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Abstract

This experimental study aimed at investigating the
effectiveness of contextualized (explicit/ implicit)
grammar teaching in developing writing skills and
grammatical accuracy in writing among EFL students
majoring at the English Department/ College of Basic
Education/ Salahaddin University-Erbil. To this end,
52 second-year students were randomly assigned into
two experimental groups and a control group. The
first experimental group was exposed to
contextualized explicit grammar teaching and the
other experimental group was treated with
contextualized implicit grammar teaching, while the
control group just received traditional grammar
teaching. To assess the effectiveness of the
treatments, pre- and post-tests in the form of
paragraph writings were used and analysed using the
ANCOVA test. Although the results attested that
contextualized (explicit/ implicit) grammar teaching
was found to be effective, the results were very
promising for the contextualized explicit grammar
teaching method. The study concluded by discussing
the results and providing suggestions for further
research.
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1. Introduction

It is proven that writing is the most difficult language skill for foreign language learners
to attain. The skills needed in writing are highly complex to achieve (Rajabi and Dezhkam,
2014; Ozdemir and Aydin, 2015; Ahmad, Al-Tanany, and Musa, 2020). There is a need to
consider components of writing like organization, content, grammar, punctuation, spelling,
and vocabulary (Rajabi and Dezhkam, 2014; Likaj, 2015). Although many skills are involved
in writing, grammatical accuracy is at the top of students’ writing (Macaro and Masterman,
2006; Ahmad, Al-Tanany, and Musa, 2020; Myhill and Watson, 2014). According to Fareed,
Ashraf, and Bilal (2016), ideas are put into understandable sentences through grammar so
they can clearly convey the targeted meaning in a written production as well as avoid
misunderstanding. Martine (2001) also stated that this is grammar gives meaning to written or
oral language, and talks about the word arrangements through which message can be
conveyed.

Within the field of applied linguistics, grammar teaching methods are highly researched
(Lépez, 2004; Diaz et al., 2019). To Ldpez (2004, p.13), “there is no debate as to whether or
not it is necessary to teach grammar but how it should be taught.” For this, there has been
much debate over the link between grammar teaching and writing development- whether
writing and grammar should be taught in isolation or contextualized (Weaver, 1996; Andrews
et al., 2004; Locke, 2009; Myhill et. al., 2012; Jones, Myhill, and Bailey, 2013). Fourteen
years ago, Johnson argued that 80 years of research concluded that teaching grammar
traditionally (separately) has very little or no effect on enhancing students’ writing. Such an
approach to teaching grammar involves the teacher explaining the grammar rules and drilling
these into the learners utilizing controlled practice (Alenezi, 2019). The problem with this
approach is that most students are often able to explain grammar rules but cannot use them in
the right context, especially in writing (Frodesen, 2001; Abdel Rahim, 2013). On the other
hand, contextualized grammar teaching (CGT) was found to be effective to develop students’
writing (Weaver, 1996; Jones, Myhill, and Bailey, 2013; Cawley, 2017; Omar, 2019). For
Myhill (2005; 2010), the notion of CGT means more than grammar learning where the focus
IS not only grammar learning but some other features of language learning. In line with
Myhill’s view, Gaikwad (2014) claimed that it is, thus, necessary to think that the purpose of
CGT first of all should be to aid students develop their writing skills. Constance Weaver
(1996, p.16), in addition, clarified that “teaching grammar in context includes suggestions to
teach a minimum of grammar for maximum benefits”. Perin (2011), in her study, revealed
other advantages of CGT for students such as motivating, interesting, and engaging.

