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Abstract 

This study aims at investigating EFL university 
students’ attitudes towards the effect of 
implementing contextualized (explicit/ implicit) 
grammar teaching on developing their writing 
skills. A total of 34 second-year undergraduate 
students who were enrolled in the evening class 
of the English Department/ College of Basic 
Education/ Salahaddin University-Erbil took part 
in the study. The students were randomly 
assigned into two groups, ensuring an equal 
number of participants in each group. The first 
group was exposed to contextualized explicit 
grammar teaching, while the second group 
received contextualized implicit grammar 
teaching. To gather the intended data, two sets of 
questionnaires were designed by the researchers 
and administered to the groups. The analysis 
revealed that the students stated positive attitudes 
towards the use of both methods for developing 
their writing skills. Nevertheless, contextualized 
explicit grammar teaching received a higher level 
of the students’ agreement. The study ended with 
some conclusions and suggestions for further 
studies.
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1.Introduction   

Each of the four language skills in the English Language holds importance, but writing stands 

out as the most crucial skill among them (Bhavani and Shankar, 2023). This is because 

writing assists in developing other language skills and serves as a meaningful and transparent 

assessment tool for evaluating students' performance (Salem, 2013), awarding a grade, 

evaluating programs (Javed, Juan, and Nazli, 2013), knowing student’s progress, and 

diagnosing any difficulties students might be facing (Alfaki, 2015).  Accordingly, writing 

skill as one of the most productive skills is often considered challenging for learners in 

general (Bhavani and Shankar, 2023) and foreign language learners (FLL) in particular 

(Ariana, 2010; Omer, 2016; Brime and Bajalani, 2017).  The challenges that greatly affect 

FLLs can arise from factors like variations in language structures, writing styles, the way of 

articulating thoughts, and cultures (Benson and Heidish, 1995). Added to this, acquiring the 

skills of writing is distinctively challenging as it necessitates the simultaneous mastery of a 

diverse range of language skills, encompassing grammar accuracy, vocabulary, spelling, 

punctuation, content, and the capacity to effectively organize and articulate ideas (Zemach 

and Islam, 2004; Bhavani and Shankar, 2023). 

Scholars have proposed an effective teaching method known as contextualized grammar 

teaching (CGT) (Weaver, 1996; Jones, Myhill, and Bailey, 2013; Lindenmeyer, 2014; 

Cawley, 2017; Omar, 2019). According to educational materials, CGT is considered the most 

effective way for teaching grammar in today’s classrooms (Hanson, 2019) because context 

facilitates the provision of meaning for grammatical forms (Ismail, 2010). Myhill (2005; 

2010) noted that the idea of grammar in context goes beyond mere grammar teaching, as it 

entails not only the teaching of grammar itself but also includes some other aspects of 

language learning.  

Consequently, various studies have introduced different strategies to assist teachers in 

incorporating CGT and help students develop their writing skills. One widely recommended 

strategy, highlighted in the available literature, 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 idea of linking grammar to writing dates back more than a 

century. The initial scholarly investigation can be traced back to Hoyt (1906, p.478), who 

examined the impact of grammar study on the “use of better English in the oral and written 

expression”.  Through analyzing their own writing, students acquire a stronger base for 

understanding the material presented to them and gain an opportunity to apply their 

knowledge in written form (Rampey, 2016). Hyland (2003) argued that teaching grammar to 

develop writing can be done through practicing various writing activities including controlled 

writing, guided writing, and free writing. Another effective strategy for contextualizing 

grammar and fostering the development of students' writing skills is to teach grammar within 

the context of reading authentic texts with multiple examples of targeted grammar structures 

(Huang, 2010; Tai, 2016; Aka, 2020). Reading authentic texts will contribute to driving 

grammar lessons in a meaningful way. Such texts can be utilized as a valuable resource and 

base for examining and discussing various aspects such as grammar, content, organization, 

and so on (Eldoumi, 2012; Hanson, 2019). 

Several opinions have emerged regarding the different approaches to teaching grammar in a 

contextualized way for the purpose of developing writing skills. Basically, two fundamental 

approaches, namely explicit and implicit are universally recognized (Atinafu, 2018). These 

approaches not only develop students' grammatical accuracy but also their overall writing 

skills (Altun and Dincer, 2020). The concept of explicit grammar teaching refers to teaching a 

grammar structure and helping the learners “to develop metalinguistic awareness” of the 

target structure during the learning process “by providing them with a grammatical 

description of the rule or assisting them to discover the rule for themselves from the data 

provided” (Ellis, et al., 2009, p.17).  On the other hand, implicit grammar teaching involves 
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exposing learners to “grammatical structures in a meaningful and comprehensible context in 

order that they may acquire, as naturally as possible, the grammar of the target language" 

(Scott, 1990, p.779). To Ellis (1997), implicit grammar teaching can also involve intentional 

learning, where learners are conscious of the fact that they are learning grammar. 

As previously mentioned, the development of writing skills poses a challenge for many 

learners. Yet, there are several factors considered to have influenced the process such as 

attitudes, motivation, anxiety, age, aptitude, and mental competence (Shams, 2008; Pratolo, 

2017). Among all these factors, attitude is recognized as a crucial element (Zulfikar, 

Dahliana, and Sari, 2019). Attitudes can be understood as a person's responses, opinions, or 

evaluations related to a particular idea, entity, or belief (Arsari, 2017). language learning 

attitude refers to learners’ tendencies in relation to their effort in learning the target language 

(Zulfikar, Dahliana, and Sari, 2019). Though evaluations are commonly categorized as 

positive or negative, they can also exhibit uncertainty (Mokhamar, 2016). Scholars (Haddock 

and Maio, 2008) agreed that attitudes have affective, cognitive, and behavioral components. 

