 19% in the inductive groups. The total success rate was

38% in the deductive groups and 29% for the inductive groups.

Table 25: Comparison of the results of the pre-test and post-test, summer term

TENSE INDUCTIVE (Gr.1&2), % DEDUCTIVE (Gr.3&4), %

Pre-test | Post-test | Improve | Pre-test | Post-test | Improve
ment ment

Future Continuous 35 67 32 33 77 44

Future Perfect Simple 19 44 o5 19 50 31

Future Perfect

Continuous 11 30 19 8 36 28

TOTAL for all

(0)
tenses, % 28 57 29 27 65 38

The results of the pre-test and the post-test followed the general tendency revealed in the
pre-test that the research students demonstrated the best knowledge of the Future
Continues, slightly lower knowledge of the Future Perfect Simple, and the least knowledge
of the Future Perfect Continuous out of the three tenses. It could be explained in the
following way: the Future Perfect Continuous seemed to be a new tense for most of the
students unlike the Future Continuous and the Future Perfect Simple. The results of
exercises 1, 2&3 for the post-test showed the students’ confusion about the Future Perfect
Continuous and their attempt to experiment with this tense. There was a significant

increase in its usage in the post-test: students were not always sure where to use it and
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tended to use it instead of the Future Perfect Simple, which could have decreased the
results for the Future Perfect Simple, and led to an increase of the results for the Future

Perfect Continuous.

The total difference in the final results of the post-test for all tenses according to the
respective approaches was 9% (29% in the inductive groups vs. 38% in the deductive
groups, see Table 25% above). 9% cannot be considered very high due to the design of the
research: the students from the deductive groups had a handout with the rules and the
examples at their disposal during the post-test completion, while the students from the
inductive groups did not. This final finding demonstrated that the respondents could work
well with the examples provided to them in the inductive handout prior to the post-test

completion.

9.9.2 Session 5
Session 5 of summer term was devoted to discussing the results of the pre-test and the

post-test with students as well as discussing the homework exercises given to students
prior to Session 5. The same exercises were used in the pre-test, post-test and the
homework handout. The research then focused on doing practical exercises with the
students. Three exercises, different from the exercises in the pre-test, post-test and the
homework were used. The aim of these exercises was to revise and enforce the
participants’ knowledge of the Future Continuous, the Future Simple, and the Future
Perfect Simple and the rules of their usage. Due to time pressure only the results of
exercise 3 were collected and processed. Exercise 3 was a similar exercise to Exercise 2,
and in this exercise the students were requested to provide their own sentences for each

tense.

The total result of Exercise 3 for all tenses was rather high, 84% (see Table 21), as it was
anticipated. It was mainly due to the similarity of this exercise to Exercise 2 (though the
students could not consult any materials during Exercise 3). The results according to the
tenses reveal that the highest number of correct sentences belong to the Future Continuous,
92% (see Table 21), which could be explained by the fact that this tense had been known to
the research participants prior to the research and was a review for most of them.
Moreover, during the research three rules of the usage for this tense were practised,
compared to one rule for each of the other two tenses. Most of the students felt rather

confident about the usage of the Future Perfect Simple, and the number of mistakes was
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rather low. The following types of mistakes can be mentioned: incorrect tense (e.g. “I will
be finishing school by 6 pm.”, incorrect form “I will have finish it by tomorrow.”, “I will
have preparing my presentation by the end of this week.”, incorrect word order (e.g. “I will

have not done the writing assignment by the end of month.”).

The Future Perfect Continous remained the most difficult tense for the students out of the
three tenses, though the total result for all students increased from 9% in the pre-test (see
table 18), 33% in the post-test (see Table 20), and 57% in Exercise 3 (see Table 21) in this
session. This result indicates a steady increase in the students’ understanding and
knowledge of this tense. The following mistakes were made by the students in this tense:
incorrect tense was used (e.g. “By the end of this year, | will be studying English for about
10 years.”, and this tense was used incorrectly (e.g. “I will have been going out on my
vacation.”, “I'll not have been working by 6 o'clock tomorrow.”, “I will have been having
my website for three years in May.”). Failure to understand the use of the tense could be

attributed to its novelty for the research participants.

9.9.3 Session 6
Table 26 shows the development of the participants’ knowledge for the Future

Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous from the pre-test
and the post-test to the revision test. The result of the revision test was calculated for all
groups together. Therefore, the results of the pre-test (see Table 18) and the post-test (see
Table 20) are presented for all students as well. The results show considerable

improvement in the students’ knowledge of all three tenses.

The students’ knowledge of the Future Continuous increased from 34% in the pre-test to
84% in the revision test. The students’ total result was the Future Perfect Simple was 20%
in the pre-test and it reached 73% in the revision test. Out of all three tenses, the Future
Perfect Continuous showed the highest improvement rate (from 9% in the pre-test to 80%
in the revision test). It can be explained by the fact that the Future Perfect Continuous had
been a new tense for most of the research participants. Its novelty and their interest in the

tense and their efforts to understand and to learn it could contribute to the total result.
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Table 26: Comparison of the results of the pre-test, post-test and the revision test, summer term

Tense Pre-test | Post-test | Revision test
Results for all students, %
Future Continuous 34 73 84
Future Perfect Simple 20 48 73
Future Perfect Continuous 9 33 80
All tenses, % | 27 | 62 | 83

9.10 Conclusion

9.10.1 Research question 1

Which areas of knowledge of the research participants for the Future Continuous, the
Future Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous require revision and

improvement?

The results of the pre-test (see Table 18) showed that only 34% of all students could use
the Future Continuous, 20% could apply the Future Perfect Simple, and 9% of all students
could use the Future Perfect Continuous in exercises and sentences of their own correctly.
This finding meant that all three tenses required revision and improvement. The results of
Task 3 for the research further revealed that students had a rather low knowledge of the
rules of usage for all three tenses as only 25% of all students stated correct rules (see Table
17).

9.10.2 Research question 2
Which areas of knowledge of the research participants for the Future Continuous, the

Present Perfect Simple, and the Future Perfect Continuous improved and which did not

improve in the course of the research?

The students’ knowledge of all three tenses increased significantly in the course of the
research as discussed above (see Table 26 for more information). The Future Perfect
Continuous showed the greatest improvement from 9% for all students in the pre-test
(Table 18) to 80% in the revision test (see Table 22). The participants’ knowledge of the
rules of usage for each tense increased significantly as well from 34% in the pre-test (Table
17) to 63% in the revision test (Table 24) for the Future Continuous: from 25% in the pre-
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test (Table 17) to 57% in the revision test (Table 24) for the Future Perfect Simple, and
from 16% in the pre-test (Table 17) to 68% in the revision test (Table 24) for the Future
Perfect Continuous. The total increase in the knowledge of rules of usage of all three tenses
was from 25% in the pre-test (see Table 17) to 65% in the revision test (see Table 24).

9.10.3 Research question 3
Which of the approaches to teaching grammar, the deductive or inductive, proved to be

more effective for teaching future tenses to students of English Philology?

The comparison of the results for the pre-test and post-test revealed that the deductive
approach proved to be more effective than the inductive approach. The difference between
the approaches was 8% (see Table 25). The deductive groups improved their knowledge of
all tenses by 38% from the pre-test to the post-test (see Table 25), while the inductive
groups improved their knowledge by 29% (see Table 25). In general, both approaches
proved to be effective and both groups, inductive and deductive, increased their knowledge
of the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous
significantly. The students in the deductive groups thus demonstrated that they were able to
work with grammatical rules and examples of usage for the three future tenses and apply
them in exercises in the post-test successfully. The students in the inductive groups worked
with the examples of usage for all three tenses and could further apply their understanding

of those three future tenses to exercises in the post-test.
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10 QUALITATIVE RESEARCH

The qualitative part of the study was carried out in April and May 2014 during Session 6. It
was administered to the students straight after the revision test. Its aim was to investigate
the usefulness of this research to the research participants as well as their preferences for
the approaches to learning English grammar. The main instrument of the qualitative
research was the Future Tenses Questionnaire (Appendix 31), which will also be referred

to further as ‘the post study questionnaire’.

10.1 Objectives of the qualitative part of the research and the research
guestions

There were two main aims of the Future Tenses Questionnaire. Firstly, to investigate the
participants’ opinions about the research, whether they considered it to be useful for them,
and if so, to identify the areas of the research the participants benefitted from most.
Secondly, to examine the students’ preferences for the approaches to learning English
grammar, the deductive or inductive approach, and to further explore the reasons behind

their preferences.

Based on the aims of the qualitative part of the study, the research questions of the
qualitative part of the research were the following:

1. Have the research participants acquired any new knowledge about future tenses in
the course of this research? If so, what concrete knowledge about future tenses have
they learnt?

2. Have the research participants started using future tenses more when they speak
English after they have taken part in this research? If so, which future forms have
the students started using more in spoken English?

3. Which approach to teaching and learning English grammar, deductive or inductive,
do research students prefer more?

4. What are the reasons behind the research participants’ preferences for the

approaches to teaching and learning English grammar?
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10.2 The Future Tenses Questionnaire

The main instrument of the qualitative part of this research was the Future Tenses
Questionnaire, which consisted of two major parts and of ten questions. Its first part was
comprised of five questions, which related to the research itself, namely the usefulness of
the research to the research participants and new grammatical information they learnt in
the course of the study. The second part of the questionnaire consisted of four questions,
and it investigated the preferences of the participants for approaches to teaching and
learning grammar: the deductive and inductive approaches. The last question at the end of
the questionnaire was given to the possible comments of the research participants.

The number of completed questionnaires totalled 70. Most of them, 55 questionnaires,
were completed by the research participants immediately after the revision test (Session 6),
in April, 2014. Fifteen new questionnaires were completed by the research participants at
Session 7 in May, 2014. The total response rate to the questionnaires was 100% as the
questionnaire were completed by the students during the author’s sessions with them and
collected immediately after their completion. The respondents’ comments are provided
with original grammar, stylistics and punctuation. The questionnaires were completely

anonymous, and the students were encouraged to provide honest answers.

10.3 Procedure of the qualitative part

Prior to the post study questionnaire completion, the participants were provided with the

following instructions:

¢+ The students were informed that the research was approaching its end, and the author
wanted to investigate their opinions about the research and its practical usefulness for
them.

¢+ Each of the students was provided with a handout of the Future Tenses Questionnaire.
The students were asked to use a check sign to mark their answers, and the example of
the check sigh (v') was drawn on the light board. The students were asked to indicate
their gender in question 1 of the questionnaire using the check sign. The participants’
attention was further drawn to questions 2 and 6 by saying that the author would
approach each student individually and would provide them with the information
necessary for answering this question, as she did not expect them to remember which

parts/sessions of the research they had attended.
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¢ After that the students were instructed to turn the page and to pay their attention to the
top of page 2. The author informed the research participants that the main aim of the
study was to improve their theoretical and practical knowledge of future tenses, and
those tenses were taught to them by using two different approaches to teaching English
grammar, which were the deductive and inductive approaches. One student was asked
to read aloud the explanation of the deductive approach, and a different student to read
the explanation of the inductive approach. The other students followed the explanations
in their own copies of the questionnaire. The students’ attention was drawn to
additional explanations of both approaches, which had been previously written on the
light board:

A deductive approach — a teacher gives you a grammatical rule and the examples in

which this rule is applied.