Accordingly, researchers have mentioned ways to contextualize grammar that help
students develop their overall writing skills. One way to contextualize grammar is to teach
grammar in the context of writing which has a positive effect on developing writing (Huang,
2010; Weaver, 2010; Jones, Myhill, and Bailey, 2013). The concept of teaching grammar in
the context of writing is frequently associated with Weaver. To her, “the teaching of grammar
should occur throughout the writing process. . . it has a natural place within all writing phases,
from planning through revision and editing” (Weaver, 2008, p.12). Moreover, Hans and Hans
(2017) claimed that the most helpful way of developing students’ writing skills with
contextualized grammar is to use their writings for discussing grammatical concepts, thus
allowing them to have a chance to discuss and consider the other subskills of writing. Another
way to contextualize grammar that helps students develop their overall writing skills is to
teach grammar in the context of authentic reading texts which contain target grammar items
(Huang, 2010; Tai, 2016; Aka, 2020). For this, Halliday (2014, p.3) claimed that “language
is... a resource for making meaning, so text iS the process of making meaning in context”.
Furthermore, Krashen (1985) maintained that input (such as reading authentic texts) plays a
vital role in language learning because it provides comprehensive opportunities for students to
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communicate. Hinkel (2004) claimed that when students are exposed to a reading text before
writing, they can infer and learn the grammar point naturally and consider what follows and
proceeds them. Added to the importance of teaching grammar in reading contexts, Thornbury
(2012) said that it is very easy for students to guess the intended meaning of a word or phrase
when students are provided with a text.

Over the past few decades, there have been several opinions about the different possible
approaches to teaching grammar in context to develop writing skills. Some prefer grammar
teaching explicitly while others prefer implicitly. These approaches affect not only students'
grammatical accuracy but also their overall writing (Altun and Dincer, 2020). In accordance
with the Consciousness-raising theory, the concept of explicit grammar teaching refers to
teaching a grammar structure during the learning process and encouraging the learners to
develop metalinguistic awareness of the target structure (Ellis et al., 2009; Nazari, 2013)
whether inductively (presenting contexts and then eliciting the rules) or deductively
(presenting the rules and then providing examples) (Andrews, 2007). On the other hand,
implicit grammar teaching involves providing learners with certain conditions under which
they can infer and internalize the rules without being taught by their teacher (Ellis et al.,
2009).

EFL students in our universities study grammar in isolation not in context. They may be
able to state a grammar rule, but consistently fail to apply the rules when writing (Muhammad
and Jawad, 2019), and their English writing performance is extremely poor in such a way that
they are unable to write a well-formed piece of writing (Brime, 2018). There is a kind of
disconnection between knowing the rules of grammar and being able to apply those rules
effectively in basic language skills, especially writing. Moreover, another study by Salih et al.
(2019) on Kurdish EFL undergraduate students revealed that our students mostly have
problems with writing among other language skills due to the wrong teaching methods. They
further stated that our students need a teaching method to link grammar to students’ writing so
as to transfer the grammatical knowledge that they know to their writing. In this regard, a
review of past research claimed that teaching grammar as a separate subject is not beneficial
to writers (Gaikwad, 2014; Nazari, 2013; Eldoumi, 2012; Abdel Rahim, 2013, etc.) whereas
numerous researchers (Myhill, 2010; Jones, Myhill, and Bailey, 2013; Myhill et al., 2012;
Zina, 2015; Myhill, 2018; Omer, 2019; Marjokorpi, 2022; Bhavani and Shankar, 2023, etc.)
have discussed in detail the advantages of CGT for developing writing skills. More
specifically, the comparison of the impact of contextualized implicit and explicit grammar
teaching on developing writing skills is not investigated fully yet, and there is not much
agreement in the previous research to show which method of grammar teaching is more
effective (Abdel Rahim, 2013; Nazari, 2013; Cawley, 2017; Colbert, Ware, and Jones, 2018;
Altun and Dincer, 2020; Ke, Piggott, and Steinkrauss, 2021). With this in mind, the current
experimental study, aimed at investigating contextualized explicit grammar teaching (CEGT),
contextualized implicit grammar teaching (CIGT), and traditional grammar teaching (TGT)
simultaneously to reveal their effectiveness in developing writing skills and grammatical
accuracy in writing. Thereupon, this study seeks to answer the following research questions:

1. Is there a statistically significant difference between the effects of contextualized explicit
grammar teaching, contextualized implicit grammar teaching, and traditional grammar
teaching on developing EFL university students’ writing skills?

