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This study examines the role of dialogic interaction in mediating explicit and
implicit grammar instruction in an EFL classroom context. Despite growing
emphasis on communicative approaches, grammar teaching at the tertiary level
often remains teacher-directed and monologic. The study employed a mixed-
methods design involving 100 EFL students (aged 16-18) at Fergana State
University academic lyceum, randomly assigned to an explicit instruction group (n
= 50) or an implicit instruction group (n = 50) over a 12-week intervention.
Quantitative data were collected through pre-test and post-test grammar
assessments and Likert-scale perception surveys, while qualitative data were
gathered via semi-structured interviews and video-recorded classroom discourse.
Results showed that the explicit instruction group achieved significantly higher
grammatical accuracy gains (pre-test M = 62.40, post-test M = 78.90) compared to
the implicit instruction group (pre-test M = 61.85, post-test M = 71.30), with a
statistically significant between-group difference (t(98) = 4.12, p < .05, Cohen's d
= 0.65). Qualitatively, dialogic interaction functioned as a pedagogic mediator in
both conditions, facilitating metalinguistic awareness, scaffolded reasoning, and
peer negotiation of meaning. The findings suggest that integrating dialogic
practices into both explicit and implicit grammar instruction enhances learning
outcomes and promotes learner agency. Implications for EFL curriculum design
and teacher professional development are discussed.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the central debates in Second Language Acquisition (SLA) research concerns
the relative merits of explicit versus implicit grammar instruction. Explicit instruction
refers to direct rule presentation accompanied by metalinguistic explanation and
corrective feedback, while implicit instruction involves exposure to the target language
through meaningful interaction without explicit reference to grammatical rules
(DeKeyser, 1998; Krashen, 1985). Research indicates that explicit instruction enhances
grammatical precision and metalinguistic awareness (DeKeyser, 1998; Scheffler &
Cinciala, 2011), whereas implicit instruction fosters communicative competence and
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intuitive language acquisition (Krashen, 1985; Nassaji & Fotos, 2004). Despite
considerable research on each approach in isolation, a critical gap remains in
understanding how dialogic interaction can mediate the effects of both within university
EFL classrooms.

The specific problem this study addresses is the persistent disconnect between grammar
knowledge and communicative ability among university EFL learners. Although
students at the tertiary level may demonstrate grammatical accuracy in controlled
exercises, they frequently fail to deploy this knowledge effectively in real
communicative situations. This gap suggests that neither explicit nor implicit instruction
alone is sufficient, and that an additional pedagogical mechanism — dialogic interaction
— may be needed to bridge declarative grammatical knowledge and its communicative
application. Despite the recognized importance of classroom dialogue in higher
education (Heron, 2023), very little empirical research has examined how dialogic
pedagogies specifically mediate the effects of explicit and implicit grammar instruction
in university EFL settings, where learners engage in complex linguistic and academic
discourse. This absence of evidence constitutes the core research gap that motivates the
present study.

This study aims to investigate how dialogic interaction mediates the effectiveness of
explicit and implicit grammar instruction in a university EFL classroom. Specifically, it
examines how dialogic pedagogies influence student engagement, grammatical
accuracy, and communicative competence through real classroom interaction. The
following research questions guide the study:

To what extent does dialogic interaction enhance the effectiveness of explicit and
implicit grammar instruction in a university EFL setting?

How do learners engage with and respond to dialogically organized grammar teaching
across explicit and implicit instructional conditions?

What are the long-term retention and communicative advantages of explicit versus
implicit grammar instruction when mediated by dialogic interaction?

Research Aims and Objectives
The primary objectives of this study are clearly defined as follows:

To compare the effectiveness of explicit and implicit grammar instruction on learners'
grammatical accuracy and communicative competence in a university EFL context.

To examine the specific contribution of dialogic interaction to grammar learning
outcomes and student engagement across both instructional conditions.

To investigate learners' attitudes and perceived experiences of dialogic grammar
teaching, identifying both benefits and challenges from the learner perspective.

