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IRAK EFL ÖN HİZMET-ÖNCESİ ÖĞRETMENLERİNİN SALAHADDIN 

ÜNİVERSİTESİ ELT BÖLÜMLERİNDE GRAMMAR ÖĞRETMENLİĞİ 

ÜZERİNE ATTITUDE 

ÖZET 

Bu çalışma esasen hizmet-öncesi öğretmenlerin öğrenme ve Erbil’deki İngilizce 

Öğretmenliği bölümleri, özellikle de Erbil’deki Salahaddin Üniversitesi’nde İngilizce 

bölümlerinde dil bilgisi öğretimi hakkındaki bakış açılarını öğrenmeyi amaçlar çünkü 

hizmet-öncesi öğretmenlerin çoğu kalıplardan ve eski metotlardan muzdariptir ve 

öncelikli olarak yabancı bir dili yeni ve hızlı bir şekilde öğretmeyi ve öğrenmeyi 

amaçlar. 

Sonuç olarak, hizmet-öncesi öğretmenlerin bir çoğu diğer dört beceri (dinleme, 

konuşma, okuma ve yazma) ile dilbilgisi öğrenme ve öğretme taraftarıdır. Ancak 

bazı hizmet-içi öğretmenler bu görüşe karşı çıkmaktadır ve dilbilgisini bağımsız bir 

ders olarak öğretme taraftarıdır. Dilin dilbilgisi olmadan bir hiç olduğu şüphesizdir. 

Ancak yine de bazı dilbilimciler dilbilgisine ihtiyaç olmadığına inanırken diğerleri de 

dilbilgisinin gerekli ve öğretilmesi gerektiğini iddia ederler. Dilbilgisi öğretimine 

ihtiyaç duyuluyorsa, öğretmenler ne gibi yaklaşımlar kullanmalıdır.    

Çalışmanın amacını incelemek için, hem nicel hem de nitel araştırma yöntemleri 

uygulandı ve dilbilgisi öğretme, her bir yaklaşımın avantajları ve dezavantajları ele 

alındı. Katılımcılara anket verildi. Anket 2015-2016 akademik yılında Salahaddin 

Üniversitesi Dil, Eğitim ve Temel eğitim Okullarından rastgele seçilen 60 hizmet-

öncesi öğretmene uygulandı. Bu öğretmenler bu araştırmanın örneklemi olarak 

seçildi. Anket öğretmenlerin öğretmenlik ve dilbilgisi öğrenme ile alakalı görüşleri 

konusunda veri toplamak için kullanıldı.  

Sonuçlar öğrencilerin İngilizce dilini bilinçsizce öğrenmeye ve dili öğrenmek için 

İngilizce diline maruz kalmaya motive olduklarını teyit eder ve hizmet-öncesi 

öğretmenlerin çoğu  dil öğrenmede ve öğretmede dilbilgisinin kritik bir rol oynadığı 

ve öğrencilere dilbilgisi ve iletişim yetkinliği becerilerini geliştirdiği için İngilizce 

öğretiminde dilbilgisinin öğretilmesi gerektiğini düşünmektedir. Katılımcılar aynı 

zamanda pedagojik amaçların dilbilgisi dersleri öğretme ile elde edilebileceğini ve 

öğrenme çıktılarını başaracaklarını düşünmektedirler.     

 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Hizmet-öncesi öğretmenler, Tümevarım, Tümdengelim, 

Öğrenci Görüşü, Bağımsız bir şekilde dilbilgisi öğretme. 
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THE IRAQI EFL PRE-SERVICE STUDENT TEACHERS’ ATTITUDE ON 

TEACHING GRAMMAR AT ELT DEPARTMENTS OF SALAHADDIN 

UNIVERSITY 

 

ABSTRACT 

This study aims chiefly to know the pre-service teachers’ perspectives about learning 

and teaching grammar at ELT departments in Erbil especially English departments at 

Salahaddin university-SUE in Erbil, because the majority of pre-service teachers 

suffer from the pattern and the old methods and basically attempt to teach and learn a 

foreign language in a new and quick.  