An_inductive approach — a teacher only gives you the examples and you work out

yourself what the grammatical rule is, and the meaning of this particular grammatical

structure.

The purpose of paraphrases were mostly to insure the students’ better understanding of

the differences between the approaches.

¢ The students were encouraged to provide extended opinions and responses to the questions
rather than writing “I do not know” or “l am not sure”.

The students were given 15 minutes to complete questionnaire.

10.4 Results of the qualitative part

In question 1 of the questionnaire the students indicated their gender: 77% (n=54) of

respondents were female participants, and 23% (n=16) were male participants.

Question 2 of the questionnaire dealt with the participants’ attendance of the research in
winter and summer terms of the academic year 2013/2014. Only the first two sessions of
each term, where the actual teaching took place, were included into this question. The
revision tests were excluded from the question in order not to confuse the students with a

large number of options.
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Attendance of the research in the winter term of 2013/2014 was the following: 71% (n=50)

of participants took part in both sessions 1&?2 of the research; 19% (n=13) of students only
participated in session 2 of the research; 6% (n=4) of students only participated in session
2 of the research; and 4% (n=3) of students did not participate in the research in the winter

term.

Attendance of the research in the summer term 2013/2014 was the following: 66% (n=46)

of research participants took part in the two first sessions of the research (i.e. Sessions
4&5); 23% (n=16) of students participated in the first session of the summer term (i.e.
Session 4); 3% (n=2) of students only participated in the second session of the summer
term (i.e. Session 5); and 8% (n=6) of research participants did not take part in the research

in the summer term.

Question 3 of the questionnaire dealt with usefulness of the research to the research
participants. The students were provided with six options: three positive and three
negative, to choose from. Option 3 was open-ended and the students could conclude it with
their own response. The last option in this question was ‘your answer’ option, in which the
students could provide their own response. The responses provided to question 1 are

presented in Chart 1:

Has this research been useful to you? Tick all the answers that apply.

45
N 40
é 35
c 30
o
g 25
(O]
=20
(%]
€ 15
s
S 10
& 5
. —
No, because | did No. I did not No. The research Yes. | have Yes. | have learnt Yes and | now
not attend learn anything | did not provide revised my a lot of new use various
enough of its  had not known me with any new previous information future forms
stages. before the knowledge  knowledge of the about the future more when |
research. because future tenses. tenses. speak English.

Chart 1: Students’ responses to Question 3 of the Questionnaire
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All the answers can be divided into three categories. Firstly, 11% (n=8) of respondents
ticked one of the three “No’ options: five students out of eight stated they had not attended
enough stages of the research to consider it to be useful; three students out of eight claimed
that they did not learn anything they had not known prior to the research. This question
was open-ended, and the students were asked to provide the reason for their response. One
student who checked this option provided the following reason: “there was so much
writing and a little time for explanation what have to be where and so on.”

Secondly, 89% (n=62) of all respondents considered the research to be useful to them and
they marked all the *Yes’ responses that applied to them, and as a results the total number
of 107 answers were ticked by those 62 students. 33% (n=35 out of those 107 answers):
“Yes. | have revised my previous knowledge of the future tenses.”. The highest number of
answers, 44% (n=47 out of 107) were: “Yes. | have learnt a lot of new information about the
future tenses.”, and 23% (n=25) of the answers were: “Yes and | now use various future
forms more when | speak English.”

Thirdly, 21% (n=15 of all 70 respondents) chose to provide their own answer to this

question.

Some of the students’ comments are presented as follows:

» “On the high school I have learnt only about future simple and future continuous
tenses, so this research helped me a lot and I learnt a lot about future tenses.”

» “l attended all stages and I find it very useful. And this method of teaching I like it |
can learn a lot of things this way.”

» “l know about only 3 forms in the future and now | know about future perfect
simple and future perfect continuous.”

> “All of these tenses are not frequently use, but I think that is good to know about
them and time to time use them.”

» “The research has been useful for me a lot, because of good and practical revision
and good materials about future tenses.”

> “Now | know more rules than before this research.”

» “l already knew some forms but now I think I know everything.”
The aim of question 4 of the questionnaire was to investigate whether the research

participants believed they had learnt new pieces of information about future tenses and if

S0, to investigate which pieces of new information they had learnt. Students could choose
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from two options: a negative response “No”, and they were further requested to explain the
reason why they believed they had not learnt any new information about future tenses in
the course of the research; and a positive response “Yes” with a further request to provide
concrete examples of information about future tenses they had learnt in the course of the
research.

The results revealed that 14% (n=10) of the research participants checked the “No” box,
and 9 of them provided the reasons and their comments about their responses. Two
students checked this response due to the fact they had not attended enough of the research
stages. Five students stated they had learnt all the rules about the future tenses during their
previous studies, and two of those students and yet another student claimed they had
revised their knowledge of future tenses during this research. A different student claimed
they had not learnt anything new because this research involved “lots of writing
(everything have to be done fast) and then just a few minutes to said what was right and

wrong.”

86% (n=60) of the research respondents checked the “Yes” box and further provided the
concrete examples of what they had learnt during the research. The students stated that
they had either learnt or revised the following tenses: the Future Perfect Continuous
(n=24), the Future Perfect Simple (n=23), the Future Continuous (n=11), the Future Simple
(n=8), Be going to (n=5), Present Continuous (n=5), and Present Simple (n=2). Several
students provided more than one tense in their responses, and for this reason the number of
responses exceeded the number of sixty students who checked the “Yes” box.

Some of the research participants’ reflective comments are provided below:

» “l didn't learnt anything really new, but now I can say, that I'm more sure about
future tenses.”

> “I have learnt more details about in which situations the tenses should be used. |
learnt how to explain why I use the tense | use in a particular sentense.”

» ““‘Before this research | haven't heard about future perfect simple or continuous, so
I have learnt these tenses and rules.”

» “It has been clarified in a very good way, done all the differences and uses of these
tenses. | learned how to use Future Perfect Simple and Continuous wich of them |

haven't known well before.”
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» “Now | have more informations about future forms, it was explained to me better
than before, | practised it in the lesson.*

> “I have learnt many new future tenses (some of them I've never seen before) and
how to use them in practise.”

> “I learnt a few new rules for using the future tenses.”

Question 5 of the questionnaire aimed at finding out whether the students started using
future tenses more in speaking in the course of this research, and if so, they were asked to
provide concrete examples of future tenses. The students were provided with two choices:
a negative response “No”, and they were further requested to explain their opinions; and a
positive response “Yes” with a further request to state which future tenses they started

using more frequently in spoken English.

Do you think you have started using different forms of the future tenses
more when you speak English since you have participated in this research?
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Chart 2: Students’ responses to Question 5 of the Questionnaire

The results indicated that 48% of all respondents (n=34) checked the “No” response to this
question, and 52% (n=37) checked the “Yes” response, while one student chose not to
check any of the answers, and one student checked both “Yes” and “No” responses.

The explanations provided by 48% (n=34) students who checked the “No” response to this
question can be further divided into several categories according to the reasons stated by
the research respondents: 21% (n=7) of those 34 students claimed that they did not have
many opportunities to speak English; 21% (n=7) stated that they had been using future

tenses prior to this research, and they continued using them after the research, either in the
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same way or more correctly than prior to the research; 9% (n=3) claimed that those future
tenses were new to them and they needed more practice, and they might use them in the
future; 9% (n=3) indicated that they only used “simple” future forms (e.g. the Future
Simple and Be going to), and several students believed that particular future tenses were
long (e.g. the Future Perfect Continuous) and difficult for them; 9% (n=3) explained in
their responses that they had not participated in the sufficient number of the sessions to be
able to use future tenses in spoken English; 6% (n=2) claimed that they would only use
future tenses in written form, not in spoken form. 25% (n=9) provided other reasons for

their responses as quoted below:

> “This research helped me with recognising future tenses in cases and now it is
easier and more clear for me.”

» “In spoken English there are used only few tenses such as present simple,
continuous, present perfect, past tenses and future like future simple or future
continuous.”

> “When I'm speaking | don't thing a lot about tenses so | use the easy ones (even
if it's not correct, | know).”

> “l can't remember them.”

> “Because | did not bring anything positive from this research.”

52% of all respondents (n=37) checked the “Yes” response and provided the concrete
examples of future tenses they believe they started using more in spoken English since
their participation in the research. 37 students provided the total of sixty responses, i.e.
most of the students provided more than one response. The research participants indicated
that they started using the following future tenses in spoken English, or they would be
using them more in the future as a result of the research: the Future Continuous (34%,
n=20 answers out of 37), the Future Perfect Continuous (20%, n=12), the Future Perfect
Simple (18%, n=11), the Future Simple (15%, n=9), Be going to (8%, n=5) and the Present

Continuous (5%, n=3).

The second page of the Future Tenses Questionnaire dealt with preferences of the research
participants for the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching and learning English

grammar. At the end of the page the students were given an opportunity to provide further
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comments about either the research or the deductive and inductive approaches to teaching

grammar.

Question 6 of the questionnaire aimed at gathering statistical information about the
number of students who had been taught either deductively or inductively in both winter
and summer terms of 2013/2014. Prior to meeting the students, the author had prepared a
list of the sessions each students had attended in both terms. The author approached each
student individually during the questionnaire completion and instructed them which
approach to check on the questionnaire handouts for each term. The results of this question
were as follows:

Winter term 2013/2014

71 responses were provided by all students: 67% (n=48) of students took part in the

deductive approach?, 28% (n=20) took part in the inductive approach, 4% (n=3) of
students did not take part in that session of the research, and one student (1%) checked
both, deductive and inductive approaches, in error.

Summer term 2013/2014

51% (n=36 out of 70 students) took part in the deductive approach, 43% (n=30) took part

in the inductive approach, and 6% (n=4) of students did not take part in the summer term
of the research.

Attendance of the research in both winter and summer terms 2013/2014 was the following:

s 39% (n=27) of students took part in both approaches: 9 students took part in the
inductive approach in the winter term and the deductive approach in the summer
term, and 18 students participated in the deductive approach in the winter term and
the inductive approach in the summer term;

s 39% (n=27) took part in the deductive approach in both terms;

% 6% (n=10) students took part in the inductive approach in both terms;

s 3% (n=2) of students did not participate in any part of this research;

s 3% (n=2) of students participated in one term only.

The reason why 45% of the respondents (i.e. 39% in the deductive approach, and 6% in the
inductive approach) took part in the same approach in each of the terms, was due to the

2 This high amount of students who took part in the deductive approach in winter term 2013/2014 could be
explained by the fact that three groups of students took part in the deductive approach (the total number of
students in all three groups was 76), while only two groups of students took part in the inductive approach
(39 students in total) in the winter term of 2013/2014.
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fact that the composition of groups changed in the summer term (i.e. the groups in the
summer term were mixed and they were comprised of the students who had participated in

either of the approaches in the winter term).