To generate evidence-based pedagogical recommendations for integrating dialogic
approaches into university EFL grammar instruction and curriculum design.

International Journal of Instruction, October 2026 ® Vol.19, No.4



Yormatova 253

By situating this research within a tertiary EFL context, the study contributes to ongoing
SLA debates regarding the interrelationship of instruction type, classroom discourse,
and language learning outcomes. The findings will carry both theoretical and practical
implications: theoretically, by providing empirical evidence on how dialogic interaction
mediates the blend of explicit and implicit instruction; practically, by offering concrete
guidance for EFL teachers, teacher trainers, and curriculum designers seeking to
implement more interactive and student-centered grammar pedagogy.

The contribution of this study is twofold. Theoretically, it advances understanding of
how dialogic discourse influences grammar acquisition, contributing to more nuanced
models of instructed language learning. Practically, it produces actionable
recommendations for university EFL teachers on integrating dialogic methods into
grammar instruction in ways that are responsive to both learner needs and institutional
constraints. This work aligns with contemporary educational paradigms emphasizing
student participation, collaborative sense-making, and constructivist learning, and
responds to the broader shift in tertiary education away from teacher-centered
transmission models toward interactive, student-oriented approaches. In addressing the
identified gap in SLA literature, this study aims to close the distance between theory
and classroom practice in EFL grammar instruction.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Grammar instruction in SLA has been widely debated, with scholars holding contrasting
views on how learners best attain grammatical competence. Explicit instruction
involves the direct presentation of grammatical rules and structures through
metalinguistic explanation and corrective feedback (DeKeyser, 1998; Cowan, 2008),
while implicit instruction relies on exposure to the target language in communicative
contexts, allowing learners to acquire grammatical structures through interaction
without explicit rule reference (Krashen, 1985; Nunan, 1998). Although both
approaches have demonstrated effectiveness in different learning contexts, the question
of whether one is superior — or whether a dialogic hybrid approach might bridge the
strengths of both — remains central to SLA research and EFL pedagogy.

The Role of Explicit and Implicit Instruction in SLA

Explicit instruction has been widely recognized as effective for improving grammatical
accuracy. DeKeyser (1998) argues that adult learners in particular benefit from direct
grammar instruction, as it develops metalinguistic knowledge and supports the
internalization of complex grammatical structures. Ellis (2006) and Norris and Ortega
(2000) confirm that explicit instruction significantly enhances learners' ability to apply
grammar accurately in controlled conditions. Sharwood Smith (1993) further proposed
the concept of input enhancement, arguing that making grammatical forms more salient
through explicit instruction increases their likelihood of acquisition. However, explicit
instruction is not without limitations: Asiyaban et al. (2019) found that it can be
counterproductive when introduced too early or without sufficient communicative
practice, as learners may struggle to transition from conscious rule knowledge to fluent,
intuitive use. Similarly, Naderi (2018), in a study of 60 intermediate EFL learners,
found that both explicit text-based and implicit emoji-based feedback delivered via
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social networks led to significant grammar gains; however, the explicit feedback group
outperformed the implicit group, and learners themselves reported a preference for
direct, rule-focused correction. This finding reinforces the view that explicit feedback
— whether delivered face-to-face or through digital platforms — consistently produces
stronger grammatical accuracy outcomes than implicit approaches.

By contrast, Krashen's (1985) Input Hypothesis argues that implicit instruction is more
effective for developing long-term fluency and natural language use. Comprehensible
input in meaningful contexts allows learners to acquire grammatical structures without
conscious effort. Nassaji and Fotos (2004) and Nunan (1998) similarly highlight the
role of communicative exposure in facilitating grammatical sensitivity, particularly in
immersive environments where learners focus on meaning rather than form. Implicit
instruction is thus associated with the development of procedural knowledge — the
ability to use grammar automatically in spontaneous discourse.