Consequently, many of pre-service teachers favor at teaching and learning grammar 

with four skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing). But some pre-service 

teachers are against this perspective and likes to learn grammar as an independent 

course. There are obvious that language is null without grammar. Yet, some linguists 

believe that grammar is not needed while some claim that grammar is necessary and 

should be taught. If teaching grammar is needed, what approach teachers should 

follow and use. 

To investigate the aim of the study, both approaches qualitative and quantitative has 

been adopted in which the approaches to teaching grammar, the benefits and 

drawbacks of each approach are discussed. A questionnaire was administered to the 

participants. The questionnaire was administered to 60 pre-service teachers who were 

randomly selected from College of Languages, Education and Basic education at 

Salahaddin University for the academic year of 2015-2016, they were chosen as the 

sample of this research. The questionnaire was used to gather the data about their 

perspectives to teaching and learning grammar. 

The results confirm that students are motivated to learn English language 

unconsciously and to be exposed to English language for learning it and majority of 

the pre-service teachers think that grammar should be taught in learning English 

because grammar plays a crucial role in language learning and teaching and it helps 

the learners to improve their grammatical and communicative competence. The 

participants, also think that the pedagogical objectives can be attained in teaching 

grammar courses and achieve the learning outcomes.  

Keywords: The pre-service teachers’, Inductive, Deductive, Student perspective, 

Teaching grammar as independent. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

The study deals with the pre-service student teacher’s perspectives on learning and 

teaching grammar at ELT departments. Some linguists state that it is essential for 

teaching any foreign language, but other see it stops the progress of the process of 

the acquisition of the second/ foreign language (Krashen, 1982). Even experts of 

language teaching from past and modern are questioning the idea of including 

grammar lesson in second language teaching, like who says, Krashen (1982) that 

stated "The effects of grammar teaching …… are peripheral and fragile". This 

constant debate over the usefulness of the form of grammar teaching and as a result 

the form of grammar instruction, where no one is able to support the claims with 

conclusively proved research, resulted in many different ways and techniques of 

organizing grammar instructions, among them exactly are the two important 

inductive and deductive methods.  

The first inductive method is based on the true belief that knowledge of the 

grammatical rules should be acquired through stating samples of speech that present 

a particular construction, here students get the rule from the idea and subconsciously 

learn and know them by reoccurring patterns (Thornbury, 2009). 

And the second deductive method is the explicit rules and information about a 

language are given to the students in the process of language education, and 

consequently, they exercise these standards when they use the language, which 

means that the teacher directly shows or tells what he/she wants to teach. 

So, teaching grammar have played a central role in language learning, since grammar 

is a description of the structure and how the linguistic items like words and phrases 

are combined to construct sentences in a certain language. It usually takes into 

account the meanings and functions of these sentences have an overall system of a 

language (Venkateswaran, 1995). Therefore, only experienced teachers can teach this 

subject, use the adequate method for the students and can be able to change the 
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teaching of the grammatical structure into the pre-service teachers’ needs and their 

abilities. Through the appropriate method, students obtain linguistic knowledge in 

the most natural and efficient way by reviewing data in the foreign language what 

make them comprehensible (Celce- Murcia ,1991).  

So the inductive method is one of the two ways in which learners of a foreign 

language can gain understanding of that language that is called "rules discovery path" 

in which grammar rules are presented and learners are connected through the study 

and manipulation of speech examples such as studying the four skills; listening, 

reading, speaking and writing in an inductive way, without having met the rules, 

learners study the speech examples and these examples lead an understanding of the 

grammatical rules. (Morshia, 2005) Unfortunately, students at Salahaddin University 

still complain their lack of grammatical, communicative competencies and language 

proficiency, as found that the majority of the students at university in Erbil are 

suffering from Lack of linguistic items such as lack of grammar patterns that 

prevented them from speaking English actively. So this study attempts to find out the 

reasons are the grammar should be taught through four skills or independent subject 

using the pre-service teachers’ questionnaire which is considered a principal 

instrument of the study to understand their views, perspectives, conceptions or 

perceptions, comments, and manners towards grammar teaching in the English 

departments. 