Question 7 of the questionnaire aimed at finding out which approach was most often
used by the lecturers who taught grammar to the research participants. This question was
not restricted to the lecturers of any specific subject but from the students® responses; it
was understandable that they evaluated the approaches of teaching grammar imployed by
both of their lecturers of Practical Eglish. 50% of the students (n=35) claimed their
lecturers used the deductive approach to teach grammar to them, 26% (n=18) stated that
mostly the inductive approach was employed, and 24% (n=15) believed that their lecturers
used both methods equally.
51% (n=36) of all students chose to provide further comments about this question. 39%
(n=14 out of 36 students) who provided their comments expressed their disappointment
that one of their lecturers of Practical Language did not discuss any new grammar with
them and many of the students felt frustrated because of that. Their comments were as
follows:
» “l have only one grammar teacher and he explains hardly anything to us, we have
to study at home from a textbook.”
» “... we do not learn grammar in lessons, we just check the answers to exercises, so
the inductive approach is not used too.”
» “l think we don't learn here grammar...”
» “But we haven't learnt many new grammatical rule with our teacher, he explain us
something only if we don't know, but new grammar we haven't done yet.”

» “Our teacher doesn't explain grammar to us at all.”

Y

“I think my lecturer do not use no approach.”
> “no grammar is explained. It is supposed we already know it.”

Two students specifically reported that this research was their first opportunity to learn
new grammar during academic year 2013/2014. They provided the following comments:
> “l have to say that we don't grammar here so | can't answer this question. Only this
research helped me and improved my english.”
» *“... And actually you was the first person on this university who explained

grammar. Nobody don't explain grammar to us.”
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Students further indicated other reflective comments. As far as the inductive approach to
teaching and learning grammar is concerned, one respondent claimed that “Inductive
approach is not much common”, another student, on the other hand, believed that the
inductive approach “is more useful in a real situations, communications and so on.” One of
the research participants expressed the opinion that the inductive approach should be given
preference in university education: “l think that at university this is a standart of
education.” Other students, who expressed their preferences in favour of the deductive
approach, mentioned that it was easier to understand grammar for them when it was taught
deductively. Two students looked at the deductive approach from the point of view of the
lecturer. One of the research respondents believed that “... it more comfortable for the
teacher to use deductive approach.” Another respondent expressed a very similar point of
view: “Each of our teacher teach us differently. More teachers teach us in deductive way

because is shorter process.”

Question 8 of the questionnaire dealt with our research question 4. In this question the
students were requested to indicate which approach to learning grammar, deductive or
inductive, they preferred, and to provide the reasons behind their preferences as well as the
advantages and disadvantages of each approach.

It was decided not to include the response options “l have no preference” and “Both
approaches are important” into the questionnaire. The author’s concern was that the
majority of the research respondents would opt to check those easier options instead of
considering their preferences and the reasons behind them, but the author wanted to
encourage the students to think about their learning preferences and to share the reasons
behind them.

The total number of 71 responses was provided by 70 research respondents. One student
checked both options and provided the explanation that “both are important for theory and
after for a practical language.” 69% of all responses (n=49) were expressed in favour of
the deductive approach, where 31% of all responses (n=22) were expressed in support of

the inductive approach.
The advantages and disadvantages of each approach as seen by the research participants

will be presented next. The responses concerning the advantages and disadvantages of each

approach provided to questions 8 and 9 were analysed and further divided into categories.
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10.4.1 The advantages of the deductive approach

The research respondents used a number of adjectives in favour of the deductive approach:
faster, easier, clearer, easier to remember, more pleasant, easily understandable, more

obvious, more practical, more natural, and more useful.
A total number of 65 responses concerning the advantages of the deductive approach to
both questions 8 and 9 were provided by the research respondents. The responses were

classified into several categories, and are presented in Chart 3:

The advantages of the deductive approach
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Chart 3: The advantages of the deductive approach

s+ 28% of all respondents (n=18) reported they preferred the deductive approach because
it was easier to learn, understand and remember grammar with it, and they further
provided the following comments:

» “I think that when the lecturer explains the rule, it's easier to remember how to use
the grammar and the students are able to use it correctly even in the cases which
they didn't use before.”

» “I prefer deductive approach because it's easier to me to learn it. | know how to use
the grammar right from the beginning and | can practise it without doing mistakes

when guesing when it will be used.”
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> “Itis easier way to learn new grammar. For me it is better when | first see how
should I use the grammar and then examples.”

» “ltis clearer from the beginning and more pleasant than doing something nobody
knows anything about.”

» “The teacher clearly explain a grammatical rule on examples and there aren't any
pointless information.”

» “Deductive approach sounds more clear to me. Firstly I like to get information

about rules and use, and then examples and practising. ”

14% of research participants (n=9) reported it was merely their personal preference to

see the grammatical rule and the examples first when learning new grammar. Their

opinions were supported by the following comments:

> “because | need explain the grammatical rule, in my opinion it is more useful to
learn the rule a then try some exercises.”

> “The teacher clearly explain a grammatical rule on examples and there aren't any
pointless information.”

> “For me is better to know a grammatical rule first.”

> “It's good for me to first see the rule, then think about it and after that see some

examples.”

12% of research participants (n=8) claimed that English grammar was clearer to them
when grammatical rules were presented first. This response was similar to the previous
point, however, the only difference was the emphasis on the adjective clearer, while in
the previous point the students merely stated their preference without giving further
comments as to what knowledge or assumption their preference was based. The

students further provided the following comments:

» “ltis clearer from the beginning and more pleasant than doing something nobody
knows anything about.”

> “Deductive approach sounds more clear to me. Firstly I like to get information
about rules and use, and then examples and practising.”

> “First, | prefer to see a grammatical rule, why should I use it and then the

examples. | think it's more clear to me then.”
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8% of research participants (n=5) believed this approach was faster, more natural and

more practical for learning new grammar. Their comments were as follows:

> “1 use this approach longer and it's natural to use it for me.”
> “Because it is faster. And students know the rule from the start and can work with
it.”

» *“faster way to learn something”

6% of research participants (n=4) stated they preferred structure and logical

arrangement in grammar:

> “l prefer sustem and rules and | prefer when someone explain it to me first,
because sometimes | cannot see the system or rules or at examples.”

> “Because | like when the lesson is logically arranged, when | know what to do.”

> “because I know how grammar "looks like" and | can use it later. It is better to me

for future understanding.”

6% of research participants (n=4) showed no particular preference and stated that both

of the approaches were important to them:

> “I think that both of these can work for me. It depends what does the teacher prefer.
I always accommodate to approach, that is used. It's better for learning at school.”

» “I think both of these approaches are useful and good for teaching. ”

3% of research participants (n=2) believed the advantage of the deductive approach

was that the learners made less mistakes with it:

» “The forms of the grammar category is fixed — students do less mistakes in forms.”

23% of research participants (n=15) provided other responses, and they further
provided the following comments:

> “It is better to use at primary school, where children is not ready to use inductive

approach.”
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» “Since | have started learning different language, teachers always did the
deductive approach.”
> “In school, it is important for finishing the studies and maybe in a written forms we

need to learn it. ”

10.4.2 The disadvantages of the deductive approach

The total number of 57 responses about the disadvantages of the deductive approach was
collected from the students in questions 8 and 9. Their responses were further classified
into several categories presented in Chart 4:

The disadvantages of the deductive approach
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Chart 4: The disadvantages of the deductive approach

The results provided in Chart 4 revealed that:

s 21% of the research respondents (n=12) reported they could not see any disadvantages
in the deductive approach,

s 19% (n=11) believed that learners were not required to think as much and did not have
as much space to express their own opinion with this approach, and they provided the

following comments:

» “You don't have to think about it at all, only listen to the teacher and understand
it.”
» *“Yes. You don't have to think so much as in the second approach (inductive). The

instructions are just givin to you and you only have to learn (or drill) them.”
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» “Students are not use to thinking on their own.”

14% (n=8) believed that learners could easily forget grammatical rules if they did not

figure them out by themselves. Their comments were as follows:

> “maybe that the rules aren't from my head - so | can forget easily.”
> “It's easier learn unductive approach, so the students may easily forget the rules.”
> “Yes, it has. If I can't find rules yourself, I can learn it harder. What | will find

yourself, that | don't forget easily.”

11% (n=6) claimed that the deductive approach was boring, rigid and not practical, and

further explained their opinions:

» “Itis not so practical such as inductive approach.”
> “Itis not fun, just boring teaching, no cooperation.”

> “Itis quite boring, when the teacher explains some grammatical rules to us.”

5% (n=3) believed that the deductive approach did not help foreign language learners

in real situations, and further provided the following comments:

> “In my opinion it has one. After explaining the structure, teacher provides
examples. Some students learn those examples and they cannot aply the rule on the
different situations.”

» “Itis hard to imagine the situation where it is used when learning the grammar
rules.”

» “Itis not so important like inductive approach which helps us in a real situations.”

4% (n=2) claimed that the grammatical rules did not always work because they had
exceptions and it was a disadvantage of the deductive approach, and their comments
were as follows:

» “The rules don't have to work every time, there may be an exception — it can

confuse students.”
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» “Sometimes it turns into teachers monolog and a drill wich is bad. People don't
understand the rule sometimes and when they encounter exception, they are
trapped.”

% 26% (n=15) provided other responses, mostly merely restating their preferences.
Instead of providing the disadvantages of the deductive approach, four students rather

provided the following advantages of the deductive approach:

» 1 don't think so, or maybe that we don't have enough space to express our opinion.
But then we don't make mistakes, so that isn't disadvantage at the end.*

» ,Maybe students are so "productive” at the beginning, but at least there are less
mistakes and confusion.”

» ,When the rule is very complicated, sometimes it is understood when an example is
given.*

» ,,Sometimes when you hear or read examples you just understand better.*

10.4.3 The advantages of the inductive approach

The research respondents used the following adjectives in support of the inductive
approach: helpful, practical, more interesting for me, easier to understand grammar, easier
to remember grammar, useful, and more personal. The students provided the total number
of 62 responses to the question about the advantages of the inductive approach, which were

further classified into several categories:

The advantages of the inductive approach
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Chart 5: The advantages of the inductive approach
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The results presented in Chart 5 revealed that:

s 29% of the research respondents (n=18) reported that with the inductive approach
language learners remembered and understood grammar easier because they could
figure it out by themselves, and they further provided the following comments to

support their opinion:

» “lIt is easier to understand the grammar when students see the examples first —
they can imagine how it works.”

> “l can easily remember practising the examples. It's easier to thing about
examples and then decide which grammatical rule that is. Easier to remember
for longer time.”

> “When you have to fugure out by yourself, you remember it more.”

> “Yes, it has. What | will find yourself, that | don't forget easily.”

» “Yeas, for example students must find out the grammatical rule, so they can

remember it easily, because they find it out on their own.”

+«» the same amount of students, 29% (n=18), reported that this approach forced foreign

language learners to think more about grammar and as a result they learnt more:

> “You can see the examples in front of you and you have to decide your self.
That's good because this is why you go to school. To learn and to know where
are you mistakes. The deductive is also good but I prefer inductive approach.”