2. Is there a statistically significant difference between the effects of contextualized explicit
grammar teaching, contextualized implicit grammar teaching, and traditional grammar
teaching on developing EFL university students’ grammatical accuracy in their writing?
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2. Literature Review

The effect of grammar teaching on writing skill development has been debated for many
years. Much of the discussion revolved around the question of whether grammar and writing
instruction should be separate, or whether context should be considered to facilitate
writing. TGT is about teaching grammar and writing separately, while CGT involves
integrating the teaching of grammar with other language skills such as reading and writing for
writing development (Xavier, Hong, and Enandya, 2020). Accordingly, Vukadin (2019)
argued that overall writing skills will develop concurrently when grammar is contextualized
in a meaningful context. She further clarified that in the CGT method, the intended grammar
structure is presented in authentic reading texts and then incorporated into writing, by doing
so, the overall writing skills are developed simultaneously. Studies that have studied the effect
of TGT on writing development have found that such an approach has no effect on
developing writing. For example, Myhill and her colleagues conducted a series of randomized
controlled trial studies in 2011, 2012, 2014, and 2018 in England to examine the effect of
CGT on the writing development of students. They found that CGT positively affected the
writing performance of students. Another experimental study was conducted in 2015 by Zina
to investigate the effects of integrative grammar teaching on developing second-year students’
writing. The findings showed that students decreased the number of grammar errors made in
writing as well as their overall writing was developed. Moreover, in their study on evaluating
the grammatical competence in 93 Kurdish EFL junior students' writings at the English
Department/ Duhok University, Sulaiman and Mohammed (2019) found that students made a
lot of grammar errors in their writing due to inappropriate teaching materials and techniques,
that is, teaching grammar and writing separately. Similarly, Omer (2019) conducted a
qualitative study interviewing 9 English language learners participating in an IELTS
preparation course in Benghazi, Libya to investigate whether teaching pedagogical grammar
was effective to develop students’ academic writing or not. The data obtained from the
participants revealed that pedagogical grammar developed their language level in writing and
academic writing as well. Another study was conducted by Marjokorpi in 2022 to examine
the link between grammar understanding and writing skills development in the writing of 138
Finnish grade 9 students. The results from the linear regression test reported a strong
relationship between grammar teaching and writing development. More recently in 2023,
Bhavani and Shankar performed an experimental design study to inspect the effect of direct
grammar teaching in writing on the quality of 18 fifth-grade students’ writing skills for four
months. The findings revealed that experimental group students’ writing skills improved well
due to CGT in writing.

On the other hand, in regard to developing writing skills, the ongoing debate on whether to
teach grammar explicitly or implicitly in context has created a dilemma for researchers
(Abdul Rahman and Rashid, 2017). Some found that CEGT was effective while others
supported CIGT. For instance, Nazari (2013) adopted a comparison group experimental
design to find out the difference between the effects of explicit and implicit grammar teaching
on learners’ receptive and productive skills. The data obtained from 60 elementary female
adult students showed that the participants in the explicit group outperformed the participants
in the implicit group in both receptive and productive skills. Similarly, Altun and Dincer
(2020) investigated the impact of explicit and implicit grammar teaching on students’
grammar and writing scores. Students’ post-test writing scores indicated that explicit grammar
teaching was more effective than implicit. Added to this, Colbert, Ware, and Jones (2018)
intended to investigate the effects of CEGT on developing writing skills of secondary school
students with dyslexia in Wales. The findings of this action research indicated that the
treatment enabled participants to develop their writing skills. On the contrary, the results of
Abdel Rahim’s experimental study in 2013 indicated the superiority of implicit grammar
teaching in developing students’ writing performance. The researcher taught the experimental
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group implicitly with the help of songs. Similarly, Cawley (2017) conducted a study aimed at
comparing the effects of implicit and explicit grammar teaching on enhancing 17 master
students’ writing development. The results were very promising for implicit grammar
teaching. Nonetheless, Ke, Piggott, and Steinkrauss (2021) found that both modes of
instruction were equally effective in terms of developing writing fluency and accuracy. For
this, 114 Dutch secondary school learners studying English as a second language participated
in their study. Reviewing the literature revealed that most of the previous studies have not
studied the three methods of grammar teaching (CEGT, CIGT, and TGT) in one research
study concurrently, but they are studied separately.