1.2. Statement of the Problem 

Concerning teaching grammar and learning English language as a second/ foreign 

language, many problems that face the educational system at English departments 

can be illustrated, because there is contradictory of learners’ point of views to 

teaching grammar.  

Pre-services student teachers are divided into two in their conceptions, some of them 

claim that grammar is better not to be taught as separate lesson as according to (Ellis, 

1997; Sugiharto, 2005; Widodo, 2006) the pre-services teachers believe that 

grammatical rules can be taught indirectly through the process of teaching and 

learning the four skills; listening, reading, speaking and writing because the purpose 

of this process is to help the learners obtain communicative competence and 

language proficiency. 
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While some of the pre-services teachers’ idea on courses are in favor of teaching 

grammar as separate lesson because they think that grammar is important for 

teaching any foreign language and teaching grammar has been played a central role 

in language learning, and this creates a gap between pre-services student teachers’ 

perspectives that may decrease students’ motivation for learning English. 

Because learners in general do not seem to have a certain conception of what the 

term ‘grammar’ is as definition idea, process or value; therefore the study will be an 

attempt aim to improve grammar lesson in order to meet learners’ needs that is most 

of the learners do not know the basic role of grammar courses in the process of 

learning and teaching English and that these courses are regarded as an attempt in the 

hope of improving the pre-services teachers’ skills and capacity to use English 

language.  

Also, most of learners do not know the value of everyday language that is extremely 

vital to them, and those inappropriate methods of teaching grammar decrease the 

merits of the assigned grammar lesson and this may be due to the current curriculum 

that is somewhat not successfulness for learning English language and teaching at 

University or may be due to the strategies which may not be implemented in 

appropriate ways which decrease acquiring language skills. 

In addition to these facts, there is not a proper environment for the pre-services 

teachers to understand nature of language acquisition and learning English in the 

universities and among themselves and communities and learners are not satisfied 

with the extent of grammar courses and strategies that are implemented in English 

departments program as found by (Dizayi, 2016). 

Most of the speaking demotivating factors are related to the linguistic, 

environmental, psychological factors that hindered pre-services teachers at 

Salahaddin University-Erbil from speaking English in the classroom.  

As a result, learners are not satisfied with their level of awareness and building 

capacities for speaking English fluently and they feel lacks of opportunities to 

develop their skills, knowledge, attitudes and values required for learning English. 
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1.3. Research Questions: 

This study was conducted to provide the answer to the following research questions; 

1. What are the factors that have impacts on pre-services teachers’ attitudes towards 

teaching grammar?  

2. Whether teachers’ endeavors for implementing methods in teaching and learning 

the English language are convincing in the lithe light of textbooks of grammar or 

not? 

3. Should grammar be taught as an independent subject or it should be taught 

throughout teaching communication lesson in which the four skills (listening, 

speaking, reading and writing) as integrated skills will be taught?  

1.4. The Purposes of the Study 

The main purpose of this research to investigate:  

1. The pre-services teachers attitudes towards learning English particularly through 

teaching grammar and provide education providers with insights into pre-services 

teachers attitudes towards teaching grammar for learning English.  

2. The development of positive pre-services teacher attitude so that they can give 

more importance to the pre-services teachers requirements and interests in learning 

English and facilitate their achievements. 

3. This study also aims to find out the best ways of teaching grammar in order to 

meet learners’ needs. However, it attempts at drawing a picture of grammar teaching 

from EFL learners’ conception and to explore learners’ intelligences to teaching 

grammar to evaluate the current strategies and to reconsider the purpose behind 

teaching this or that grammar courses and knowing whether the teachers’ level of 

teaching in implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via 

grammar courses are convincing in the light of textbooks of grammar or not. 