Despite these contrasting positions, a growing body of research advocates for an
integrated approach. Spada and Tomita (2010), through meta-analysis, found that
explicit instruction is highly effective for complex grammatical structures, while
implicit approaches better support spontaneous communicative use. Storch (2018)
similarly emphasizes the value of form-focused instruction that combines explicit
explanation with communicative practice, enabling learners to both know grammatical
rules and apply them in real contexts. These findings suggest that a blended model — in
which explicit instruction introduces grammar and implicit instruction reinforces and
internalizes it — may be more effective than either approach alone. This conclusion is
further supported by Benitez-Correa et al. (2019), who compared deductive and
inductive grammar teaching with 70 EFL learners and found that while both approaches
improved grammatical knowledge, the inductive approach yielded a slight advantage in
grammar scores and classroom rapport. Taken together, these studies suggest that the
effectiveness of grammar instruction is context-dependent and that no single approach
is universally superior, reinforcing the need to explore complementary pedagogical
strategies such as dialogic interaction.

Teacher Cognition and Grammar Instruction

A further factor shaping how grammar is taught at the university level is teacher
cognition, defined as the beliefs, professional knowledge, and instructional decision-
making that guide teachers' pedagogical choices (Borg, 2006). Research consistently
shows that teachers' perceptions of explicit and implicit instruction significantly
influence their classroom practice. Farrell and Lim (2005) found that although teachers
recognized the value of communicative approaches, institutional demands, curriculum
requirements, and student expectations frequently pushed them toward explicit grammar
teaching. This gap between pedagogical ideals and classroom realities highlights the
complexity of grammar instruction in university settings. Kennedy (2014) and Payne
(2011) extend this discussion to instructional design and assessment, arguing that
effective grammar pedagogy must be both theoretically informed and practically
responsive. Teachers must negotiate student learning needs, curriculum constraints, and
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institutional expectations, often blending explicit and implicit approaches to address the
diverse demands of the classroom.

The Role of Dialogic Interaction in Grammar Learning

Recent research has increasingly highlighted the role of dialogic interaction in
enhancing grammar learning. Classroom conversation, peer discussion, and student-
teacher dialogue create opportunities for learners to engage with grammatical concepts
more deeply than traditional teacher-directed instruction allows (Heron, 2023).
Alexander (2008) characterizes dialogic pedagogy as purposeful, collaborative
interaction in which teachers encourage learners to justify their ideas, think critically,
and consolidate understanding through interactive feedback. Unlike lecture-based
approaches, dialogic teaching positions learners as active constructors of meaning rather
than passive recipients of rules.

Batstone (1996) proposed the Noticing Hypothesis, which suggests that learners acquire
grammatical forms more effectively when their attention is drawn to them in
communicative contexts — a process naturally facilitated by dialogic interaction. Storch
(2018) similarly argues that dialogic practice provides learners with opportunities to
apply grammar communicatively rather than in isolation. Hall (2019) adds that student-
led discussion enables learners to co-construct grammatical understanding
collaboratively, resulting in improved retention and communicative use. The benefits of
dialogic interaction for grammar learning can be summarized as follows: it promotes
active learning through meaning negotiation and collaborative problem-solving; it
develops metalinguistic awareness by requiring learners to reason about grammatical
form and function; and it provides purposeful communicative practice that strengthens
both accuracy and fluency.

Research Gap and Contribution of the Present Study

Despite extensive research on explicit and implicit instruction in SLA, relatively little is
known about how dialogic interaction mediates the effects of these two approaches
within university-level EFL contexts. Most existing studies focus on younger learners or
controlled experimental settings, and few have examined real university EFL
classrooms where students engage in complex academic discourse. Furthermore, prior
research has largely treated explicit and implicit instruction as competing approaches
rather than investigating their potential complementarity within a dialogic pedagogical
framework.

The present study addresses this gap by investigating how dialogic interaction mediates
the effectiveness of explicit and implicit grammar instruction in a university EFL
setting. Its original contributions are threefold: first, it bridges the explicit-implicit
divide by examining their joint influence within a dialogic teaching framework; second,
it provides empirical evidence on how dialogic interaction affects grammar learning
outcomes among university-level EFL learners; and third, it generates pedagogical
recommendations for integrating dialogic approaches into tertiary EFL grammar
instruction to promote learner engagement and language development. In doing so, this
study makes both a theoretical contribution — advancing understanding of dialogic
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mediation in instructed SLA — and a practical contribution to EFL curriculum design
and teacher professional development.