> “I like both of these approaches, however, I prefer to use an inductive approach
because we have to think about tenses and grammar more and in this way we
can learn more.”

> “I prefer to be able to figure staff out and learn from my mistakes.”

> “because students must think and find out what the rule is and that's for them

more than just learn it and forget it.”
s 6% (=4) could not see advantages of this approach,
% 5% (n=3) believed that the inductive approach was more helpful, demanding,

independent, and interesting than the deductive approach, and they further provided

their comments:
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> “l prefer INDUCTIVE because it is helpful for me more than deductive
approach.”
> “maybe, it is more independent and demanding”

> “It is more interesting for me”

% 31% (n=19) provided other responses as follows:
» “I prefer an inductive form. When | try to explain English grammar to my friends I
often use an inductive approach.”
» .1 don't mind any of those approaches, I guess I am just more used to be taught by
the first one. Depends on the teacher and the way he/she communicates with the
class and explains the grammar.*

» . Sure, for somebody this approach can work better.*

10.4.4 The disadvantages of the inductive approach
The research respondents provided 60 responses regarding the disadvantages of the

inductive approach, which were further classified into several categories:

The disadvanatges of the inductive approach
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Chart 6: The disadvantages of the inductive approach

The results presented in Chart 6 revealed that:

s 27% of the research respondents (n=16) considered it to be difficult for language

learners to understand grammar and find out a grammatical rule by themselves with
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this approach, and they further provided the following comments to support their
point of view:
> “ltis better for me if I listen explanation of grammar. I keep it longer in my
brain and if I must decide what grammatical rule is it I usually don't know.”
» “Itis more difficult to me to make an overview of the rules. Then people can
get upset and frustrated when they don't understand it from the examples at
first.”
» “l rather have to see written rules so | can work with them directly.”
» “Because for me this approach is harder and it is possible that I won't
know, how use this grammatical phenome.”

» “Because | don't understand these examples without the rule.”

s 23% (n=14) considered the inductive approach to be confusing, difficult, and not
effective, and they provided the following comments:

» “I think that it can be confusing for somebody. You give an example or more
examples and when you don't know the grammar you are lost and some
students can lose motivation.”

» “Its not as effective as deductive approach in my age and level of my
english.”

> “ltis not so effective for me. | don't remember a lot.”

s 15% (n=9) claimed they could not see any disadvantages of this approach,

% 7% (n=4) claimed that learners could make mistakes and learn wrong grammar
with the inductive approach:
> “We don't have got enough theoretical information and we could do a lot of
mistakes probably.”
> “because | can do many mistakes in exercises and | may think that it is
correct solution — so [ remember wrong grammar.”
» “Because | study on my own (because the examples by teacher) | can learn
my self mistakes so is better to say rules.”
% 5% (n=3) considered this approach to be time consuming:
> “it takes so much time that it might be no time for other things, so the

teacher can be stressed and skip some other important things.”
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> “l think it is too slow untill you get the rules. The time can be used for more

practising.”

s 23% (n=14) provided other responses, mostly merely restating their own

preferences or providing other comments:
» “Simply it doesn't suit me -for me is easier to use deductive approach.”
> “I think that for me the Deductive approach works better than the Inductive
approach.”
» “l don't prefer this approach at school.”
» It may be hard for children at primary school.*

» ,Itis not used very often at school.”

In question 10 of the questionnaire the research participants were given room for their

comments either about the research or about the inductive and deductive approaches to

learning and teaching English grammar. 70 comments were provided by the research

respondents, which can be further divided into several categories:

s 54% of all respondents (n=38) expressed their further comments about the research

itself and its usefulness to them:

>

vV V V V

“This research have been very useful to me. | really liked it. I have learnt many new
rules. Before this research | was a little bit confused but now I could recognise
these tenses easily.”

“I have to thank you for a very useful lessons. | learned a lot of new things about
the future tenses/times. Good luck in next studies/researches.”

“I think this visits were very usefull and | can more this lesons in our university.”
“This research reached my knowledges and improved my English skills.”

“I'm happy that I could take part in this course.”

“It is a good experience. | learn something more about English future. It was a
good time to spend this lecture.”

“due to this research I know more about future tenses and | am sure by myself when
| use it.”

“This research has been, in my opinion, very useful. There are many rules about the

future tenses | didn't know before, but now | do.”

Another student encouraged the author to extend the research to other tenses:
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> “I think it was a great research and | would like to encourage the researcher to
make like thiss all the English tenses.”

However, two of the students who chose to provide further comments about the research,
expressed points of criticism about the research by saying that it was too fast for them and
dull at times:

> “Research is good for information but its too fast.”

> “It was kind of dull sometimes, which is really unmotivating. But good luck

anyway.”

Three students compared this research with their regular lessons of Practical English:

» “Finally something useful. Not just filling the textbook exercises without any
explanation or comments. Many students learned about the future forms and are
able to use them (perhaps better than past forms).”

» “It was very fine and better than what we are doing in the class normally!”

> “I like this research a lot and | would be grateful if teacher who is teaching us now

would use these methods of teaching too. We actually don't know anything new.”

Several of the research participants expressed their comments about the materials that we
provided to them during the research:
» “Thank you, your papers with grammatical rules are well compiled and I think it
will very useful for me in the future.”
» “During the research | really liked the way of explaining and the materials which

were giving to us. It was big help for revision of future tensis. Thank you for that!”

Two students commented on the technique of using the same exercises and tests before and
after the explanation of grammatical rules. Both of them believed that it was a useful
technique:
> “I liked the page where you explained to us what is what and when do we use it. It
was also effective when you gave us the same test again and again.”
» “I think, your way was really good for teaching. When we have to write test two
times (the same) is new and creative method. We can see when we had mistake and

then we have it right.”

However, another student believed it was of no specific use for him/her:
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> “Because we filled the exercises several times in a row, | think there was no point
at explaining rules and filling the xercises again. Personally, | remembered how |
had filled it for the first time and filled the exercises the same way (without thinking

about the rules) because | sounded "correct™ to me.”

s 39% of the respondents expressed their further comments and opinions about learning

grammar deductively and inductively.

A number of students correctly pointed out that a combination of both methods should be
used when teaching or learning English grammar because both approaches have their
advantages and disadvantages and the preferences for these approaches are individual. The

students further provided the following comments to confirm their points of view:

» “I think both methods have its pros and cons, so maybe a combination of the two
approaches would be useful.”

» “I think teachers should use both types of approaches because they are teaching
many students and not everybody will prefer the same type of approach. It depends
on their attitude.”

» *“good luck with this research. One problem of deductive and inductive teaching in
that, people are different and everyone has different learning method.”

» “In my opinion, the best way is to change and combine these approaches.”

» “Although I prefer deductive approach I think both are good and I learned with it a
lot.”

» “I think lecturer or teacher should use both methods.”

> “combinations of both is best”

Two students chose to provided further comments about the reasons why they preferred the
deductive approach:

» “I think some people can get upset when they don't know the answers at first. If they
learn the rules before using them in examples, people are more confident about the
answers.”

» “Yes, maybe for someone it is better to see the examples first and maybe for

someone it is better when he/she can figure out by yourself. But not for me!”
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Two other students provided the reason they preferred the inductive approach by claiming
that this approach involved more cooperation with students and that is it a better way to
teach grammar at a university:
» “No, | personally prefer inductive approach. I like cooperating with students. It's
more personal.”
> “Itis one of the better way, how to teach grammar at university. On the other hand

time to time deductive approach is necessary to explain something.”

% 7% of the students (n=3) provided other comments. Two of the students stated that they
had no further comments and another student expressed gratitude to one of their
lecturers of Practical English for her lessons and said he/she would like to teach like

that lecturer one day. That comment was passed on to the lecturer involved.

10.5 Discussion of the results

The results acquired from question 8 and 9 of the post study questionnaire require further
discussion. The findings showed greater preference of the research participants’ for one of
the approaches: 69% (n=49) of students preferred the deductive approach, while 31% of all
responses (n=22) showed preference for the inductive approach. Those findings correspond
to the findings of previous related research studies by Vogel et al. (2011) and Jean and
Simard (2013). However, these scholars contradicted the author’s assumption, who
believed that the majority of the research respondents would express their preference for
the inductive approach. Those assumptions were based on several considerations. The
students of English Philology have substantial knowledge of English grammar and
grammatical rules, and being students of English Philology and future teachers of English,
they continuously engage with English grammar and its rules. Therefore, the author
believed that the research participants would prefer the inductive approach because the
process of discovery of new grammatical structures and rules, playing with the language,
working out its rules, would prove more satisfying if the students worked out these rules

for themselves.

One of the reasons for the findings in this research could lie in the participation of the
students in the research in both terms: 39% of all students who completed the Future
Tenses Questionnaire were taught deductively in both the winter and summer terms of

2013/14. It was due to the fact that there were 3 deductive groups (76 students in total) and
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2 inductive groups (39 students in total) in the winter term. Moreover, the composition of
groups changed in the summer semester, so in the new groups in the summer term there
were students who had previously attended the deductive or inductive groups in the same
group in the summer semester, which meant that some students experienced one of the
approaches twice. However, based on the students’ comments concerning their preferences
it can be speculated that the students’ preferences were mostly based on their previous
experience of learning English and also on their particular learning styles. Students
claimed they needed to see grammatical rules and needed grammar to be explained to them
prior to doing exercises. Students who preferred the inductive approach appreciated the
process of grammar rule discovery, which made them feel more involved in the learning
process, and provided them with an opportunity to express their own opinion and
judgement. Students further acknowledged the fact that both approaches must be used in
the teaching process, because language learners are different, they have different personal
preferences, and for these reasons they can benefit from both approaches.

10.6 Conclusion

In general the students considered the research to be useful for them and a source of new
knowledge about future forms. In question 3 of the post study questionnaire, 89% (n=62)
of all respondents considered the research to be useful to them mainly because they had an
opportunity to either revise their previous knowledge or to learn new information about
future tenses, while 11% (n=8) of all respondents believed the research was not of any

practical benefit for them.

The findings will be further discussed according to the research questions.

10.6.1 Research question 1
Research question 1 was related to question 4 of the post study questionnaire. 14% of the

research participants (n=10) claimed they had not learnt any new information about future
tenses in the course of the research, while 86% (n=60) stated they had learnt new
information about future tenses. Those 86% (n=60) of students provided the total of 76
responses (i.e. several students provided more than one response): 32% (24 out of 78
responses) related to the Future Perfect Continuous, 30% (23 out of 78 responses) related
to the Future Perfect Simple, 14% (n=11) of provided responses were about the Future

Continuous, and 24% of other answers. The reasons for the results could lie in the novelty
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of those tenses to the students and in the infrequent use of those tenses, especially of the
Future Perfect Continuous, in spoken English.