The affective component “refers to the feeling and emotions that one has towards an object: 

the " likes " or "dislikes " and the "with " or " against" (Mokhamar, 2016, p.46). Whereas the 

cognitive component “refers to beliefs, thoughts or opinions, and attributes we associate with 

a particular object” (Haddock and Maio, 2008, p.116). Finally, the behavioral component of 

attitudes “refers to ones' consistent actions or behavioral intentions towards the object” 

(Mokhamar, 2016, p.46). Thus, attitudes involve the feeling, emotions, beliefs, thoughts, 

attributes, and behaviors displayed by an individual towards the subject in question. 

Even though writing stands out as the most prominent skill among other language skills 

(Denu, Teshome, and Ferede, 2022; Bhavani and Shankar, 2023), Kurdish EFL undergraduate 

students mostly have problems with writing, compared to other language skills, as a result of 

ineffective teaching methods (Salih, Sulaiman, and Mohammed, 2019). The students need a 

teaching method to link grammar to their writing so as to transfer the grammatical knowledge 

that they know to their writing and consider other aspects of writing (ibid).  In this respect, a 

comprehensive review of past research claimed that teaching grammar as an isolated subject 

does not yield favourable outcomes for writers (Fearn and Farnan, 2007; Weaver, 2008; 

Eldoumi, 2012; Nazari, 2013; Abdel Rahim, 2013; Gaikwad, 2014, etc.).  Conversely, 

multiple researchers (Weaver, 1996; Myhill, 2010; Myhill et al., 2012; Jones, Myhill, and 

Bailey, 2013; Khoshsima and Tanhaei, 2014; Myhill, 2018; Omar, 2019; Ahmad, Al-Tanany, 

and Musa, 2020, etc.) have highlighted the benefits of CGT for developing writing skills.  

To bring a positive change and support the development of the students' writing skills, 

contextualized explicit grammar teaching (CEGT) and contextualized implicit grammar 

teaching (CIGT) were implemented by the researchers of this study. It is essential to 

acknowledge that investigating students' attitudes during the teaching and learning process 

holds immense significance and can potentially have a crucial influence on shaping the 

existing state of the teaching and learning process.  Similarly, it was argued that having 

knowledge of students' attitudes towards the learning environment has a direct influence on 

the extent of their learning, thereby affecting the effectiveness of the instructional methods 

implemented (Bloemert et al., 2019). Besides, the identification of students' attitudes is 

important as it allows teachers to gain a profound understanding of their students, including 

their learning styles and behavior. This understanding plays a key role in facilitating the 

implementation of effective teaching methods (İnal, Evin, and Saracaloğlu, 2003).  More 

specifically, investigating learners’ perceptions and attitudes helps researchers to assess how 

well the intended method was able to meet their needs and improve their writing skills (Denu, 

Teshome, and Ferede 2022). 

 Given these considerations, the current study, aimed at exploring students’ attitudes towards 

the implementation of two methods of CGT: CEGT and CIGT, and their effects on the 
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development of students' writing skills. Therefore, this study attempts to answer the following 

research questions: 

 

1. What are the students' attitudes towards the effect of implementing contextualized 

explicit grammar teaching on developing their writing skills? 

2. What are the students' attitudes towards the effect of implementing contextualized 

implicit grammar teaching on developing their writing skills? 
 

2. Literature Review 

Teaching grammar in context enables learners to observe how rules are applied in sentences. 

On the contrary, in the absence of context, it is exceedingly challenging to determine the 

intended meaning of an individual word or phrase because “language is context-sensitive” 

(Thornbury,1999, p.69). Dean (2008) further argued that the purpose of CGT is multifaceted. 

It serves to “train the brain, … to help students score well on-scale tests, … and to help them 

improve as writers and readers” (p.13). 

Even though numerous research studies have been conducted covering the effects of CGT on 

developing writing skills (Myhill, 2010; Myhill et al., 2012; Jones, Myhill, and Bailey, 2013; 

Zina, 2015; Myhill, 2018; Omar, 2019; Marjokorpi, 2023; Bhavani and Shankar, 2023, etc.), 

the attitudes regarding the method have not been deeply investigated. Besides, it is acceptable 

to state that there is no known research on exploring students’ attitudes towards CGT in the 

Kurdish context. To this end, the related studies, presented in this study, are categorized 

according to the themes, focusing on studies that investigate students’ and teachers’ 

responses. Moreover, these studies have been arranged in chronological order within their 

respective themes. 

In regard to the student variable, in a related study, Wang and Wang (2014) found that the 

participants held a positive perception towards explicit grammar teaching. Their study 

involved 15 students who were enrolled in an intermediate-level freshman English writing 

and reading course in Seoul. The students were given an online survey to reflect on their 

experience after a period of intervention. Likewise, in his study, Ayeche (2018) focused on 

investigating learners’ attitudes related to the impact of grammar teaching on their writing 

skills. For the purpose of the study, a survey questionnaire was administered to 80 second-

year students enrolled in the English language department at the University of Mohammed 

Seddik Ben Yahia Jijel in Algeria. The results indicated that the students held positive 

attitudes towards the impact of the deductive type of grammar teaching on their writing skills. 