4. The study aims at discovering successfulness of the new curriculum for learning 

English language and teaching and establishing a proper environment for the learners 

to understand nature of language acquisition and learning English at University. 
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Strategies are implemented in English departments program and knowing the views 

of the 4th grade learners toward the significance of grammar subject and finding out 

their conceptions on teaching grammar. 

5. The study aims at raising the learners’ awareness and building their capacities for 

speaking English fluently and offering opportunities to develop the skills, 

knowledge, attitudes and values required for learning English and exploring learners’ 

performances in grammar to assess the existing methods and to rethink the purpose 

behind teaching this or that grammar subjects. 

This study is attempting to improve grammar courses in order to meet learner’s needs 

and finding the learners’ conceptions on teaching grammar. 

1.5. The Significance of the study  

This study provides visions for English education providers who involve teaching 

and learning English as a foreign language to show whether the methods used by 

teachers in their classes are effective and valuable for their pre-services teachers. So 

that their current teaching skills can be improved and help to create positive attitudes 

in pre-services teachers towards learning English grammar. Therefore, the study 

provides those language teachers with information to know pre-services teachers 

attitudes and perspectives towards teaching English grammar. Based on the results of 

the pre-services teachers’ questionnaire, English education providers in university 

will be able to choose the right technique or strategies to provide their pre-services 

teachers with the highest learning process and also to create a positive attitude 

towards teaching English grammar. Through providing insights into the attitudes of 

Salahaddin University pre-services teachers” towards learning English grammar, 

presenting the importance of the English language and English teaching methods. 

The researcher hopes that the studies’ findings will be valuable and useful to pre-

services teachers and learners of English as a foreign language. The researcher hopes 

that the findings of the study will be of help to teachers, syllabus designers and 

materials writers in designing the necessary strategies in teaching grammar, and it be 

useful to textbook writers, and researchers who work in the field of applied 

linguistics. 
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1.6 Definition of the Basic Terms: 

Teaching grammar as independent 

In the field-dependent/independent model of cognitive or learning style, a field-

independent learning style is defined by a tendency to separate details from the 

surrounding context. It can be compared to a field-dependent learning style, which is 

defined by a relative inability to distinguish detail from other information around it. 

Concerning teaching grammar can be dependent through the four skills of language 

which are listening, speaking, reading and writing, i.e. grammar can be taught 

through its context. But teaching grammar as independent means teaching grammar 

as separate courses from its surrounding context. That is said grammar can be taught 

through its rules and patterns. In this case theorists define these two cognitive styles 

dependent and independent in terms of how they are different - which makes this a 

useful model for teachers trying to understand their learners. 

Student’ Perspective 

Research literature in foreign language learning situations do seem to indicate that 

students perspective towards the process of language learning. In fact, study on the 

students’ and teachers’ views on learning a foreign language setting revealed that 

many students have a more favorable attitude to learn a language. Concerning the 

role of grammar instruction in learning a foreign language the students have a 

preferable attitude. The students also believed that in order to master a language, it 

was necessary to study grammar. Furthermore, more teachers than students believed 

that it was better to practice language in simulated real life situations than to study 

grammatical forms explicitly. (Windham, 2017). 

Pre-service Teachers’  

Pre-service teaching is a period of experimental teaching by the senior students who 

are guided, because the college student is gradually introduced into the teaching role 

for a special class by a mentor or cooperating teacher. So the cooperating teacher 

works with and promotes the pre-service teacher to suppose greater responsibility in 

classroom management and instruction as the experience progresses. The pre-service 

teacher starts as an observer and finishes the pre-service teaching experiment as a 

competent professional. In this study the senior students studying at ELT department 

are considered as pre-service teachers. Since they are going to start teaching right 
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after their graduation in language schools or in middle/high schools. (González & 

Frumkin, 2016).  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction: 

This chapter sheds light on theoretical issues related to the topic such as language 

teaching approaches and implemented strategies in teaching grammar. 

The linguistic analysis carried out by the Greek between the 4th century B.C. and the 

2nd A.D. included most of the basic concepts still going on the layman's conception 

of language or grammar (Allen & Corder, 1980). 