10.6.2 Research question 2
Research question 2 was related to question 5 of the post study questionnaire. 52% (n=37)

stated they had started using future tenses in spoken English as a result of the research, and
they provided the following answers: the Future Perfect Continuous (34%, n=20), the
Future Perfect Simple (18%, n=11), the Future Simple (15%, n=9), Be going to (8%, n=5)
and the Present Continuous (5%, n=3). 48% (n=34) claimed they did not start using future
tenses in the course of the research. 21% (n=7) of 34 students claimed it was due to the fact
they did not have many opportunities to speak English; 21% (n=7) of students had been
using future tenses prior to this research; 9% (n=3) claimed they required further practice
but they might use them in the future; 9% (n=3) indicated that they only used “simple”
future forms (e.g. the Future Simple and Be going to); 9% (n=3) did not participated in the
sufficient number of the sessions of the research; 6% (n=2) claimed that they would only
use future tenses in written form, and 26% (n=9) provided other reasons for their

responses.

10.6.3 Research questions 3&4
69% (n=49) of students showed a preference for the deductive approach, while 31% of all

responses (n=22) preferred the inductive approach. It was apparent from the explanations
and comments provided by the students about their choices that their preferences were
mostly influenced by their past experiences of learning English grammar and their own
learning preferences and learning styles.

The students were further requested to provide the reasons for their preferences. The top
two advantages of the deductive approach provided by the students were: ‘it is easier to
learn, understand and remember grammar with this approach’; and ‘English grammar is
clearer to language learners when grammatical rules and examples are presented to them
first’. The research participants further named several disadvantages of the deductive
approach. In their opinions, the deductive approach does not encourage students enough to
think for themselves about grammar, and grammatical rules can be consequently forgotten
rather quickly if learners do not figure them out using their own powers of reason.
According to the research participants, the main advantage of the inductive approach is that
language learners can remember, learn and understand grammar easier when they have to

put effort into finding out grammatical rules by themselves. On the other hand, some
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research participants believe that it may be sometimes difficult for language learners to
figure out new grammar by themselves, and thus they may get confused and learn the
grammar incorrectly. However, students acknowledged that both approaches must be used
in the learning process, as both of them have positive features, and language learners can

benefit from both of them.
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11 CONCLUSION

This thesis dealt with teaching seven future forms: the Future Simple, Be going to, the
Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a future reference, the Future Continuous,
the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous to students of English
Philology. The main focus was on the correct application of those future forms in exercises
that illustrate the rules of their usage, as it is essential for future teachers of English to
know when to use a particular future form and to be able to explain its rules of usage to
their students.

At the beginning of the study it was necessary to examine which areas of knowledge
concerning future tenses required revision, improvement and further practice. The results
revealed that the success rate of the Present Continuous in the pre-test of Session 1 given in
the winter term was 44%, and the success rate of Be going to was 53% (see Table 4), while
the results for the other two future tenses included in the pre-test were significantly higher:
67% for the Future Simple and 70% for the Present Simple (see Table 4). Thus, the
students’ knowledge of Be going to and the Present Continuous with a future reference
required further revision and discussion. Session 4 of the summer term revealed the
participants’ knowledge of the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the
Future Perfect Continuous was unsatisfactory and required significant improvement. Out
of those three tenses, the students proved to have the best knowledge of the Future
Continuous (34% success rate in the pre-test), 20% for the Future Perfect Simple, and mere
9% for the Future Perfect Continuous (see Table 18 for all tenses). This means that the
Future Perfect Continuous was a new tense for 91% of all students in the pre-test. The
results for the Future Continuous and the Future Perfect Simple were low, despite the fact
that the respondents discussed and practised those two tenses with their regular lecturers of

Practical English in the winter term.

The participants further revealed a rather low knowledge of the rules of usage for future
tenses. Task 3 of the pre-test in Session 1 showed that only 47% of all students knew the
rules of use for the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present
Simple with a future reference (see Table 3). Out of all the tenses, 82% of all students
knew the rules of use of Be going to and 56% knew the rules of use for the Future Simple

(see Table 3). 23% of the answers for the Present Simple with a future reference were
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correct, while 60% of answers were incorrect. 67% of those incorrect answers related to
‘daily routines’, a rule of use for the Present Simple to refer to the present but not to the
future (see comments under Table 3). As far as the Present Continuous with a future
reference is concerned, only 26% of the students stated that this tense is used to express
‘arrangement’, while 54% indicated that the Present Continuous is used to speak about
activities happening at the present moment (see the comments under Table 3). This
meaning is correct for the Present Continuous in the present but not with a reference to the
future. Those results for the Present Simple and the Present Continuous indicated that the
students were mostly familiar with the rules of their usage with reference to the present.
As far as the three other tenses were concerned, 34% of participants were familiar with the
rules of use for the Future Continuous, 25% of the Future Perfect Simple, and 16% of the
Future Perfect Continuous (see Table 17 for all tenses). The total success rate for all tenses
was 25% (see Table 17).

The results of the pre-test in Session 1 (see Table 4) revealed that the participants in both
groups, deductive and inductive, entered the research with almost the same level of
knowledge for the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Continuous and the Present
Simple with a reference to the future, with a mere difference of 2% in favour of the
deductive groups (65% vs. 63% in the inductive groups, see Table 11). The immediate
post-test showed a difference of the same 2% in favour of the deductive groups (80% vs.
78% in the inductive groups, see Table 11). This finding means that the deductive
approach proved to be more effective for teaching the Future Simple, Be going to, the
Present Continuous and the Present Simple with a reference to the future. The explanation
can be found in the results of the inductive handout, which only the inductive groups had
to complete (Appendix 8). In this handout the students had to read the examples for each
meaning/rule of the four future forms and then write their own sentences to express the
same meaning. The result proved to be rather high: 69% of students provided correct
sentences of their own (see Table 5). It seemed that the inductive handout proved to be
rather good practice for the students in the inductive groups. The examples either helped
them to learn new information about the four future tenses, or the examples reinforced the
students” previous knowledge of the four future forms and possibly stimulated their

language intuition.

183



The comparison of the pre-test, post-test and revision test results for all students revealed
that the success rate for all the tenses (the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present
Continuous and the Present Simple) increased by 16% (from 64% in the pre-test to 80% in
the post, see Table 12). However, it decreased by 5% between the post-test and the revision
test (from 80% to 75%, see Table 12). The results can be explained as follows. While the
pre-test and the post-test consisted of the same exercises, the post-test contained different
exercises. It was also longer (20 sentences that required an answer in the pre-test/post-test
vs. 29 in the revision test), and it was more complex (the students had to put the verb
forms in the correct future tense to identify the future meaning expressed by each verb
form and to state the tense names in Exercise 1). Therefore, the students had to focus on
several aspects of the revision test during a time limit. There is one additional possible
explanation for this result. The total result of the Present Simple decreased significantly
from 70% for all students in the pre-test and 88% in the post-test to 46% in the revision test
(see Table 12), which significantly lowered the total result of the revision test. For this
reason the post-test revealed a very high result of 88% for the Present Simple, but it was
decided to include only two usages of the Present Simple in the revision test. This was
done in order for the students to practise the forms and the rules they still experienced
problems with. One of those two instances of usage for the Present Simple was the

question (“When (the match/finish?)” (exercise 1, sentence 2, see Appendix

16A). 44% (n=25) of all students, who participated in the revision test, answered this
question incorrectly. 21% (n=12) of those 25 students answered with an incorrect tense,
another 23% of all students (n=13) failed to produce the correct question form of the

Present Simple. They gave incorrect answers such as (“the match finishes”, “does the

match finished”, “the match finishs”). This result was not anticipated, and it consequently

influenced the total result for the Present Simple in the revision test.

The results of the pre-test in Session 4 (see Table 18) revealed that the participants in both
groups entered the research with almost the same level of knowledge for the Future
Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous with a mere
difference of 1% in favour of the inductive groups (28% vs. 27% in the deductive groups,
see Table 18). The immediate post-test showed a difference of 8% in favour of the
deductive groups (65% vs. 57% in the inductive groups, see Table 20). This finding means
that the deductive approach proved to be more effective for teaching the Future

Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple and the Future Perfect Continuous. The explanation
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for these results could lie in the research procedure. The students in the deductive groups
could consult the handout with grammatical rules while working on the post-test, whereas
the inductive groups did not have any rules in front of them. Those three tenses proved to
be new information for most of the students. Therefore, the students in the inductive
groups could not rely on their previous knowledge of those tenses as it probably happened
with the Future Simple, Be going to, the Present Simple and the Present Continuous (see
the explanation above). However, a difference of 8% (see Table 20 and Table 25) is not
overly significant. The reason for this could be in the result of the inductive handout, in
which 62% of all students composed correct sentences of their own for all three tenses (see
Table 19). The inductive handout probably served as good practice for the students and

helped them understand the difference between the tenses.

The comparison of the pre-test, post-test and revision test results for all students revealed
that the success rate for all tenses (the Future Continuous, the Future Perfect Simple, and
the Future Perfect Continuous) increased by 56% (from 27% in the pre-test to 83% in the
revision test, see Table 26). The results show an increase in the students’ knowledge
between the pre-test and the post-test for all tenses: from 34% in the pre-test to 84% in the
revision test for the Future Continuous, from 20% in the pre-test to 73% in the revision test
for the Future Perfect Simple, and from 9% in the pre-test to 80% in the revision test for
the Future Perfect Continuous (see Table 26 for all tenses). Interestingly, the total result for
the Future Perfect Continuous was higher than the result for the Future Perfect Simple (it
was always vice versa in the previous tests). It could be explained by the fact that some
students tended to overuse the Future Perfect Continuous in the sentences where the Future
Perfect Simple was required. The reason could lie in the fact that the Future Perfect
Continuous was a new tense, and the students tended to experiment with it and to overuse
it. The results in general show that the students increased their knowledge of all three
tenses significantly during the research.

The findings described above are consistent with the findings of Erlam (2003, p. 243),
Robinson (1996, pp. 27-77) and Seliger (1975, pp. 1-18), who also detected an advantage
in the deductive approach according to their studies. However, the results in this study
contradict the results of Herron and Tomasello (1992, p. 713), Vogel et al. (2011, p. 366),
who uncovered an advantage for the inductive approach. Rosa and O’Neil (1999, pp. 511-
556), and Abraham (1985, pp. 689-702, as cited in Erlam, 2003, p. 243) revealed no
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significant difference between the two approaches. Shaffer (1989, p. 399) also detected no
significant difference between the two approaches, but her study revealed a trend in favour

of the inductive approach.

During the last two sessions, the qualitative part of the research was carried out. Its main
instrument was the Future Tenses Questionnaire. It had two objectives: 1) to investigate the
usefulness of the study to the participants, and 2) to examine their preferences for either of
the approaches to teaching and learning grammar: deductive or inductive. The

guestionnaire was completed by 70 students.

As far as the usefulness of the study to the participants is concerned, in Question 3 of the
Questionnaire, 11% (n=8) of students believed they did not benefit from the study in any
way. Five students out of eight stated they had not attended enough sessions of the research
to consider it useful for them, and three students claimed that they did not learn anything
they had not known prior to the research. The remaining 89% (n=62) of all respondents
considered the research to be useful to them and they marked all the “Yes’ responses
associated with Question 3 that applied to them (i.e. any student could check more than
one answer), and as a result, there was total number of 107 answers checked by 62
students. 44% (n=47 out of 107 answers) of responses indicated: “Yes. | have learnt a lot
of new information about the future tenses.”; 33% (n=35 out of 107) indicated: “Yes. I
have revised my previous knowledge of the future tenses.”; and 23% (n=25) of the answers

stated: “Yes and I now use various future forms more when | speak English.”