This implies that explicit grammar teaching was more favorable since deductive teaching is a 

type of explicit grammar teaching. Besides, in 2022, Denu, Teshome, and Ferede explored 

students’ perceptions concerning the impact of CGT on their paragraph writing. Two intact 

groups of Grade 11 of Gatema Secondary School students in Ethiopia were randomly 

assigned to participate in the study. The analysis of self-reflection data reported that the 

students enjoyed and felt positive towards the CGT as it helped them to enhance their writing 

skills and write more accurately.  

On the other hand, concerning the teacher variable, Basoz (2014) surveyed teachers’ 

perceptions regarding explicit and implicit grammar teaching. For this, 86 pre-service EFL 

teachers who were enrolled in the English Language Teaching department at Balikesir 

University in Turkey were assigned to take part in responding to a four-point Likert scale 

questionnaire. The descriptive data obtained from the questionnaire reported that the majority 

of the respondents expressed a preference for implicit grammar teaching over explicit one. In 

contrast to Basoz’s findings, the study performed by Sopin (2015) yielded results representing 

that the majority of the teachers, 84% to be specific, had a positive attitude regarding explicit 

grammar teaching, especially when it was contextualized. On the other hand, Abdul Rahman 

and Rashid (2017) conducted a study with the purpose of gaining insights into the teachers’ 

beliefs regarding explicit and implicit grammar teaching in Malaysian Higher Learning 
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Institutions. The researchers gathered data through semi-structured interviews with five 

teachers.  Data analysis revealed that most of the interviewees favored explicit grammar 

teaching in their classrooms. Nevertheless, they also acknowledged the significance of 

incorporating implicit grammar teaching in accordance with the specific needs of their 

students. In another study, Shirvani (2022) explored 6 Iranian EFL teachers’ perceptions 

regarding the explicit and implicit approaches to teaching grammar. The interview findings 

provided verification that explicit grammar teaching is indeed beneficial in EFL situations.  It 

can be concluded that even though implicit grammar teaching was viewed positively, the 

preference for explicit grammar teaching can be inferred from the findings of the studies 

mentioned. 

A review of the existing literature uncovered a predominant focus on studying teachers' and 

students’ perceptions and beliefs, while little attention was given to exploring students' 

attitudes. As highlighted earlier, the identification of students' attitudes has a direct influence 

on the extent of their learning, teachers’ understanding of their student’s needs, and 

facilitating the implementation of effective teaching methods. Therefore, to investigate the 

effectiveness of the two implemented methods, namely CEGT and CIGT, the students’ 

attitudes were sought in this study.  

 

3. Methodology 

    3.1. Participants 

This study included a total of 34 participants who were second-year undergraduate students 

attending the evening class of the English Department/ College of Basic Education/ 

Salahaddin University-Erbil. The students were randomly assigned into two experimental 

groups, ensuring an equal number of participants in each group. Experimental group 1 (EG1), 

consisting of 17 students, was exposed to CEGT whereas experimental group 2 (EG2), also 

comprising 17 students, was treated with CIGT.  

 

     3.2 Research Design and Data Collection Tools 

A quantitative research design was utilized in this study with the main aim of investigating 

students’ attitudes regarding the effects of the intended methods on developing their writing 

skills. To assess the effect of each intended method, a questionnaire was designed by the 

researchers to gather the quantitative data. Thus, two sets of questionnaires were designed to 

collect the intended data. The items of the questionnaires utilized in the present study were 

specifically designed and sequenced according to the treatment phases and how the treatments 

were implemented in both groups. 

When designing the questionnaires, the researchers adhered to the guidelines outlined by 

influential pioneers in the field, such as Cohen, Manion, and Morrison (2018) and Aithal and 

Aithal (2020). The first questionnaire involved 22 Likert scale items targeting EG1 

participants to reveal their attitudes towards the effect of implementing CEGT on developing 

their writing skills. On the other hand, the second questionnaire comprised 23 Likert scale 

items requiring EG2 participants to reveal their attitudes towards the effect of implementing 

CIGT. For this, a 5-point Likert scale was used, where participants could indicate their 

agreement or disagreement on a scale as: (1=Strongly Disagree, 2=Disagree, 3=Partially 

Agree, 4=Agree, and 5=Strongly Agree). It was not difficult for respondents to complete as 

they feel comfortable with a wide range of choices on its continuum scale. In fact, both 

questionnaires contained reverse items to ensure that students were stable in their own 

thinking. Accordingly, Dörnyei and Taguchi (2010, p.27) argued that in the case of 

“negatively worded items”, where the items assess the opposite of the intended concept, the 

scores need to be reversed before carrying out the analysis (i.e., 5 becomes 1, 4 becomes 2, 

etc.” Therefore, the negative items of the current study’s questionnaires (labeled with asterisk 

mark*) were reversed as (1=Strongly Agree, 2=Agree, 3=Partially Agree, 4=Disagree, and 
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5=Strongly Disagree).  Moreover, before administering the questionnaires, the researchers 

sought to ensure face and content validity, as well as internal consistency reliability in order 

to gather accurate and reliable data. The questionnaires’ reliability was checked utilizing 

Cronbach’s Alpha Coefficient test, resulting in reliability coefficients of 0.885 and 0.862, 

respectively. Thus, the results supported the use of the questionnaires. 