Since that period many studies have been conducted to this topic via the evolution of 

the study. The concept of a universal grammar (UG) of human languages originated 

with Chomsky's (1968) view L1 acquisition. The evolution of these studies can be 

summed up as follows:  

Traditional as a term is created with reference to many times in Europe and America, 

for instance, the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries school grammars, and especially 

the Roman, Greek, and Renaissance grammars. So it is an effort to record the 

principal scope of perspective and approaches found in the pre-linguistic time of 

grammatical study (Bussmann, Trauth& Kazzazi, 1996). Yule defines traditional 

grammar as “the description of the structure of phrases and sentences based on 

established categories used in the analysis of Latin and Greek” (2006, p.251). 

Palmer (1984) explains that Latin is the traditional language that was known by all 

informed individuals and observed as the model for all different languages. 

Finally “Traditional grammar has been used in English classrooms for generations.… 

It is what you do in an English class. Even the fact that students do so poorly with 

traditional grammar is not seen as a reason for questioning” (Lester, 1990, p. 340 

cited in Williams, 2005, p.42).  
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At the beginning of 20th century structural, or descriptive school of linguistics or 

grammar is progressed, particularly in 1940s and 1950s, with its advocates prided 

itself in the application of scientific observations of human languages (Brown, 2007).  

Bloomfield and the followers of this school attempt to describe the structure of 

language as independently as possible, with no indication to connotation. In other 

words structuralism neglects meaning which was one of the problems of this sort of 

grammar (1933).   

In the decade of the 1960s generative-transformational linguistics or grammar 

emerged as the influence of Chomsky and his followers. It is a linguistic theory that 

has a large international status. It is also called TGG, in which Chomsky proposed in 

his book “Syntactic Structures” in (1957). According to Chomsky this theory is 

connected mainly with “an ideal speaker/ listener, in a completely homogeneous 

speech community”. So the principal concept of this linguistic theory is the 

competence that underlies performance (1965). 

As a last point, TGG is known as “rule governed”, and these rules are not only 

abstract but also complex. Consequently Chomsky’s theory is tended to be 

overlooked (1966) cited in (Stern, 1983).  

As previously presented the concept a UG of human languages originated with 

Chomsky's conception on L1 acquisition. He explained the fact that virtually all 

children learn language in their cognitive development and they acquire the language 

that they hear around them. 

In 1970 a new linguistic theory is suggested by Michael Halliday as an option to 

transformational grammar. It based on the practical sight of language as social 

communication. In other words, language is observed as a symbol of actuality in 

which the main point is expressed and organized as a message (Crystal, 2008). 

Grammar according to Michael Halliday is a resource for building meaning. He also 

conveys that speakers and writers use their language resources according to the 

common context to compose three types of immediate meaning: ideational meaning, 

interpersonal meaning and textual meaning. 

The problem of this sort of grammar is that, “there is no one-to-one match between 

form and function. Assigning a function to a text or an utterance usually requires 
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knowledge of the context in which the text is used”, and therefore some students face 

difficulties to understand it (Thornbury, 2006).  

Recently many studies have been conducted to this topic which concern with. 

Communicating about grammar, interpretation tasks for grammar teaching, options 

in grammar teaching, teacher cognition in grammar teaching, Asian students’ 

perceptions of grammar teaching in the ESL classroom, English teaching with 

grammar? A study on how English teachers at upper secondary school in Sweden use 

grammar in their teaching, grammar teaching in EFL classrooms: teachers’ attitudes 

and beliefs, students’ perceptions of grammar teaching and learning in English 

language classrooms in Libya, current issues in the teaching of grammar: An SLA 

perspectives and these topics can be summed as follows: 

For instance “Communicating about Grammar: A Task-Based Approach” has been 

done by (Fotos, Ellis, 1991). TESOL Book in which they concentrate on “providing 

learners with grammar problems they must solve interactively integrates grammar 

instruction with opportunities for meaningful communication”. This study is about 

the results of an exploratory study of the use of a communicative, grammar-based 

task in the college EFL classroom. The results of this investigation recommend that 

the grammar task encouraged communication about grammar and enabled EFL 

learners to increase their knowledge of a difficult L2 rule.  