In Question 5 of the Questionnaire the participants were asked whether they started using the future
forms in spoken English more as a result of the study. 48% of all respondents (n=34) stated
they did not start using the future forms more. 21% (n=7) of those 34 students claimed that
they did not have many opportunities to speak English; 21% (n=7) stated that they had
been using future tenses prior to this research, and they continued using them after the
research, either in the same way or more correctly than prior to the research; 9% (n=3)
claimed that those future tenses were new to them and they needed more practice, and they
might use them in the future. 49% gave other answers. 52% (n=37) believed they started
using future tenses in spoken English more since their participation in the research. 37
students returned a total of sixty responses, i.e. most of the students provided more than
one response. The research participants indicated that they started using the following

future tenses in spoken English: the Future Continuous (34%, n=20), the Future Perfect
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Continuous (20%, n=12), the Future Perfect Simple (18%, n=11), the Future Simple (15%,
n=9), Be going to (8%, n=5) and the Present Continuous (5%, n=3). One student checked

both “Yes” and “No” responses to this question.

In Questions 8&9 of the Future Tenses Questionnaire, the students had to state their
preference for one of the approaches and to consider its advantages and disadvantages. The
common results of Questions 8&9 revealed that 69% of all responses (n=49) preferred the
deductive approach, while 31% (n=22) had a preference for the inductive approach. These
findings are consistent with the results of the research conducted by Vogel et al. (2011, pp.
353-380), and Jean and Simard (2013, pp. 1023-1042). Their participants also revealed a

preference for the deductive approach.

As far as the advantages of the deductive approach are concerned, they can be divided into
the following categories according to the students’ answers: it is easier to learn, understand
and remember grammar with deductive approach; some students need to see the
grammatical rule alongside examples when first learning new grammar. New grammar is
clearer when grammatical rules were presented first; this approach is faster, more natural
and more practical for learning new grammar, as it also ensures structure and logical
arrangement of the grammar, etc. (see Chart 3 and the comments below it). On the other
side, the disadvantages of the deductive approach are this: learners do not need to think
much and do not have much space to express their own opinion with this approach;
learners can easily forget grammatical rules if they do not figure them out for themselves;

this approach is boring, rigid and not practical, etc. (see Chart 3 and the comments below

it).

The students further expounded the advantages of the inductive approach: language
learners can remember and understand grammar easier because they figure it out for
themselves. The inductive approach forces foreign language learners to think about
grammar more comprehensively and as a result they learn more. This approach is helpful,
demanding, interesting, and promotes independence, etc. (see Chart 4 and the comments
below it). The approach was seen to have disadvantages as well: it is difficult for language
learners to understand grammar and find out grammatical rules by themselves with this
approach; it is confusing, difficult, and potentially ineffective, etc. (see Chart 4 and the

comments below it).
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A number of students correctly pointed out that a combination of both methods should be
used when teaching or learning English grammar because both approaches have their

advantages and disadvantages and the learners can benefit from both of them.

In Question 10 the students were given the option to add additional comments. 54% of all
respondents (n=38) chose to express further comments about the research and its
usefulness to them. All but two of those students appreciated the research. Some of
comments were as follows:

» “I think, your way was really good for teaching. When we have to write test two
times (the same) is new and creative method. We can see when we had mistake and
then we have it right.”

» “Finally something useful. Not just filling the textbook exercises without any
explanation or comments. Many students learned about the future forms and are
able to use them (perhaps better than past forms).”

» “l think it was a great research and | would like to encourage the researcher to
make like thiss all the English tenses.”

» “Thank you, your papers with grammatical rules are well compiled and I think it
will very useful for me in the future.”

» “During the research | really liked the way of explaining and the materials which

were giving to us. It was big help for revision of future tensis. Thank you for that!”

The answers are presented as given by students, with all their errors.

It if further necessary to mention the limitations of this study. First, there were some
limitations the author could not influence. She was not a regular lecturer of the participants
and did not know them prior to the research. The time for the research was limited as it
took place in the students’ regular lessons of English, and their syllabus was very tight.
Attendance for the lessons of Practical English was not compulsory. As a result the
composition of the class during each session was always different, i.e. there were students
who had not participated in the previous session/sessions. This problem was anticipated.
Therefore, it was decided to have the pre-test, teaching future tenses either deductively or
inductively, and the immediate post-test in one session. Out of all 136 students who
participated in the study at least once, a mere 16 students participated in all 7 sessions. It

would have been more effective to have the pre-test as a separate session, to evaluate its
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results and to schedule the teaching, deductively or inductively, and the post-test at the
next session. However, it was obvious that it would not be possible to get all the students
from the pre-test to participate in the actual teaching and the post-test. Besides, the
composition of groups changed significantly in the summer semester, and as a
consequence some students were taught the same approach twice.

The study also required a lot of writing, very often under time pressure. This methodology
was chosen because the author had limited time with the students and could not track

improvements in their speaking skills from lesson to lesson.
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12 RESUME

Uvod

Tato disertacni prace se zabyva vyukou gramatiky, pfesnéji budoucich ¢astli, se zamérenim
na studenty oboru anglistika. Jde o budouci ucitele anglického jazyka, pro které je znalost
anglické gramatiky zcela zasadni. Studenti musi nejen umét gramatické jevy pouzivat, ale
také je musi umét spravné vysvétlit. Vyzkum byl realizovan na Katedie anglického jazyka
na Fakulté piirodovédné-humanitni a pedagogické pii Technické univerzité¢ v Liberci
v obou semestrech akademického roku 2013/2014. Vyzkumu se zcastnilo celkem 136
studentil 1. ro¢niku bakaléaiského oboru Anglictina pro vzdélavani. Autorka nepattila
k regulérnim vyucujicim danych studentl, ale dochazela na jejich hodiny praktického

jazyka s cilem realizace této studie. BEhem obou semestru se uskutecnilo celkem 7 lekci.

Pro vyuku budoucich casti byly pouzity dvé metody: deduktivni a induktivni. Pfi
deduktivni metodé¢ ucitel sd€luje studentim gramatické pravidlo a piiklady jeho pouziti ve
vetach. Studenti nasledné aplikuji a procviuji novou gramatiku ve cvicenich (Harmer,
2007b, p. 203). V ramci induktivni metody ucitel nabidne studentim ptiklady pouzivani
ur¢itého gramatického jevu a studenti si musi sami odvodit pravidlo jeho fungovani

(Harmer, 2007b, p. 207).

Vyzkum byl rozdélen do dvou casti: kvantitativni a kvalitativni. Kvantitativni cast
vyzkumu probihala v zimnim a letnim semestru a méla dva hlavni cile: 1). Zopakovat a
zlepsit znalost sedmi budoucich tvari: budouci ¢as prosty, vazba be going to, pfitomny ¢as
prosty a piitomny cas prabehovy pro vyjadieni budoucnosti, budouci ¢as prubéhovy,
predbudouci ¢as prosty a predbudouci ¢as pritbé¢hovy, a také pravidla jejich pouzivani. 2).
Prozkoumat, ktera z metod pro vyuku gramatiky, deduktivni nebo induktivni, je pro vyuku

budoucich ¢ast u studentii anglistiky efektivné;si.
Kvalitativni vyzkum se uskute¢nil v letnim semestru, na konci vyzkumu. Jeho cilem bylo

zjistit prakticky pfinos vyzkumu pro studenty a zaroven prozkoumat kterou z metod

(deduktivni, induktivni) sami upfednostiuji.
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Teoreticka ¢ast

Cilem teoretické Casti prace bylo zmapovat literaturu vénovanou vyuziti induktivni 1
deduktivni metody pfi vyuce budoucich ¢ast v anglické gramatice. Dale se v teoretické
¢asti uvadi prehled existujicich studii, ve kterych se zkoumalo, kterd z metod vyuky je

efektivnéjsi, a prehled studii o preferencich studentt.

Ptehled budoucich tvari se uvadi v podkapitole 2.2. a byl zpracovan na zdkladé
nasledujicich zdroji: Meaning and the English Verb (Leech, 1971), The Cambridge
Grammar of the English Language (Huddleston and Pullum, 2002), A Comprehensive
Grammar of the English Language (Quirk et al., 1985) a Longman Grammar of Spoken
and Written English (Biber et al., 1999). Ze vSech téchto autori nabizi nejrozséhlejsi
ptehled budoucich tvarti Leech (1971). Byl proto pouzit jako zédklad pro zpracovani

celkového piehledu, ostatni zdroje poslouzily pfedevsim pii nasledném srovnavani.

Je nutné fici, ze cilem piehledu budoucich tvart v této préaci nebylo zmapovani vSech
zpusobl vyjadieni budoucnosti, ale predstaveni téch tvara (a jejich vyznamt), se kterymi
se setkali studenti v rdmci tohoto vyzkumu. Kone¢ny piehled ukazal, ze se vSichni autofi v
popisu vyznamu/pravidel pouzivani budoucich tvard vice-méné shoduji. Existuji ovSem
rozdily v pouzivané terminologii. Napiiklad pro pfitomny ¢as prubéhovy pouziva Leech
(1971, s. 61) termin “Futurate Present Progressive”, Quirk a kol. (1985, s. 215) and
Huddleston and Pullum (2002, s. 133) zvolili vyraz “the Present Progressive” a Biber a

kol. (1999, s. 470) pouzivaji termin “Progressive aspect”.

Ptehled budoucich ¢asti byl déle zpracovan podle dvou gramatik anglictiny pro ucitele
(podkapitola 2.3): Grammar for English Language Teachers (Parrott, 2000) a Teaching
English Grammar (Scrivener, 2010). Z téchto dvou autorti nabizi rozsahlejsi ptehled
vyznamil/pravidel pouzivani budoucich tvara Scrivener (2010). Zatimco Parrott (2000, s.
170) uvadi dva vyznamy pouZiti budouciho tvaru will (“NEplanované budouci d&je” a
“ptedpovédi, které se nezakladdaji na diikazu v pfitomnosti a/nebo minulosti”, Scrivener
(2010, s. 189-191) ptedklada v souvislosti s tvarem will seznam 14 pravidel pouziti (napf-.,
“jisté budouci udalosti”, zadost, slib, apod.). Oba autoii zaroven nastifiuji problémy, se
kterymi se posluchaci pfi studiu budoucich ¢asu obvykle setkdvaji. Scrivener (2010, s.
192) i Parrott (2000, s. 177) se shoduji v tom, ze obecna tendence vede k nadmérnému

pouZivani tvaru will.
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Scrivener (2010) déle nabizi ucitelim praktickd cviceni pro prezentaci a procvicovani

budoucich ¢asu.