 

     3.3. Procedures 

The subsequent steps took place over a span of 16 academic weeks, which corresponds to four 

months in total. In the first step, the students were randomly assigned into two experimental 

groups before initiating the experiment. In the second step, the two groups were exposed to 

their respective treatments (CEGT and CIGT) that were designed by the researchers. Soon 

after the experiment was over, the researchers commenced the distribution of the 

questionnaires. In each group, all participants responded to the questionnaire. Finally, the 

quantitative data were analyzed through descriptive statistics utilizing percent, mean, and 

standard deviation. Additionally, inferential statistics were performed, specifically the 

independent-samples t-test, to draw conclusions from the data. 

 

4. Results and Discussions 

The data analysis and discussion have been organized by following the sequence of research 

questions as a guiding framework. 

 

1. What are the students' attitudes towards the effect of implementing contextualized 

explicit grammar teaching on developing their writing skills? 

 

With reference to research question one, Table 1 presents the percentage of agreement, mean, 

and standard deviations for 22 items that are associated with students’ attitudes towards 

CEGT. To begin with, it appears that 78.8% with Mean=3.94 and SD=.966 of the students 

liked learning grammar structures in their writing context. This was due to the fact that the 

students realized the advantage of using their own written work as a basis to discuss 

grammatical concepts and consider the other subskills of writing. In relation to the 2nd item, 

81.2% with Mean=4.06 and SD=.748 of the participants expressed their agreement that 

identifying grammar structures based on their errors aided them in accurately applying these 

targeted structures in their writing. This implies that the idea of teaching grammar topics 

based on the students’ errors aided in identifying their weaknesses and addressing the specific 

areas they were concerned about. 
          
No. Item % of 

Agreement 

Mean SD 

1 I liked learning grammar structures in my writing context. 78.8 3.94 .966 

2 Identifying grammar structures based on my errors helped me to apply 

these particular structures accurately in my writing. 

81.2 4.06 .748 

3 Selecting a text that contains multiple examples of the targeted grammar 

structures helped me to be more familiar with the intended grammar 

structures. 

84.8 4.24 .606 

4 Highlighting the structures in the text made me notice the right application 

of the structures in the selected texts. 

89.4 4.47 .874 

5 Sharing our hypothesis about the highlighted structures in the texts 

increased my understanding of the right application and meaning of the 

structures. 

84.8 4.24 .717 

6 Teacher’s step-by-step explanation of the form and function of the targeted 

grammar structures developed my writing skills. 

80 4.00 .791 

7 Explaining and discussing the skills of writing (organization, content, 89.4 4.47 .624 
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vocabulary, grammar, etc.) developed my writing skills. 

8 Teacher’s direct feedback and error correction referring to the rules, 

stimulated my understanding of writing skills. 

78.8 3.94 .827 

9 The peer-editing activity helped me to proofread my writing. 82.4 4.12 .781 

10 Working in groups stimulated my knowledge in writing skills. 93 4.65 .606 

11 Interacting with my peer stimulated my knowledge in writing skills. 81.2 4.06 .659 

12 Comparing the targeted English structures with those in the Kurdish 

language increased my grammatical accuracy. 

68.2 3.41 .870 

13 The controlled writing activities helped me apply the targeted grammar 

structures accurately in writing. 

76.4 3.82 .728 

14 Due to the guided writing practice, I can now write a paragraph on any 

topic with regard to the skills of writing. 

95.2 4.76 .562 

15 Due to the free writing practice, I can now write a paragraph on any topic 

that required me to consider the skills of writing.  

84.8 4.24 .831 

16 Due to the teacher’s continuous monitoring of my writing, I am now a 

better writer. 

80 4.00 .612 

17 Through CEGT, all my writing skills developed. 83.6 4.18 .636 

18 Overall, I am very satisfied with how the CEGT developed my writing 

skills. 

85.8 4.29 .686 

19 CEGT was a waste of time. * 90.6 4.53 .717 

20 Due to CEGT, I feel more active and motivated when I write a paragraph. 84.8 4.24 .562 

21 I think grammar should be taught separately, rather than in context. * 90.6 4.53 .717 

22 I need to have more CEG tasks in the future in order to better improve my 

writing skills. 

84.8 4.24 .970 

Total 4.21 .166 

 

       Table 1. Students’ Responses Regarding Their Attitudes towards CEGT (N=17) 

 

According to the findings of the 3rd item, 84.8% with Mean=4.24 and SD=.606 of the students 

found selecting a text with multiple examples of the targeted grammar structures helpful in 

becoming more familiar with those structures. The 4th item received 89.4% of the students’ 

agreement with Mean=4.47 and SD=.874. This high percentage of agreement shows students’ 

preference for highlighting the targeted grammar structures in the given texts to notice the 

right application of those structures.   

Moreover, the data gathered from the 5th item draws attention to the fact that 84.8% of 

respondents, with Mean= 4.24 and SD=.717, expressed their agreement that sharing their 

hypothesis about the highlighted structures in the texts increased their understanding of the 

right application and meaning of the structures. This was due to their engagement in sharing 

ideas and discovering the rule for themselves. This result supports the importance of the 

inductive type of explicit grammar teaching that was followed in this study. Concerning the 

6th item, it is evident that 80% of the students found the teacher’s step-by-step explanation of 

the form and function of the targeted grammar structures to be beneficial for their writing 

skills with Mean=4.00 and SD=.791. This degree of agreement suggests that the students 

acknowledged the value of receiving clear and detailed explanations from the teacher 

regarding how the grammar structures are formed and how they function in writing. 