3. Methodology
3.1. Participants

The participants of this study were 52 second-year undergraduate students enrolled in the
English Department evening class/ College of Basic Education/ Salahaddin University-Erbil.
The students were randomly assigned into three groups of almost equal number of
participants. Before carrying out the experiment, the equivalence of the three groups was
checked on the basis of their performance in the grammar module of their first-year stage. The
control group (CG =18) received TGT, experimental group 1 (EG1 =17) was exposed to
CEGT, and experimental group 2 (EG2=17) was treated with CIGT.

3.2. Materials and Instruments

The first source material included in this study was the English Grammar in Use
(intermediate level) textbook (2019) by Murphy and Macmillan English Grammar in Context
Intermediate (2008) by Vince was used as supplementary material. The selected grammar
structures studied in this study were passive voices, articles, pronouns, quantifiers, and
relative clauses. The rationale for choosing these grammar items could be seen from several
angles. Firstly, these grammar structures were emphasized in the second-year coursebook
adopted by the department. Secondly, they were not studied by first-year students. Thirdly,
these grammar items are found to be problematic structures for learners in the literature
(Kamil, 2007; Sabir, 2008; Mahdi, 2018; Ahmad, Al-Tanany, and Musa, 2020; Altun and
Dincer, 2020). Added to this, the participants’ needs were assessed by performing a
diagnostic grammar test prior to conducting the study.

The instruments used to collect the intended data were pre- and post-tests in the form of
paragraph writing aiming at measuring overall writing skills (out of 80 marks) and
grammatical accuracy in writing (out of 32 marks). The first researcher together with the
other trained ratter (she was a university instructor with a strong background in writing
instruction) reviewed the students’ writing paragraphs individually utilizing an analytical
scoring rubric to achieve reliability of scoring the pre-and post-test paragraph writings. The
rubric included five components, namely content, organization, targeted grammar structures,
vocabulary, punctuation, and spelling. Prior to administering the tests, face and content
validity as well as inter-ratter reliability were sought to collect accurate and reliable data.

3.3. Procedures
The " pretest-post-test two treatment design " proposed by Cohen, Manion, and
Morrison (2018, p.403) was adopted to conduct this experimental study. The following steps
lasted for 16 actual academic weeks. In the first step, the groups were pre-tested before
initiating the experiment in which the students were required to use the intended grammar
structures and consider the other skills of paragraph writing.

In the second step, the three groups were exposed to three different treatments. The
pedagogical plan of the present study performed in the experimental groups, which dealt with
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writing skills development, was grounded on two different models to deliver CEGT in EG1
and CIGT in EG2. Noticing-Awareness-Practice (N-A-P) model by Roy Lyster (2004) was
followed to deliver CEGT whereas Noticing-Practice (N-P) model designed by the researcher
was used to deliver CIGT based on the existing literature (Hyland, 2003; Ellis, 2006; Sargent,
2009; Suntharesan, 2013; Nazari, 2014; Mueller, 2015; Peng, 2015; Tang, 2017; Atinafu,
2018; Altun and Dincer, 2020), mixed with the learning theories reviewed as their points of
support and theoretical basis. In the former model, the familiarization stage of the intended
grammar items takes place explicitly in the noticing and awareness phases whereas the
practice phase involves the controlled, guided, and free writing tasks. In the latter model, on
the other hand, the familiarization stage of the intended grammar topics takes place implicitly
in the noticing phase and the practice phase includes the aforementioned writing tasks.
Regarding the CG, the researchers focused primarily on teaching grammar traditionally in
which grammar was taught in isolation rather than in context (unrelated to reading and
writing), and students did not practice paragraph writing.

At the end of the experiment, the three groups were post-tested to measure the effect of the
treatments.