Podkapitola 2.4 v kratkosti ptedstavuje ucebnici FCE Gold Plus coursebook (Newbrook,
Wilson & Acklam, 2004), kterou studenti pouzivali pfi vyuce v hodinach Praktického
jazyka. Tento materidl predstavuje posluchacim vSechny budouci tvary, které byly
predmétem tohoto vyzkumu, s vyjimkou pfedbudouciho ¢asu priabehového. Kapitola 4 této
ucebnice zaroven nabizi studentim Ctyfi cviCeni napomahajici lepSimu zvladnuti

problematiky budoucich ¢asti (Newbrook, Wilson & Acklam, 2004, s. 49-50).

Jelikoz se tato prace zabyva vyukou gramatiky, zkoumda v Kapitole 3 postoje autorii
ruznych (odbornych) publikaci k vyuce gramatiky. Jedni jsou pfesvédceni, Ze se gramatika
vyucovat ma (Ur, 2009, s. 4; Walter, 2012, para. 3; Hutchinson citovano v Thornbury,
2011, s. 14; Swan, 2002, s. 152). Swan (2002, s. 151) ma za to, Ze bez znalosti, které
studentim umozni vytvaret a pouzivat urCité struktury, nemohou tvofit v cizim jazyce
komplexni véty. Proto by ucitelé mé&li pe¢livé zvazovat cile a dalSi okolnosti spojené se
zamétenim svych studentl, vybirat podle toho peclivé gramatické struktury vhodné pro
vyuku a spravné je vysvétlit a procvicit. Podobny nazor zastava i Thornbury (2011), ktery
nazyva gramatiku “strojem na vyrobu vét” nabizejicim studentim prostiedky pro
“potencialné neomezenou lingvistickou aktivitu” (s. 15). Swan (2002) se dale domniva, ze
“v nékterych kulturnich prostfedich muze pfiliSnd odchylka od norem jazyka rodilych
mluv¢ich piekazet integraci a vyvolavat predsudky — ¢lovek, ktery mluvi spatne, nemusi
byt vniman seriozné nebo miize byt povazovan za nevzdélaného nebo hloupého” (s. 152).

Dalsi divody pro a proti vyuce gramatiky jsou probirany v Kapitole 3.

Druzi autofi zastavaji opacny nazor (Lewis, 1994, s. 133; Newmark, 1979, s. 165; Krashen
citovano v Thornbury, 2011, s. 14). Thornbury (2011, p. 18) fika, Ze umét gramatiku
urcitého jazyka neznamena umét jazyk. Jedna véc je naptiklad védét, ze Pujdeme dnes do
kina? (Shall we go to the cinema?) je otazka v budoucim case prostém, ale jina véc je
povédomi o tom, ze se tato otdzka pouziva pro vyjadfeni navrhu. Tato mySlenka je
podstatou komunikativni metody vyuky. Podle Larsen-Freeman & Anderson (2011, s.
115), “byt schopen komunikovat vyZaduje vice nez jen lingvistickou kompetenci; vyZzaduje

to kompetenci komunikativni.” Zastanci této metody se domnivaji, Ze studenti se nejvice
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nauci, kdyz budou zapojeni do komunikativnich aktivit, které probihaji v realném Zzivot¢.

Studenti tak znalost gramatiky ziskaji nevédomky (Thornbury, 2011, s. 18-19).

Kapitola 4 této prace se vénuje piimo deduktivni a induktivni metod¢. Nejdiive se uvadi
ptehled pouzivani kazdé z nich napfi¢ riznymi metodami vyuky angli¢tiny, od gramaticko-
ptekladové, ktera vychazela z deduktivniho pfistupu, po audio-vizudlni, kterd byla naopak
zalozena na metodé induktivni (Hammerly, 1975, s. 15-16). V této kapitole jsou zaroven
uvadény vyhody a nevyhody kazdého ztéchto pfistupti a také faktory, které muzou

ovliviovat preference studentti pro jeden z nich.

Otazka vétsi efektivity jedné z metod, deduktivni nebo induktivni, se ukazuje byt
neprobadanym tématem, jelikoz pocet studii na dané téma je omezeny. Piedchozi prace,
které se touto problematikou zabyvaly, prokazuji u obou vyrovnané vysledky a jsou
prezentovany v podkapitole 5.1. Vysledky vyzkumu Herron & Tomasello (1992) svédcily
ve prospéch induktivni metody. Vysledky, ke kterym dosSla Shaffer (1989, s. 399),
nenachazely mezi obéma piistupy zésadni rozdil, zaznamenaly jen patrnou tendenci
smérem k vyssi ucinnosti induktivni metody. Vogel a kol. (2011, s. 366) odpozorovali, Ze
induktivni metoda je pfinosngjsi v ramci kratkodobého uceni se, v rdmci dlouhodobého
studia vSak zadné rozdily mezi metodami nezjistili. Vysledky vyzkumt nésledujicich
autorti naopak svédcCily ve prospéch deduktivni metody: Erlam (2003, s. 243), Robinson
(1996, s. 27-77) a Seliger (1975, s. 1-18, citovano v Erlam 2003, s. 243). Rosa & O’Neil
(1999, s. 511-556) ani Abraham (1985, s. 689-702, citovano v Erlam 2003, s. 243) k

zadnym rozdilim prokazujicim vyssi aéinnost jedné z uvedenych metod nedosli.

Na otazku, kterou z metod preferuji pti studiu gramatiky sami studenti, odpovidaji tfi
vyzkumy popsané v podkapitole 5.2. Studie, které realizovali Vogel et al. (2011, s. 353-
380) a Jean & Simard (2013, s. 1023 — 1042), prokazaly, Ze respondentiim vice vyhovovala
deduktivni metoda. Mohamed (2004, s. 228-237) oproti tomu nezaznamenal u studentl
zadny piiklon k jedné strané. Tento vysledek ovSem mohla ovlivnit skutecnost, Zze se

respondenti zacastnili vyuky vedené pouze jednou z metod.

193



Empiricky vyzkum

Empirickéd ¢ast zac¢ind v sedmé kapitole.

Vyzkum sestaval celkoveé ze sedmi lekci, kterych se zacastnilo dohromady 136 studentd, z
nichz kazdy byl pfitomen alespoil jednou. VSech sedmi lekci vyzkumu se ov§em zucastnilo
pouze 16 posluchacl. Diivodem byla nepovinnd dochazka na hodiny praktického jazyka a
vysledkem skutecnost, ze se kazdého sezeni castnili studenti, ktetfi chybéli na ptedchozi
lekcei a neznali tudiz diive probiranou latku. Vyzkum dale zkomplikovala skutecnost, Ze se
V letnim semestru zménilo slozeni studijnich skupin, a néktefi posluchaci se tak zucastnili
dvakrat ¢asti, kdy vyucovani probihalo stejnou metodou, zatimco s druhou metodou vyuky

se nesetkali vubec.

V zimnim semestru probéhly tfi lekce, které mély nésledujici strukturu:

Lekce 1: pre-test, vyuka budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby be going to, pfitomného ¢asu
prostého a piitomného Casu prub&hového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti jednou z metod, a
post-test. VSechny tyto faze probeéhly béhem jednoho sezeni, protoze celkovy Cas uréeny
pro vyzkum byl omezeny a dochazka student na hodiny praktického jazyka nepovinna.
Hrozilo proto, ze kdyby jednotlivé testy probéhly v rdmci rtiznych lekei, mohla by se jich

ucastnit jina skupina studentt.

Lekce 2: Diskuze nad opravenymi materialy z ptedchoziho sezeni, kontrola domaciho
ukolu a tfi prakticka cvi¢eni na procvicovani budoucich tvarti a pravidel jejich pouzivani.

Lekce 3: Diskuze nad opravenymi materialy z ptedchoziho sezeni a opakovaci test.

V letnim semestru probehly ctyfti lekce:

Lekce 4: Diskuze nad opakovacim testem z minulého semestru, pre-test, vyuka budouciho
casu pribéhového, predbudouciho Casu prostého a predbudouciho Casu prubehového
jednou z metod, a post-test.

Lekce 5: Diskuze nad opravenymi materialy z piedchozi lekce, kontrola domaciho tkolu a
tf1 praktickd cviceni na procvicovani budoucich tvarii a pravidel jejich pouzivani.

Lekce 6: Diskuze nad opravenymi materialy z pfedchozi lekce, opakovaci test a

dotaznikové $etieni.
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Lekce 7: Dotaznikové Setfeni (pouze pro studenty, ktefi se ho nezucastnili pfi predchozim

sezeni), diskuze nad opravenym opakovacim testu.

Vyzkumny postup je detailné popsan v podkapitole 7.4,

Pro tuto studii byly formulovany tfi vyzkumné otazky.

Vyzkumna otazka ¢&. 1: Které oblasti znalosti budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby be going to,
pritomného Casu prostého a pfitomného ¢asu pribéhového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti,
budouciho casu prubéhového, predbudouciho casu prostého a predbudouciho casu

prubéhového vyzaduji u studentii opakovani a zlepSeni?

Vyzkumna otazka €. 1: vysledky

Na zacatku kazdého semestru bylo nutné prozkoumat, které budouci tvary vyzaduji u
ucastnikd vyzkumu zlepSeni. Vysledky pre-testu v zimnim semestru ukazaly, Ze, zatimco v
oblasti znalosti budouciho ¢asu prostého je mira GspéSnosti u studentti 67% a u pfitomného
¢asu prostého pro vyjadieni budoucnosti 70% (viz Tabulka 4), znalost dvou dalSich cast
byla niZsi: 53% u vazby be going to a 44% (viz Tabulka 4) u pfitomného casu
pribéhového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti. Vysledky pre-testu v letnim semestru prokazaly
neuspokojivou znalost budouciho ¢asu prabchového (34%, viz Tabulka 18),
ptedbudouciho ¢asu prostého (20%, viz Tabulka 18) a ptedbudouciho ¢asu prubéhového
(9%, viz Tabulka 18). Znalost budouciho casu pribehového a ptredbudouciho casu
prostého byla nizka i pfesto, Ze studenti tyto Casy probirali v hodindch praktického jazyka
se svymi vyucujicimi v zimnim semestru. Vysledky dale ukazuji, Ze predbudouci cas
priabéhovy byl novou latkou pro 91% ucastnikli (viz Tabulka 18). VSechny tyto tfi Casy

vyZadovaly dalSi procviceni a zlepseni.

Vysledky pre-testu v kazdém semestru dale ukazaly, Ze znalost pravidel pouzivani vSech
sedmi budoucich tvari je velmi nizkd. Vysledky pre-testu v letnim semestru naznacily, ze
jen 47% vsech studentt (viz Tabulka 3) zna pravidla pouzivani budouciho ¢asu prostého,
vazby be going to, pfitomného Casu prostého a piitomného Casu pribéhového pro
vyjadieni budoucnosti. Rozdéleni podle ¢ast bylo nasledujici: vazba be going to (82%, viz
Tabulka 3), budouci ¢as prosty (56%, viz Tabulka 3), pfitomny ¢as priabéhovy (54%, viz
Tabulka 3) a pfitomny ¢as prosty (23%, viz Tabulka 3). Vysledky pre-testu v letnim
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semestru ukézaly, Zze pouze 34% studentli znd pravidla pouzivani budouciho casu
prubéhového (viz Tabulka 17), 25% studentt vi, kdy pouzivat predbudouci ¢as prosty (viz
Tabulka 17), a jen 16% zna pravidla pouZivani piedbudouciho ¢asu pribéhového (viz
Tabulka 17).