As for the 7th item, 89.4% of the students agreed and strongly agreed (Mean=4.47 and 

SD=.624) that their writing skills were developed through the process of explaining and 

discussing together the skills of writing, including organization, content, vocabulary, 

grammar, etc. That is, the students' recognition of the significant effect of actively engaging in 

reading texts and writing paragraphs to explain and discuss the skills of writing demonstrates 

their awareness of the substantial influence this engagement had on the development of their 

writing skills. 

Regarding the teacher's direct feedback and error correction, the mean value for the 8th item 

was below 4 (Mean=3.94, SD=.827). Despite this, over three-quarters (78.8%) of the 

respondents expressed agreement with their teacher's direct feedback and error correction, 
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identifying it as a valuable means of developing their writing skills. In terms of pair work and 

group work, items 9th, 10th, and 11th, however, produced mean values exceeding 4, students 

mostly preferred group work (Mean=4.65 and SD=.606, and Percentage=93%) over pair work 

(Mean=4.12 and 4.06, SD=.781 and .659, and Percentage=82.4% and 81.2%, respectively).  

This could be attributed to the presence of diverse opportunities for collaboration, meaningful 

discussions, and knowledge-sharing in group settings.  

On the other hand, only 68.2% of the respondents agreed with the 12th item, which produced 

the lowest mean (3.41) and SD= .870.  It implies that more than half of them perceived the 

practice of comparing the targeted English structures with those in the Kurdish language to 

increase their grammatical accuracy as relatively effective. This could be a result of variations 

in language structures.  

Regarding controlled, guided, and free writing tasks, the results of the 13th, 14th, and 15th 

items revealed that the highest proportion (95.2%) with Mean=4.76 and SD=.562 of the 

students perceived guided writing as the most effective activity to assist them in writing a 

paragraph on any topic with regard to the skills of writing. Whereas the free writing activity 

ranked second with 84.8% of the students selecting it (Mean=4.24 and SD=.831) and the 

controlled writing activity ranked third with 76.4% of the students choosing it (Mean=3.82 

and SD=.728). Guided writing was preferred because the students received guidance like 

expanding from a plan or outline, responding to questions, following a model, or using 

pictures as aids to write about a new topic.  Moreover, based on the results of item 16th, 80% 

of the students agreed that they became better writers due to their teacher’s continuous 

monitoring of their writing with Mean=4.00 and SD=.612. This suggests that the students 

perceived the ongoing monitoring and feedback provided by their teacher as valuable in 

developing their writing skills.  

As for the 17th and 18th items, a comparable percentage of students (83.6% and 85.8%, 

respectively) showed their agreement regarding the effect of CEGT and the level of their 

satisfaction with this treatment to develop their writing skills. However, the mean score of 

item 17th was slightly lower (Mean=4.18 and SD=.636) compared to the mean score of item 

18th (Mean=4.29 and SD=.686). Taken together, these statistics suggest that a high proportion 

of students agreed on the positive effect of CEGT and were satisfied with the treatment. After 

reversing the negatively worded items (i.e., 19th and 21st), it was found that the same 

proportion (90.6%) of the respondents with Mean=4.53, and SD=.717 strongly disagreed with 

the statements (CEGT was a waste of time*) and (I think grammar should be taught 

separately, rather than in context*). This finding indicates that the participants did not 

perceive CEGT as a waste of time. Moreover, they expressed a preference for grammar 

teaching in context. This shows their reliable answers.  

Similar to the 3rd, 5th, and 15th items, the 20th and 22nd items also revealed that 84.8% of the 

participants (with a mean of 4.24 and standard deviations of .562 and .970, respectively) felt 

more active and motivated when writing paragraphs, and perceived the need to continue 

practicing CEGT in the future to better develop their writing skills. This indicates that 

practicing CEGT had a positive impact on the participants' levels of activity and motivation 

when writing. Moreover, it underscores that the students acknowledged the importance of 

practicing CEGT as a valuable means for their ongoing writing development.  

Finally, the overall mean of the students' attitudes toward applying CEGT to develop their 

writing skills was found to be 4.21, with a standard deviation of .166. This indicates that the 

students held a generally positive attitude towards CEGT for developing their writing skills. 

This finding aligns, to some extent, with the findings of some previous studies (Wang, 2014; 

Sopin, 2015; Rahman and Rashid, 2017; Ayeche, 2018; Shirvani, 2022), indicating similar 

results. Nevertheless, it should be noted that this finding contradicts the findings reported in 

the relevant literature (Basoz, 2014). Basoz’s study investigated teachers’ preferences for 
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traditional explicit grammar teaching, where grammar was taught in isolation rather than in 

context. 

 

2. What are the students' attitudes towards the effect of implementing contextualized 

implicit grammar teaching on developing their writing skills? 

 

Regarding research question two, Table 2 provides data on the agreement percentage, mean 

values, and standard deviations for 23 items that pertain to students' attitudes towards CIGT. 

Initially, it is apparent that 77.6% of the students displayed a preference for learning grammar 

structures in their writing context with Mean=3.88 and SD=.928, indicating a relatively high 

level of liking and moderate variability among the responses. Regarding the 2nd item, it can be 

observed that 80% with Mean=4.00 and SD=.791 of the students agreed that identifying 

grammar structures based on their errors assisted them in accurately applying these specific 

structures in their writing. This reveals that the students recognized the value of preparing 

teaching material based on their needs and its potential role in developing their writing 

accuracy. Similarly, based on the findings of the 3rd item, it is evident that 80% of the students 

with Mean=4.00 and SD=.707 found the practice of selecting a text with multiple examples of 

targeted grammar structures to be beneficial in increasing their familiarity with those specific 

structures. This finding suggests that the students recognized the value of learning grammar 

within the context of reading texts to understand and infer the grammar rules by themselves.  