While “Interpretation Tasks for Grammar Teaching” has been done by (Ellis, 1995). 

This study examines an alternative approach to grammar teaching-one based on 

interpreting input. This approach concentrates on helping learners to notice 

grammatical features in the input, understanding their meanings, and comparing the 

forms present in the input with those occurring in learner output. The rationale for 

the approach is explained as are the principles for designing interpretation tasks for 

grammar teaching.  

Another study is related to the current topic entitled “Teaching and Research: 

Options in Grammar Teaching” written by (ELLIS, 1998), in which the researcher 

emphasizes how grammar can best be taught in terms of four theoretically motivated 

instructional options: (a) structured input, (b) explicit instruction, (c) production 

practice, and (d) negative feedback. The study concentrates on a number of 

possibilities for the pedagogic utilization of the information it makes available are 
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considered, based on the distinction between teachers’ practical knowledge and 

technical knowledge. These possibilities are (a) treating the research findings as 

provisional specifications to be experimented with through teaching, (b) conducting 

action research, and (c) conducting participatory research involving teachers and 

researchers working collaboratively. The need for research that investigates how 

teachers integrate technical knowledge into their personal pedagogical systems is 

also recognized. 

Another study that is related to the topic entitled “Teacher Cognition in Grammar 

Teaching: A Literature Review” has been done by (Borg, 2003). This study reviews 

studies of teacher cognition in relation to the teaching of grammar in first, second, 

and foreign language classrooms. Teacher cognition encompasses a range of 

psychological constructs and these are reflected in the research reviewed here. The 

researcher discusses studies of teachers’ declarative knowledge about grammar, of 

their beliefs about teaching grammar, and of their knowledge as expressed through 

their grammar teaching practices. In addition to highlighting these different 

perspectives on the study of teacher cognition in grammar teaching, this review 

highlights key findings from the research and suggests directions for continuing 

inquiry in this field.  

While another research is “Current Issues in the Teaching of Grammar: An SLA 

Perspective” also has been done by (Ellis, 2006). In which he presents how learners 

acquire a second language (SLA) and how it has helped to shape thinking about how 

to teach the grammar of a second language. This study considers eight key questions 

relating to grammar pedagogy in the light of findings from SLA. As such, this study 

complements Celce-Murcia’s (1991) article on grammar teaching in the 25th 

anniversary issue of TESOL Quarterly, which considered the role of grammar in a 

communicative curriculum and drew predominantly on a linguistic theory of 

grammar. These eight questions are about whether grammar should be taught and if 

so what grammar, when, and how. Although SLA does not provide complete 

solutions to these questions, it serves the valuable purpose of problematising this 

aspect of language pedagogy. The study concludes with a statement of the 

researcher’s beliefs about grammar teaching, grounded in his own understanding of 

SLA. 
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Another study concerns with the “Teachers’ Perceptions about Grammar Teaching” 

which has been done by Tran-Hoang-Thu in Alliant International University on the 

December 5th 2009. In this, the study investigates English as a second language 

(ESL) teachers’ perspectives in grammar teaching. A questionnaire was administered 

to 11 ESL teachers in a language school in California. It includes 32-items. The 

results indicate that the participants generally believe that the official study of 

grammar is essential to the eventual mastery of a foreign or second language when 

language learning is limited to the classroom. The teachers also believe that 

metalanguage should be used for learners of all skill levels. Also, they believe that 

practice is of crucial importance to grammar learning. Finally, the teachers believe 

that their previous training greatly improved their dependability and skills in teaching 

grammar. 