4. Results

To answer the first research question, the scores obtained by the two ratters were
computed. Then, the data were analysed through descriptive and inferential statistics. Table 1
displayed the mean differences between pre- and post-test writing scores of the three groups.
Referring to Table 1, in the pre-test, the mean scores of the three groups were close to one
another, whereas, in the post-test, the scores of the groups taught with CEGT and CIGT
increased significantly.

Groups Mean

Pre-test CG (TGT) 27.97
EG1 (CEGT) 28.62

EG2 (CIGT) 31.82

Post-test CG (TGT) 30.61
EG1 (CEGT) 52.34

EG2 (CIGT) 47.19

Table 1: Pre- and Post-test Writing Skills Scores

To answer the first research question, a one-way between-groups analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) with a significant level of 0,05 was performed in SPSS version 22. Since
ANCOVA is a complex set of procedures, it needs the meeting of a number of preliminary
assumptions. Thus, prior to conducting the test, assumptions like normality, linearity,
homogeneity of variances, and homogeneity of regression slopes were met. The output of
ANCOVA was presented in Table 2. After adjusting for pre-test scores, there was a
significant difference between the three groups on developing their writing skills, F = 111.03,
p =.000 (less than 0.05), partial eta squared = .82 (according to Cohen’s 1988 guidelines, it is
a large effect size). Thus, there was a significant difference among the students taught by
TGT, CEGT, and CIGT in regard to writing skills development.

Source F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Groups 111.03 .000 .82

Table 2: The ANCOVA Results
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To determine exactly where the differences among the groups occur, the Post Hoc
comparison using the Bonferroni test was conducted and the output was displayed in Table 3.

Groups Groups Mean Difference Sig.
(1) () (-J)

CG EG1 -21.74* .000
EG2 -16.58* .000

EG1 CG 21.74* .000
EG2 5.15* .006

EG2 CG 16.58* .000
EG1 -5.15* .006

Table 3: The Post Hoc Test Results

From Table 3, the asterisk symbol (*) showed that the three groups being compared
were different from each other. The mean score for CG was significantly different from the
mean score for EG1 with a mean difference by -21.74, and from EG2 by -16.58. Meanwhile,
the EG1 was significantly different from the EG2 by 5.15. It could be interpreted that CGT
served the purpose whereas TGT was not effective in developing writing skills.

Despite the fact that the two methods of CGT were found to be effective separately for
developing participants’ writing scores, the effect was really different when they were
compared. A closer inspection of Table 1 revealed that the scores of EG1 (M= 52. 34)
increased better than EG2 (M=47.19). The former increased by 23.73 points while the other
increased by only 15.37 points. In support of this, the Post Hoc test output showed that the
score of EG1 exposed to CEGT was 5.15 points higher than EG2 exposed to CIGT.

To answer the second research question, the attained data were analysed using descriptive
and inferential statistics. Table 4 below disclosed the results of the pre- and post-test
grammatical accuracy in writing.

Groups Mean

Pre-test CG (TGT) 8.14
EG1 (CEGT) 9.44

EG2 (CIGT) 9.56

Post-test CG (TGT) 10.94
EG1 (CEGT) 23.2

EG2 (CIGT) 19.71

Table 4: Pre- and Post-test Grammatical Accuracy Mean Scores in Writing

The mean scores shown above quantified that the mean scores of the three groups treated
differently were close at the outset, whereas the two experimental groups exposed to CEGT
and CIGT increased noticeably. Due to the nature of the research question displayed, the
ANCOVA test was employed. Preliminary analyses were performed to ensure that there was
no violation of the assumptions. Table 5 displayed the ANCOVA test results.

Source F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Groups 130.82 .000 .85

Table 5: The ANCOVA Results

The above table specified that there was a significant difference between the three groups
in developing grammatical accuracy in writing, F = 130.82, p = .000<0.05, partial eta squared
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= .85 (large effect size). in light of the results, hence, CEGT and CIGT were found to be
effective in developing grammatical accuracy in writing. Added to this, the results presented
in Table 6 showed that the mean score for CG was significantly different from the mean score
for EG1 by -12.26, and from EG2 by -8.77. More specifically, the EG1 was significantly
different from the EG2 by 3.49.