Moreover, the 4th item obtained a high agreement rate of 84.8% with Mean=4.24 and SD=1.2 

among the students. This implies that the students preferred highlighting the targeted 

grammar structures in the provided texts to better notice and understand their correct 

application. Their agreement validates a clear inclination towards employing the method of 

noticing as an effective means to enhance their comprehension of the intended grammar 

structures. Moreover, the data collected from the 5th item highlights that 82.4% (Mean=4.12 

and SD=.993) of the respondents agreed that engaging in the process of sharing ideas and 

collectively discovering the rules without their teacher’s direct explanation allowed students 

to deepen their comprehension and supported the significance of the implicit type of grammar 

teaching. 

 
No. Item % of 

Agreement 

Mean SD 

1 I liked learning grammar structures in my writing context. 77.6 3.88 .928 

2 Identifying grammar structures based on my errors helped me to apply these 

particular structures accurately in my writing. 

80 4.00 .791 

3 Selecting a text that contains multiple examples of the targeted grammar 

structures helped me to be more familiar with the intended grammar 

structures. 

80 4.00 .707 

4 Highlighting the structures in the text made me notice the right application 

of the structures in the selected texts. 

84.8 4.24 1.2 

5 Sharing our hypothesis about the highlighted structures in the texts increased 

my understanding of the right application and meaning of the structures. 

82.4 4.12 .993 

6 Discussing the skills of writing (organization, content, vocabulary, grammar, 

etc.) developed my writing skills. 

78.8 3.94 .748 

7 Teacher’s indirect feedback and error correction without referring to rules, 

developed my writing skills. 

85.8 4.29 .772 

8 The peer-editing activity helped me to proofread my writing. 78.8 3.94 .748 

9 Working in groups stimulated my knowledge in writing skills. 88.2 4.41 .795 

10 Interacting with my peer stimulated my knowledge in writing skills. 78.8 3.94 .659 

11 The controlled writing tasks helped me apply the targeted grammar 

structures more accurately in writing. 

75.2 3.76 .752 

12 Due to the guided writing practice, I can now write a paragraph on any topic. 91.8 4.59 .712 

13 Due to the free writing practice, I can now write a paragraph on any topic 

that required me to consider the skills of writing. 

82.4 4.12 .857 
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14 Due to the teacher’s continuous monitoring of my writing, I am now a better 

writer. 

81.2 4.06 .748 

15 Through CIGT, my writing developed. 82.4 4.12 .857 

16 Overall, I am satisfied with how the CIGT developed my writing skills. 80 4.00 .612 

17 CIGT was a waste of time. * 80 4.00 1.17 

18 Due to CIGT, I feel more active and motivated when I write a paragraph. 81.2 4.06 .966 

19 I think grammar should be taught separately rather than in context. * 76.4 3.82 .883 

20 The teacher’s encouragement to understand the rules without direct 

explanation helped me to internalize the rules. 

77.6 3.88 .993 

21 Writing our errors on the board by the teacher and correcting them by the 

class as a whole without mentioning the rules developed my writing 

accuracy. 

80 4.00 .791 

22 My grammatical accuracy developed due to comparing my own use of the 

intended grammar structures in writing to its use in the highlighted text. 

81.2 4.06 1.03 

23 I need to have more CIG tasks in the future in order to better improve my 

writing skills. 

80 4.00 1.06 

Total 4.05 .219 

                          
    Table 2. Students’ Responses Regarding Their Attitudes towards CIGT (N=17) 

 

Concerning the 6th item, it is evident that 78.8% of the students found the practice of 

discussing various skills of writing such as organization, content, vocabulary, grammar, and 

others to be beneficial in developing their writing skills with Mean=3.94 and SD=.748. This 

finding indicates that the students recognized the value of engaging in discussions without 

their teacher’s direct interference. Regarding the teacher's feedback (7th item), it is evident that 

85.8% (Mean=4.29, SD=.772) of the respondents expressed agreement with their teacher's 

indirect feedback and error correction, even without explicitly referring to rules. They 

identified this form of feedback (i.e., recast) as a valuable means of developing their 

grammatical accuracy.  

Like the students’ responses in EG1 concerning pair work and group work, the data gathered 

regarding the 8th, 9th, and 10th items indicated that the students acknowledged the value of pair 

work (8th and 10th items) and group work (9th item). Specifically, the data revealed the 

preference for group work (Percentage=88.2%, Mean=4.41, and SD=.795), which involves a 

larger number of participants, over pair work (same Percentage=78.8% and Mean=3.94, but 

with differing SD=.748 and .659, respectively). This could be attributed to the increased 

diversity of perspectives and opportunities for collaboration, meaningful discussions, and 

knowledge-sharing within the group setting. In a similar vein, the results from the 11th, 12th, 

and 13th items verified the students' attitudes towards controlled, guided, and free writing 

tasks. Among these activities, guided writing was perceived as the most effective by the 

highest proportion (91.8%) with Mean=4.59 and SD=.712 of the students selecting it for 

writing paragraphs on any topic, considering the skills of writing. Free writing ranked second, 

with 82.4% (Mean=4.12 and SD=.857) of the students choosing it, while controlled writing 

ranked third, with the lowest proportion of 75.2% (Mean=3.76 and SD=.752) of the students 

selecting it. Guided writing was the favored activity as it provided students with guidance, 

such as helping them expand on a plan or outline, answering questions, following a model, or 

using pictures as aids to compose a piece of writing on a new topic. 