Also another study is about perceptions of grammar teaching, but it concerns with 

the students’ perceptions of grammar teaching in the ESL classroom which has been 

done Anne Pazaver1, Hong Wang2 World Maritime University, Sweden 2 and 

Mount Saint Vincent University, Canada which is entitled “Asian Students’ 

Perceptions of Grammar Teaching in the ESL Classroom” (2009, Page 27-35). This 

study was conducted on a group of 16 students from seven Asian countries who were 

enrolled in a credit ESL course at a Canadian university. The students were 

interviewed in groups of four by one of four researchers and the data were audio 

taped and transcribed verbatim. The Study reached that although from similar 

cultural and educational backgrounds, the Asian students’ perceptions of form 

focused instruction varied widely. Their different perspectives were based on their 

previous language learning experiences, their language proficiency, current academic 

needs, and future profession choices. The information collected is of significant 

value to ESL teachers who intend to meet students’ needs as well as reduce conflicts 

caused by different perspectives between teachers and students regarding whether or 

not grammar teaching should be encouraged in the classroom.  

In addition to this another study about “Grammar Teaching in EFL Classrooms: 

Teachers’ Attitudes and Beliefs” that has been done by Md. Abul Kalam Azad, 

(2013), because grammar is now rehabilitated in language teaching and learning after 

years of debate and research on how best to teach grammar has produced a variety of 

options for the teachers to follow in their classrooms. The present study presents 30 
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Bangladeshi universities EFL teachers’ attitudes towards grammar and its teaching 

and learning relating to those options. The data analysis indicates that these teachers 

view grammar as an indivisible part of language teaching and learning and think that 

formal grammar instruction has a facilitative role in language learning. In teaching 

grammar, explicit grammar instruction and contextualized use of grammar within 

communicative activities are preferred and inductive approaches are considered 

effective and helpful by these teachers. Small class size, use of audio-visual materials 

and flexibility in teaching grammar are suggested by them for better results.  

The final study which is reviewed is about “Students’ Perceptions of Grammar 

Teaching and Learning in English Language Classrooms in Libya” that is done by 

Gopal Sopin, Ph D, Associate Professor of English, (2015). The study was conducted 

on a group of 15 students studying in Semester Five, in the English Language 

Department of Misurata University, Libya. The students were interviewed in groups 

of three with nine specific questions, and the responses were audio-taped and 

transcribed verbatim. The findings revealed that although they all came from the 

same cultural, linguistic and educational backgrounds, they had different perceptions 

regarding the form focused instruction of grammar. The information gathered is of 

considerable significance to ESL teachers who intend to meet students’ needs as well 

as reduce disagreements caused by different perspectives between teachers and 

students regarding whether or not grammar teaching should be encouraged in the 

classroom. 

2.2. Consideration: 

Many studies have been conducted to investigate languages acquisition and learning, 

in which language acquisition research focuses on the way of gaining and developing 

knowledge, “acquiring  skills and use of a language by children and adults who 

already know at least one other language”. (School, 2002 p.116). Which some other 

researchers consider learning as a relatively permanent change in behavior which 

happens through regular practice (Mosa, Lanejad, 1999).  

The researchers which have been conducted in this field have both theoretical and 

practical significance; the theoretical significance is related to the learners 

understanding of how language is represented in this mind and whether there is a 
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variation among the methods language is acquired, processed and the ways of other 

types of information are getting and processed.  

While the practical importance arises from the assumption that the comprehending of 

how languages are learned will lead to more effective teaching practices (Schmitt, 

2002).  

In general, the assumption is that the learners learn through their senses, 

observations, experiment, experiences and inductive or deductive processes in 

different stages, firstly it will be generalized and finally will internalize. That is to be 

said that the distinction between learning and acquisition is that the L1 will be 

acquired and the L2 will be learned.  

As most studies found out that acquisition is unconscious, natural, unteachable, and 

unintentional but learning is conscious, artificial, teachable and intentional. In 

acquisition grammar and syntax come late. In both learning and acquisition 

processes, the degree of consciousness will determine whether it is acquisition or 

learning process.  

As Krashen developed monitor theory in the 1970 and presented it in terms of five 

hypotheses. In which he presented the fundamental hypothesis of the monitor theory 

which are acquisition learning, natural order, monitor, input, effective filter and 

holistic model hypotheses. 