METHOD
Research Design

The research design adopted in this study was the mixed-method research design; it
combined both quantitative and qualitative research designs in investigating the role of
dialogic interaction in teaching explicit and implicit grammar. This design was selected
because of its ability to generate a combination of quantifiable learning results and
contextual knowledge about what learners experience. The combination of the
experimental information with classroom discourse analysis contributed to the study by
providing a multidimensional explanation of the role of dialogic interaction in
facilitating grammar development in EFL situations.

Participants

The respondents included 100 EFL students of Fergana State University academic
lyceum. All the participants had an age of 16-18 years and were taking general English
courses in English as part of their school subjects.The English proficiency was between
pre-intermediate and upper-intermediate levels, which were established through a
placement test administered by the organization.

The subjects were selected at random to be included in one of the two teaching groups
having 50 students each. The explicit teaching group was provided with rule-based
grammar teaching and metalinguistically explained and provided with corrective
feedback whereas the implicit teaching group performed communicative tasks, which
are focused on meaning and the explicit explanation of grammar teaching is not
provided. The age group of the participants was aged 16-18 years in the two groups.

In order to guarantee the consistency of the instruction, dialogic activities, such as
Socratic questioning, peer discussion, and reflective dialogue, were used in the two
instructional conditions. In line with this, the independent variable was the form of
grammar instruction (explicit vs. implicit) as opposed to the application of dialogic
interaction.

Instructional Design

The teaching intervention was realized within a 12 weeks period, two 80 minutes
sessions per week in both groups. The design was aimed at comparing the result of
explicit and implicit teaching of grammar in a dialogic pedagogical structure.

The two conditions of instruction used the same syllabus and schedule of instruction
with the only difference in the way of teaching grammar. The explicit instruction group
was provided with rule based grammar explanation with subsequent control practice
and correctional feedback. On the contrary, the implicit instruction group had meaning-
oriented, communicative activities that aimed at encouraging grammatical sensitivity
without necessarily explaining the rules.
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In order to ensure pedagogical consistency, the dialogic interaction was formally
incorporated in both groups throughout the instructional sessions. The dialogic practices
involved Socratic questioning to get the reasoning of the learners, peer collaboration in
grammar related activities and image based discussion activities which made the
learners articulate, evaluate and reflect on new grammatical information.

Data Collection

Several tools were employed to guarantee triangulation and overall comprehension:

Instrument Purpose Timing Sample size
Grammar tests ~ Measure grammatical development and ~ Pre-test (Week 1) 50

learning gains and Post-test

(Week 12)

Surveys Examine learners’ perceptions of dialogic End of 50

interaction and grammar instruction intervention
Semi-structured Explore in-depth learner experiences and Post intervention 20 (10 from
interviews perceptions each group)
Classroom Analyze patterns of dialogic interaction ~ Throughout 12 recorded
video recordings and classroom discourse intervention sessions

To determine explicit knowledge and grammatical sensitivity, the grammar tests
contained form-based as well as context-based items. The questionnaire used in the
survey was a Likert-scale questionnaire that involved engagement, perceived
effectiveness, and interactional quality.

Semi-structured interviews would be used to find the reflective opinions of the learners
on dialogic interaction and methods of teaching. Video recordings in the classroom
were utilized to record the real classroom discourse and interactions.

Data Analysis

Mixed-methodology was used. Grammar tests as well as the learner surveys are
quantitative data which were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics and
interviews and classroom videotaping are qualitative data analyzed through thematic
analysis.

Paired sample t-tests were also tested to investigate the within group differences
between pre-test score, and post test score and independent sample t-tests were also
tested to analyze the post test performance between the instructional groups. The
statistical significance was determined as o =.05.