Based on the results of the 14th item, 81.2% of the students agreed that their writing skills 

developed as a result of their teacher's continuous monitoring with Mean=4.06 and SD=.748. 

That is, the students perceived their teacher’s attentive and consistent monitoring as a 

valuable factor in enhancing their writing skills. Like the 5th and 13th items, the 15th item also 

indicated that 82.4% of the students (Mean=4.12 and SD=.857) displayed their agreement on 

the effect of CIGT to develop their writing skills. This implies that the students acknowledged 

the positive effect of the CIGT method.  
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Items 16th, and 21st, and 23rd revealed that the same proportion (same Percentage= 80% and 

Mean=4.00, with varying standard deviations of .612, .791, and 1.06, respectively) of the 

students displayed their agreement regarding their satisfaction with CIGT treatment and the 

process of involving the entire class in the error correction to avoid student embarrassment as 

well as develop their writing skills. Moreover, they perceived the need to continue practicing 

CIGT in the future to better develop their writing skills. This indicates that the students 

acknowledged the positive effect of CIGT and the value of collaborative learning approaches 

in the classroom. Additionally, their willingness to continue practicing CIGT in the future 

emphasizes its value as a valuable means for their writing development. 

After reversing the negatively worded items (i.e., 17th and 19th), it was found that 80% of the 

respondents did not perceive CIGT as a waste of time with Mean=4.00 and SD=1.17. On the 

contrary, a smaller proportion (76.4%) of them expressed a strong disagreement with the 

statement (I think grammar should be taught separately, rather than in context*) with 

Mean=3.82 and SD=.883. This shows that the participants regarded CIGT as a valuable 

treatment and believed that grammar teaching is best delivered when contextualized.  

Similar to the 14th item, the 18th and 22nd items also received 81.2% of the respondents’ 

agreement with the same mean value of 4.06 (SD=.966 and 1.03, respectively). Based on this 

finding, it can be inferred that practicing CIGT had a positive influence on the students’ level 

of engagement and motivation when writing. Moreover, it implies that the respondents 

perceived the practice of comparing their own use of the targeted grammar structures in their 

writing to its use in the highlighted texts as highly effective to develop their grammatical 

accuracy. Thus, the comparative technique aided the students to identify and rectify errors, 

which in turn contributed to enhancing their grammatical accuracy in writing. 

On the other hand, 77.6% of the respondents agreed with the 20th item, which produced a 

mean score of 3.88 (SD=.993).  It implies over three-quarters of the respondents 

acknowledged the value of the teacher’s encouragement to understand and internalize the 

rules, even without the teacher’s direct explanation.  This underscores that the students 

recognized the importance of the teacher’s encouragement. The total mean of the students' 

attitudes toward implementing CIGT to develop their writing skills was found to be 4.05, with 

a standard deviation of .219. This suggests that the students expressed a positive attitude 

towards the application of CIGT to develop their writing skills. This generated result agreed 

with that of (Basoz, 2014; Rahman and Rashid, 2017), reporting that the study participants 

also held a positive view towards implicit grammar teaching.  

 To sum up, the findings obtained from both sets of questionnaires revealed that the students 

acknowledged the value of both CEGT and CIGT methods. Nevertheless, it is important to 

highlight that the mean score for the CEGT questionnaire (4.21) was greater than the mean for 

the CIGT questionnaire (4.05), as summarized in Table 3. Besides, the results of the 

independent-sample t-test demonstrated a significant difference since p=.023 < .05 (Table 4).  

This implies that the CEGT method was significantly more effective in developing students’ 

writing skills.  

                 

 

 

 

 
Table 3. Data Summary for the Two Questionnaires 

 
 F t Sig. (2-tailed) Mean Difference 

Equal variances 

assumed 

1.908 2.387 .023 .15918 

Table 4. Independent Samples Test 

Type of Questionniare Mean SD 

CEGT Attitude Questionniare 4.21 .166 

CIGT Attitude Questionniare 4.06 .219 
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5. Conclusions 

This study aimed at investigating the university EFL second-year students’ attitudes towards 

the effectiveness of implementing the CEGT and CIGT methods to develop their writing 

skills. The study’s findings lead to the conclusion that the students stated a positive attitude 

towards the implementation of both methods for developing their writing skills. Nevertheless, 

the CEGT method received a higher level of the students’ agreement and was thus deemed 

significantly more effective in developing their writing skills. The findings hold important 

pedagogical implications for EFL university teachers. According to the students' attitudes, 

grammar teaching should not be conducted as isolated lessons but instead contextualized 

within their reading and writing activities. Besides, it is indispensable to notice that there is no 

one-size-fits-all method to grammar teaching that can be applied to all learners in every 

context. Both CEGT and CIGT methods were effective in developing writing skills. 