Groups Groups Mean Difference Sig.
(1) J) (1-J)

CG EG1 -12.26 * .000
EG2 -8.77* .000

EG1 CG 12.26 * .000
EG2 3.49* .000

EG2 CG 8.77* .000
EG1 -3.49* .000

Table 6: The Post Hoc Test Results

Similarly, the results attained in Table 4 indicated that EG1 (M= 23.2) was more
effective than EG2 (M= 19.72). As a result, the achievement of the EG1 exposed to CEGT in
grammatical accuracy in students’ paragraph writing was seen so apparently.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

This experimental research focused on the effectiveness of using contextualized (explicit/
implicit) grammar teaching in developing second-year students’ writing skills and
grammatical accuracy in writing. Grounded on the attained results, it can be concluded that
CGT had advantageous effectiveness whereas TGT was not effective in developing writing
skills. This is reinforced by Weaver (1996, 2006) who argued that teaching grammar in
context develops writing. Myhill (2005; 2010) supported Weaver’s view in which she stated
that the notion of contextualized grammar means more than grammar learning where the
focus is not only grammar learning but some other features of language learning. Another
plausible explanation of the result generated is that writing needs to consider different skills
like organization, content, the intended grammar point, etc. The students in the experimental
groups were familiar with the process and able to put their ideas easily on paper as a result of
teaching grammar contextually in reading authentic texts and writing. Added to this, CGT
induced the participants to become more motivated, interested, and engaged, as supported by
Perlin (2011). Thus, it formed more identifiable learning opportunities for students. The
current result is in line with some previous research results reported that teaching grammar in
context improved writing (Myhill, 2011; Myhill et al., 2012; Myhill and Watson, 2014; Zina,
2015; Myhill, 2018; Omer, 2019; Marjokorpi, 2022; Bhavani and Shankar, 2023). More
precisely, CEGT was superior to CIGT in terms of developing writing skills. This generated
result agreed with that of (Nazari, 2013; Altun and Dincer, 2020). There can be different
explanations for why the group taught with CEGT came to the forefront. Time and extra
practice can be assumed as an issue when discussing the success of the explicit method. To
Altun and Dincer (2020), learning grammar implicitly requires more time and treatment
practice. The attained result, however, is inconsistent with other studies (Abdel Rahim, 2013;
Cawley, 2017), which asserted that implicit grammar teaching could help learners better
develop their writing, as such studies compared implicit teaching with traditional explicit
grammar teaching in which grammar was taught in isolation rather than in context.

Consistently, the yielded results attested that contextualized, not traditional, grammar
teaching was found to be effective in developing grammatical accuracy in writing. A
reasonable explanation of the generated result is that the EFL Kurdish students in our
universities study grammar in isolation not in context. They may be able to state a grammar
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rule, but consistently fail to apply the rules when writing. Accordingly, researchers argued
that when TGT is involved, most students are often able to explain grammar rules but cannot
use them in the right context, especially in writing (Frodesen, 2001; Abdel Rahim, 2013).
This finding is in harmony with some research findings conducted by Zina (2015) and Omer
(2019). Although students’ grammatical accuracy in writing in both experimental groups
developed significantly, the results again were very promising for the CEGT method. A
sensible interpretation of the finding obtained is the habits of learners. As the participants
were adult learners, they usually were accustomed to explicit teaching. This result echoes the
study by Altun and Dincer (2020) who addressed the same issue.

Even though, based on the results of this study, practicing explicit teaching is inevitable in
classes, implicit teaching should not be overlooked because it was found to be effective in
developing writing skills and grammatical accuracy in writing. Thus, curriculum designers
should integrate grammar in reading authentic texts and writing tasks to develop overall
writing skills as well as modify the curriculum based on these methods. It is recommended
that future research is needed to conduct the same experiment among school-level learners to
realize whether age influences the comparison between CGT and TGT.
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