The qualitative data were transcribed and thematized coded based on dialogic
characteristics including questioning strategies, learner uptake, peer negotiation and
reflective talk. In order to achieve reliability and credibility, grammar test was piloted
before administration and internal consistency was computed. Instrument Survey tools
showed reasonable reliability coefficients. The qualitative reliability was boosted by
data triangulation, member checking, extended classroom observation and inter-coder
reliability tests.
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FINDINGS
Quantitative Results: Development of Grammar.

The baseline was equivalent as pre-test analysis showed no statistically significant
difference between explicit and implicit instruction groups. At the end of the 12 weeks
of instructional intervention, grammatical performance in the two groups was improved;
but the explicit instruction group had more gains.

In Table 1, the explicit instruction group gained considerably in the mean score (62.40
SD = 6.85) in the pre-test to 78.90 SD = 6.10) in the post-test. The implicit instruction
group also achieved higher score of 71.30 (SD = 6.95) than the 61.85 (SD = 7.10).

Table 1

Descriptive statistics for pre-test and post-test grammar scores

Group Test N Mean SD

Explicit Instruction Pre-test 50 62.40 6.85
Post-test 50 78.90 6.10

Implicit Instruction Pre-test 50 61.85 7.10
Post-test 50 71.30 6.95

Note. Scores represent percentage accuracy on the grammar test.
Within-Group Comparisons

Paired-sample t-tests showed statistically significant differences in grammar scores of
both instructional groups (see Table 2). The explicit instruction group had a noteworthy
gain, t(49) = 12.34, p =.001, which means that the explicit grammatical knowledge
gained had a significant increase. The implicit instruction group showed as well a
significant increase t(49) = 6.78, p <.01 which is increased grammatical sensitivity.

Table 2

Results of the grammar scores in groups in the paired-sample t-test

Group Main Difference T Df p
Explicit Instruction 16.50 12.34 49 <.001
Implicit Instruction 9.45 6.78 49 <.01

Between-Group Comparisons

An independent-sample t-test comparing post-test scores between the two groups
revealed a statistically significant difference in favour of the explicit instruction group
(t(98) = 4.12, p < .05). The effect size was medium-to-large (Cohen's d = 0.65),
indicating that the advantage of explicit instruction over implicit instruction was not
only statistically significant but also practically meaningful. These results suggest that
while dialogic interaction benefited grammar learning in both conditions, explicit rule-
based instruction combined with dialogic practices produced superior gains in
grammatical accuracy over the 12-week period.

Survey Results: Learners’ Perceptions of Dialogic Interaction

Survey data revealed consistently positive perceptions of dialogic interaction across
both instructional groups, though with notable differences in emphasis (see Table 3).

International Journal of Instruction, October 2026 ® Vol.19, No.4



Yormatova 259

Learners in the implicit instruction group reported higher engagement, motivation, and
enjoyment of interaction, suggesting that meaning-focused dialogic tasks were
experienced as more enjoyable and communicatively stimulating. In contrast, learners
in the explicit instruction group reported higher confidence in grammar usage and
higher perceived learning effectiveness, indicating that the clarity provided by rule-
based instruction reinforced their sense of grammatical competence. Across both
groups, all four dimensions scored above 3.95 on the 5-point scale, indicating that
dialogic interaction was perceived positively regardless of instructional condition.

Table 3

Learners’ perceptions of dialogic interaction

Survey Dimension Explicit (M) Implicit (M)
Engagement & motivation 4.12 4.35
Confidence in grammar usage 4.30 3.95
Enjoyment of interaction 3.98 4.42
Perceived learning effectiveness 4.25 4.10

Note. Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 =
Strongly Agree).

Qualitative Results: Classroom Discourse and Interviews.

Thematic analysis of interview transcripts and classroom video recordings identified
three recurring themes that describe how dialogic interaction mediated grammar
learning across both instructional conditions.