Therefore, teachers should be open to employing a varied range of methods based on their 

students' needs. The study's findings also suggest the need for replicating the same study 

among school-level learners to realize whether they have such a positive attitude towards the 

two methods. Conducting such research would provide valuable insights into the potential 

applicability and effectiveness of both methods across different educational settings. 
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  کستێنت ۆ ک  ی زمانڕێ  یرکردنێف ی کردنێجەبێج  یر ەگیکار ەب رەرامبەب  نن ێخو ەد  یانی ب یکێ زمان کە و   یز ینگلیئ  یزمان ەک  ەیندکارانێ خو  وەئ یستێو ەڵه

 ان ینینووس ی تواناکان یدان ێپەر ەپ رەسەل

 

 
 ە پوخت

ل  ە و ەنیۆڵکێل  یئامانج  ەیەو ەنیژێتو   مەئ   ی ر ەگیکار  ەب   ر ەرامبەب  ننێخو ەد  ی انیب  ی کێزمان  ک ەو   یز ینگلیئ  ی انزم  ەک   ەیندکارانێخو   وەئ   یستێ و ەڵه  ە بوو 

. ان ینینووس  یتواناکان   یدانێپە ر ەپ  ر ەسەل ( contextualized explicit/ implicit grammar teaching  )  نائاشكرا-ەاشکاوانڕ   یکستێنتۆ ک  یزمان ڕێ  یکردنێجەبێج

ک  یز ینگلیئ  یشەب  یوارانێئ  یلۆ پ  ەل  ردک  انییشدارەب  ۆکزان  یمە دوو   یناغۆ ق   یندکار ێخو   ٣٤  یگشت  ۆیک زانک  یتەڕەبن  ەیرد ەرو ەپ  یژ ێلۆ /   -  نیدەحەڵ س  ۆی/ 

گروپدا  رەس ەب  نشکراەداب  یکەم ەڕەه  یکەیەو ێش  ەب  کانقوتابیه.  رێولەه كهیهشێوهبه،  دوو  .  بوون  کداێگروپ   رەه  ەل  شداربووانەب  ەل  کسانیە  یک ەیەژمار   ك 

ل  ەاشکاوانڕ   کست ێنتۆ ک  یانزم ڕێ  ی رکردنێف   ەیوتە رکەب  مەکیە  یوپگر  برگرتەو   انیائاشكران  یکستێنتۆ ک  ی زمانڕێ  ی رکردنێف   مە دوو   ی گروپ  داک ێکات  ەبوون،    ۆ . 

  ەک  خست یرە د  ەکییەکار یش.  شکرانەداب  کانداەگروپ  رەس ەکران و ب  ن یزای د  ەو ەرانەژ ێ تو   نیەل ەل  ەارنام یپرس  ەڵەمۆ ک  دوو  کان،ەستدار ەبەم  ییەار یزان  ەی و ەکردنۆ ک

  یکستێنتۆ ك  یزمان ڕێ  ی رکردنێف   مەڵ ب.  انینینووس  یتواناکان  یدانێپە ر ەپ  ۆب  ەکە واز ێش  ردووەه  ینانێکارهەب  ە ب  رەرامبەب  شاندا ین  انیینێر ەئ  یستێو ەڵه  ندکارانێخو 

پ  کانەنجامەئ  ەل  رفراوان ەب  ی کێباس  ە ب  ەکەو ەنیژێ . تو رگرتەو   یانقوتابی  ی ندەزامڕە  یرزتر ەب   یکێئاست  ە نشکاوااڕ    یی تاۆ ک  اتری ز   ی کانەو ەنۆڵیکێ ل  ۆب  کان ەار یشنێو 

 .هات

 .ائاشكران یکستێنتۆ ک یزمانڕێ یرکردنێف  ،ەاشکاوانڕ  یکستێنتۆ ک یزمانڕێ یرکردنێف  ،ستێو ەڵه ،نینووس  كانیكارامه  :سەرەتاییەکان  وشەو 

 

 لديهم ابة كتت التطوير مهارا على السياقية  نحو تجاه تأثير تنفيذ تدريس ال  اللغة الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبيةالدارسین  الطلاب تجاهات ا

 

 ملخص 

  )   الضمني  -صريح  لاالسياقية  نحو تجاه تأثير تنفيذ تدريس ال    اللغة الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبيةن  الدارسی  الطلاب   تجاهاتاتحقق من  الإلى  هدفت هذه الدراسة  

contextualized explicit/ implicit grammar teaching )  الكتابة مهارات  تطوير  الثانية  34  ثح بال  فيشارك    لديهم.على  السنة  في  جامعياً  في    طالباً 

الإن   ةالمسائي  دراسةال اللغة  الت لقسم  كلية   / الدين    ةالأساسي  بيةجليزية  الطلا   -/ جامعة صلاح  تقسيم  تم  إلى مجموعأربيل.  بشكل عشوائي  ، مما  ب  تين 

ريس  تد الی الثانيةة وعلمجم، بينما تلقت االصريح السياقية نحو تدريس الإلى  المشاركين في كل مجموعة. تعرضت المجموعة الأولى ا متساوياً منيضمن عددً 

لى المجموعات. أظهر التحليل أن  ع   هاتوزيعو   ناتقبل الباحث  الستبيانات من. لجمع البيانات المقصودة ، تم تصميم مجموعتين من  الضمنيقية  السيانحو ال

مستوى أعلى    الصريح  السياقيالتدريس النحوي    قى، تلتين لتنمية مهاراتهم في الكتابة. ومع ذلك  ا اتجاهات إيجابية تجاه استخدام كلتا الطريقالطلاب أبدو 

 دراسات.ديم اقتاحات لمزيد من المن موافقة الطلاب. واختتمت الدراسة بمناقشة مستفيضة للنتائج وتق
 

 .لضمنيا لسياقيا  ، التدريس النحويالصريح لسياقي ا التدريس النحوي ،تجاهاتا ،مهارات الكتابة لكلمات المفتاحية: ا
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