Vyzkumna otazka ¢&. 2: Které oblasti znalosti budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby be going to,
pritomného Casu prostého a piitomného Casu pribéhového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti,
budouciho c¢asu prabéhového, piedbudouciho Casu prostého a predbudouciho casu

prabéhového se u studentd v pribéhu tohoto vyzkumu zlepsily a které ne?

Vyzkumna otazka &. 2: vysledky

Vysledky prokéazaly zlepseni znalosti u vSech sedmi budoucich tvari, které byly
predmétem této studie, kromé pritomného ¢asu prostého. Nejveétsi zlepseni se prokazalo u
predbudouciho ¢asu prubéhového: celkoveé o 71% (z 9% v pre-tesu na 80% v opakovacim
testu, viz Tabulka 26). Znalost ptedbudouciho €asu prostého se zlepsila o 53% (z 20% pre-
tesu na 73% v opakovacim testu, viz Tabulka 26). Zajimavé je, Ze vysledek opakovaciho
testu byl lepsi pro predbudouci ¢as prub&hovy, nez pro piedbudouci Cas prosty, coz bylo
naopakem vysledkd v pfipadé pre-testu. Divodem mohl byt fakt, ze pfedbudouci cas
prubéhovy byl pro vétSinu studenti naprosto novy. Proto snim béhem vyzkumu
experimentovali a ob¢as méli tendenci ho pouzivat nadmérné, tj. misto predbudouciho ¢asu
prostého. Toto mohlo ovlivnit vysledky opakovaciho testu. Pokud jde o budouci cas
prub&hovy, u n&j doslo ke zlepseni o 50% (z 34% v pre-testu na 84% v opakovacim testu
(viz Tabulka 26). Celkova znalost téchto tfech cast se zlepsila o 56% (z 27% v pre-tesu na

83% v opakovacim testu, viz Tabulka 26).

U budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby be going to, pfitomného ¢asu prostého a ptitomného
casu prubéhového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti také doslo také mezi pre-testem a
opakovacim testem ke zlepSeni, v tomto piipadé o 11% (z 64% v pre-testu na 75% v post-
testu, viz Tabulka 12). Toto zlepSeni bylo méné vyrazné nez u piedchozich tfech cast,
protoze znalost budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby be going to, pfitomného ¢asu prostého a
pritomného casu pribéhového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti byla u studentli na zacatku
vyzkumu vyrazné lepsi - 64% (viz Tabulka 12) oproti celkovemu vysledku 27% u
budouciho c¢asu prabéhového, piedbudouciho cCasu prostého a predbudouciho casu

prabéhového (viz Tabulka 26).
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Znalost budouciho casu prostého ze zlepSila o 15% (z 67% v pre-testu na 82%
v opakovacim testu - viz Tabulka 12), o0 17% u vazby Be going to (z 53% v pre-testu na
70% v opakovacim testu, viz Tabulka 12), 0 13% u pfitomného Casu prub&hového pro
vyjadieni budoucnosti (z 44% Vv pre-testu na 57% v opakovacim testu, viz Tabulka 12).
Znalost ptitomného Casu prostého pro vyjadieni budoucnosti se vSak zhorsila o 14% (z
70% v pre-testu na 46% v opakovacim testu). K tomuto zhorSeni doSlo z nasledujiciho
diavodu: vysledky pre-testu (70%, viz Tabulka 4) a post-testu (88%, viz Tabulka 6) byly
pomérné vysoké a do opakovaciho testu byly zahrnuty pouze dvé véty na pouzivani tohoto
casu. Bylo to uc¢inéno zdmérné, s cilem dat studentim vétsi moznost, aby si procvicili jiné
budouci tvary. V jednom piipadé se jednalo o otazku. 23% studentl utvofilo nespravné
otazku v ptitomném case prostém (piiklady nespravnych odpovédi: “the match finishes”,
“does the match finished”, “the match finishs”). U studentt, ktefi uvedli odpoved “the
match finishes”, je mozné, ze si neuvédomili, Ze se jedna o otazku, nikoliv kladnou vétu.
Dalsi vysledky v zimnim semestru a jejich zhodnoceni jsou k dispozici v kapitole 8,

vSechny vysledky letniho semestru a jejich zhodnoceni shrnuje Kapitola 9).

Vyzkumna otazka ¢. 3: Kterd z metod vyuky anglictiny, deduktivni nebo induktivni, se

ukazala jako efektivnéj$i pro vyuku budoucich ¢asti studentiim oboru anglistika?

Vyzkumna otazka €. 3: vysledky

Pro vyuku vSech budoucich tvari, které byly predmétem této studie, se ukazala jako
efektivnéj$i metoda deduktivni. Znalost budouciho ¢asu pribéhového, pfedbudouciho ¢asu
prostého a ptedbudouciho ¢asu pribéhového byla dle vysledkt pre-testu a post-testu o 8%
(viz Tabulka 20 a Tabulka 25) vyssi v piipadé skupin, kde vyuka probihala deduktivni
metodou. Tento vysledek mohl byt zptisoben vyzkumnym postupem, ve kterém studenti ve
skupinach, kde vyuka probihala deduktivni metodou, mohli pfi post-testu pouZivat
gramatickd pravidla a ptiklady, zatimco studenti ve skupindch, kde vyuka probihala
induktivni metodou, takovou moznost pfi post-testu neméli. Rozdil 8% ovSem neni nijak
vysoky. Divodem mohl byt i material, ktery skupiny, kde vyuka probihala induktivni

metodou, mély vyplnit pfed vyplnénim post-testu (viz Ptiloha 8). 62% studentd (viz
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Tabulka 19) vytvorilo spravné vlastni véty na budouci Cas priubéhovy, predbudouci cas
prosty a ptredbudouci ¢as pribéhovy. Tento material ziejme poslouzil danym skupinam

jako dobré praxe a umoznil jim pochopit (nebo si zopakovat), kdy se ktery ¢as pouziva.

Vysledky pre-testu a post-testu na znalost budouciho ¢asu prostého, vazby be going to,
pritomného Casu prostého a pfitomného Casu priabehového pro vyjadieni budoucnosti se
také ukazaly byt ve prospéch skupin, kde vyuka probihala deduktivni metodou, avsak
s nesignifikantnim rozdilem 2% (viz Tabulka 6 a Tabulka 11). Jeden z dtivodu tohoto
vysledku se opét da hledat v materidlu, ktery skupiny, kde vyuka probihala induktivni
metodou, dostaly za kol vyplnit pted vlastnim post-testem (viz Ptiloha 21). 69% studentt
vytvofilo spravné vlastni véty na budouci Cas prosty, vazbu be going to, pfitomny cas
prosty a pfitomny cas pribéhovy pro vyjadieni budoucnosti (viz Tabulka 5), coz jim
ziejm¢ poslouzilo jako dobré cviceni a umoznilo zopakovat si a vyuzit ptedchozi znalosti

téchto Casu.

Celkovée se da fict, Ze se v tomto vyzkumu obé metody ukdzaly jako efektivni pro vyuku

budoucich ¢asu.

Na konci vyzkumu se uskutecnila kvalitativni ¢ast, ktera zkoumala piinos vyzkumu pro
studenty a jejich preference deduktivni nebo induktivni metody vyuky gramatiky.
Kvalitativni metodou sbéru dat bylo dotaznikové Setfeni. Celkem je k dispozici 70

vyplnénych dotaznik.

Pokud jde o pfinos, ktery ma tento vyzkum pro studenty, 89% studenti uvedlo ve 3.
otazce, Ze povazuji vyzkum za piinosny (viz Ptiloha 31). Specifikovali, ze si diky
vyzkumu zopakovali budouci ¢asy a ziskali nové znalosti. 11% studentii povaZovalo

vyzkum za neptinosny, hlavné proto, Ze se nezucastnili dostatecného poctu lekci.

69% studentti povazovalo pro vyuku anglické gramatiky za pfinosnéjsi deduktivni metodu,
zatimco 31% preferovalo metodu induktivni (viz odpovédi studenti na 8. otazku
dotazniku). Jako divody pro svou volbu studenti uvadé€li vlastni styl uceni a predchozi

zkusenosti se studiem anglické gramatiky.
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V otazkach 8 a 9 dotazniku (Pfiloha 31) byli studenti pozadani, aby uvedli, kterou z metod
pro vyuku a studium anglické gramatiky preferuji, a uvedli sviij ndzor ohledné jejich vyhod
a nevyhod. U deduktivni metody uvedli nasledujici pozitiva: je jednodussi pii uceni,
umoziuje pochopit a dobfe si zapamatovat gramatiku; je rychlejsi, pfirozenéjsi a pro
Jeji nevyhodou je nedostatek prostoru, na kterém by student mohl vyjadfit vlastniho
nazoru, a skuteCnost, ze pfili§ nenuti k pfemysleni; gramaticka pravidla, na kterd studenti

nepfisli sami, je navic mozné rychle zapomenout.

U induktivni metody byly uvedeny nésledujici vyhody: studenti si pamatuji novéa
gramaticka pravidla, protoze jsou vysledkem jejich vlastni analyzy; tato metoda nuti
studenty vice pfemyslet a oni se v disledku nauc¢i vice. Nevyhody jsou podle studenta
nasledujici: pro posluchace je nékdy tézké pochopit bez pomoci ucitele novou gramatiku,

nekdy miize byt tato metoda dokonce matouci, t€zka a neefektivni.

Tato prace se zabyvala vyukou nasledujicich budoucich ¢asi: budouciho ¢asu prostého,
vazby be going to, pfitomného Casu prostého a piitomného Casu pribéhového pro
vyjadfeni budoucnosti, budouciho ¢asu pribéhového, predbudouciho Casu prostého a
predbudouciho ¢asu priabéhového u student oboru anglistika. Vysledky tohoto vyzkumu
prokazaly u ucastniki zna¢ny posun V jejich zvladnuti. DoSlo také ke zlepSeni znalosti
pravidel pouzivani budoucich tvart. Nejvétsiho piinosu bylo dosazeno u budouciho ¢asu
prabéhového, predbudouciho Casu prostého a predbudouciho ¢asu prubehového, jejichz

znalost byla pfed zacatkem studie nizka.

Pro vyuku byly zvoleny dvé metody: deduktivni a induktivni. I pfesto, Ze se deduktivni
metoda ukéazala byt o néco efektivnéjs$i nez metoda induktivni, obé se projevily jako
ucinné. Z hlediska metodiky vyuky angli¢tiny to znamend, Ze by ucitelé méli pii vyuce
vyuzivat oba zpusoby. Studenti maji rizné preference metod vyuky, zplsob osvojeni si
gramatiky a také rizné styly uéeni. Proto mohou mit nejvétsi prospéch z kombinace obou

metod.
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14 APPENDICES

The appendices are provided in an independent volume (called Ptilohy k dizerta¢ni praci).
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