Theme 1: Scaffolded Metalinguistic Reasoning. Learners in both groups consistently
reported that Socratic questioning and peer discussion helped them move beyond
surface-level grammatical responses toward conscious, articulated understanding of
grammatical rules and their application. Dialogic interaction served a clear scaffolding
function, enabling learners to construct and refine grammatical reasoning through
dialogue rather than passive reception of instruction.

Theme 2: Differential Dialogic Functions Across Conditions. Although dialogic
interaction benefited both groups, its specific function differed by instructional
condition. In the explicit instruction group, metalinguistic discussion — where learners
debated and justified rule application — was the predominant dialogic mode. In the
implicit instruction group, peer negotiation of meaning and collaborative task
completion were more frequent. These patterns suggest that dialogic interaction adapts
to and reinforces the dominant instructional orientation of each condition.

Theme 3: Enhanced Learner Agency and Communicative Confidence. Learners in
both conditions reported that dialogic activities increased their sense of active
involvement in grammar learning. Participants specifically noted that being required to
explain grammatical choices to peers and respond to teacher questioning reduced their
anxiety and increased their confidence. This effect was particularly pronounced among
implicit instruction group learners, consistent with their higher survey scores on
enjoyment and communicative confidence.
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DISCUSSION

The findings of this study demonstrate that dialogic interaction positively mediates
grammar learning outcomes in both explicit and implicit instructional conditions,
supporting sociocultural and interactionist perspectives on second language acquisition.
Three specific patterns emerged from the data that warrant discussion.

First, the explicit instruction group achieved significantly greater gains in grammatical
accuracy than the implicit instruction group (mean gain of 16.50 vs. 9.45 percentage
points; t(98) = 4.12, p < .05, Cohen's d = 0.65). This result is consistent with DeKeyser
(1998), Ellis (2006), and Norris and Ortega (2000), who collectively demonstrate that
direct rule presentation and corrective feedback are particularly effective for developing
controlled grammatical knowledge. Importantly, however, the addition of dialogic
practices — Socratic questioning, peer discussion, and reflective dialogue — appears to
have strengthened this effect by transforming grammar instruction from a one-way
transmission process into a collaborative and reflective one. Learners in the explicit
group did not merely receive rules; they were required to justify, apply, and negotiate
them through dialogue, which deepened their grammatical understanding as reflected in
their high perceived learning effectiveness score (M = 4.25).

Second, the implicit instruction group also achieved statistically significant and
practically meaningful gains (t(49) = 6.78, p < .01, Cohen's d = 0.96), despite receiving
no direct rule instruction. This finding suggests that dialogic interaction compensated
for the absence of explicit explanation by providing structured opportunities for learners
to notice grammatical patterns, test hypotheses through peer negotiation, and receive
implicit feedback through interaction. This is consistent with Batstone's (1996) Noticing
Hypothesis and Swain's (2006) Output Hypothesis, both of which emphasize the role of
meaningful interaction in drawing learner attention to grammatical form. The higher
scores on enjoyment (M = 4.42) and communicative confidence reported by implicit
group learners further suggest that meaning-focused dialogic instruction supports the
development of procedural knowledge alongside communicative confidence.

Third, the qualitative findings add an important layer of explanation to the quantitative
results. The three themes identified — scaffolded metalinguistic reasoning, differential
dialogic functions across conditions, and enhanced learner agency — reveal the specific
mechanisms through which dialogic interaction mediates learning in each condition.
Notably, dialogic interaction did not function identically in both groups: metalinguistic
discussion was dominant in the explicit group, while meaning negotiation and peer
collaboration were more prominent in the implicit group. This finding suggests that
dialogic interaction is not a fixed intervention but adapts functionally to the
instructional context, reinforcing the dominant learning processes of each condition.

Taken together, these results position dialogic interaction not merely as an instructional
technique, but as a pedagogic mediating condition that shapes how learners experience
and internalize both explicit and implicit grammar instruction. This reframing
contributes to SLA theory by extending sociocultural accounts of language learning
(Lantolf & Thorne, 2006; Vygotsky, 1978) into the specific domain of grammar
instruction in university EFL contexts.
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CONCLUSION

This study investigated the role of dialogic interaction in mediating explicit and implicit
grammar instruction in a university EFL classroom. The findings provide clear and
consistent evidence that both instructional approaches benefit significantly from the
integration of dialogic practices, though in different ways and to different degrees. The
quantitative results showed that the explicit instruction group achieved greater gains in
grammatical accuracy (mean gain = 16.50, Cohen's d = 1.75) compared to the implicit
instruction group (mean gain = 9.45, Cohen's d = 0.96). Both gains were statistically
significant, confirming that dialogic interaction supported meaningful grammar
development in both conditions. The qualitative findings further revealed that dialogic
interaction served as a scaffolding mechanism in both groups, facilitating metalinguistic
awareness, peer negotiation of meaning, and active learner engagement. Survey data
confirmed that learners in both conditions perceived dialogic activities as motivating
and effective, with explicit group learners rating grammatical confidence higher and
implicit group learners rating communicative enjoyment higher. Based directly on these
findings, the following conclusions can be drawn. First, dialogic interaction is an
effective pedagogic mediator that enhances the impact of both explicit and implicit
grammar instruction, and should not be treated as supplementary but as central to
grammar pedagogy. Second, explicit grammar instruction produces stronger short-term
accuracy gains when combined with dialogic practices, making it particularly suitable
for contexts where grammatical precision is a priority. Third, implicit instruction
combined with dialogic interaction effectively develops communicative confidence and
grammatical sensitivity, making it valuable for promoting spontaneous language use.

The following suggestions are grounded directly in the findings of this study:

Since the explicit instruction group achieved the highest accuracy gains (M = 78.90
post-test) when Socratic questioning and peer discussion were embedded into rule-
based teaching, EFL teachers at the university level are advised to incorporate
structured dialogic sequences — such as asking learners to justify rule application to
peers — within their explicit grammar lessons. This moves instruction beyond passive
rule reception toward active grammatical reasoning.

Since the implicit instruction group demonstrated strong communicative confidence
(enjoyment M = 4.42; communicative confidence M = 4.35) through meaning-focused
dialogic tasks, curriculum designers are advised to include communicative dialogic
activities — such as collaborative problem-solving and image-based discussion — in
grammar syllabi. These activities reinforce grammatical sensitivity without sacrificing
engagement or learner motivation.

Since the qualitative findings showed that learners in both groups valued peer
negotiation and reflective dialogue as tools for understanding grammar, teacher training
programs should equip educators with specific strategies for facilitating productive
classroom dialogue in grammar instruction, including how to design Socratic
questioning sequences and how to manage peer discussion effectively. This
recommendation directly addresses the gap between theoretical knowledge of dialogic
pedagogy and its practical implementation in EFL classrooms.
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LIMITATIONS

Despite its contributions, this study has three limitations that should be acknowledged
when interpreting the findings. First, the study was conducted in a single institutional
setting — Fergana State University academic lyceum — which limits the
generalizability of the results to other EFL contexts, institutional types, or proficiency
levels beyond the B1-B2 range studied. Second, the 12-week intervention only captured
short-term grammatical accuracy gains; whether these gains are retained over time and
transfer to spontaneous communicative performance remains untested. Third, while the
qualitative analysis identified meaningful themes in dialogic interaction, the specific
frequency and types of dialogic moves were not systematically quantified, which limits
the precision of comparisons between conditions.

These limitations point to three clear directions for future research. First, longitudinal
studies are needed to examine whether the grammar gains observed in this study are
maintained over time and whether they transfer to spontaneous communicative
performance beyond controlled test conditions. Second, future studies should
experimentally isolate specific dialogic strategies — such as Socratic questioning versus
peer negotiation — to determine which types of dialogue most effectively support
explicit versus implicit grammar learning. Third, replication of this study across
different EFL settings, age groups, and proficiency levels would strengthen the
generalizability of these findings and provide a more comprehensive evidence base for
dialogic grammar pedagogy at the tertiary level.
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