Krashen concentrates on the different between acquisition and learning; Acquisition 

is hypothesized to happen in a way similar to L1 acquisition: while Learning is 

described as a conscious process, in which the learner’s attention is directed.  

Teaching grammar constantly has remained a controversial subject like the approach 

and material approved in teaching it. Therefore, this chapter is dedicated to 

investigate the difficulties and issues faced by a language student in the teaching of 

grammar which should be taken into consideration. The following points are the 

main problematic issues in teaching grammar: The role of grammar, argument 

against teaching grammar, arguments for teaching grammar: Which grammar to 

teach? Which approach to follow? The role of motivation, grammar Based 

Approaches, the implication of strategies, the impact of learning environment on 

motivational strategies, challenges and frustrations. Moreover, finally, techniques for 

overcoming the challenges. 
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2.2.1. The Role of Grammar 

 There is no doubt that grammar is one of the key aspects of a language and in human 

communication. Without grammar, language is incomplete and cannot be expressed 

and understood properly. Certainly grammar has played a great role in learning a 

second and a foreign language. Grammar shapes the language accurately and 

correctly, therefore knowing some knowledge of grammar rules is necessary for 

mastering the language (Ur, 2009). While in certain situations, grammar is not 

needed and its role is not crucial. For instance, in everyday or routine situations 

grammar in not needed and has no role, especially in predictable and expected 

situations. That is to say, when there is a shared knowledge and context, by this 

means; by only lexical language, the message can be conveyed (Thornbury, 1999). 

2.2.2. Arguments against teaching grammar 

 It is obvious that knowledge of grammar is considered as the base of English 

language. One of the contentious and controversial subjects in the fields of language 

pedagogy and second language acquisition (SLA) is the question to teach or not to 

teach grammar, since it can be acquired un consciously, it is not necessarily need to 

be taught. Ellis (1997) argues that grammar is not important as it contributes very 

little to second language acquisition (SLA). 

Also, Sugiharto (2005 authenticates that grammatical competence (GC) is only 

acquired if learners are exposed to a more comprehensible, meaningful, and pertinent 

second language input materials. This might be true due to the fact that many 

immigrants in the UK and USA who did not study English in schools or any other 

language courses, they learn and speak the language but with far more accurate. This 

proves that a more comprehensible input is important in learning a language without 

the need of grammar to be studied. However, this might be true with the young 

immigrants rather old ones. 

2.2.3. Arguments for teaching grammar 

The question is that, if grammar is not needed, why almost all the designed course-

books for second language learners include grammar and it is regarded as on 

fundamental parts of each course-book. It is clear that most of the teachers do not 

want to skip this part in their teaching (Swan, 2001). It is believed that grammar 
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facilitates the acquisition and learning processes. When someone is in the process of 

learning English language, grammar is needed as it helps the learner in learning the 

language easily. Celce-Murcia (1991) argues that grammatical features are not only 

acquired or learned by exposing learners to a comprehensible input, in so doing; 

grammar is considered necessary. The knowledge of grammar is momentous owing 

to the fact that it assists learners to communicate the language more accurately and 

eloquently. Grammar is considered one of the master skills that help learners in 

promoting their productive and receptive skills. 

For instance, in listening and speaking, grammar plays an essential part in 

understanding and expressing the spoken language (Widodo, 2006). In the case of 

vocabulary, grammar is way to help learners in combining some lexical items into a 

meaningful and accurate sentence. So by teaching and learning grammar, students 

are able to express some meaningful phrases, clauses and sentences (Doff, 2000). 

Even a comprehensive input plays a great role in learning the language without 

studying grammar, but this may not be applicable for those learners who live in their 

own country such as Iraq because of the lack of comprehensible input. Thus 

grammar is needed to be more accurate and fluent in learning and communicating the 

language (Ellis, 2002). 

Also, Swan (2001) reaffirms that teachers even want to teach grammar because of its 

testability. That is, teachers usually want to teach something that is testable. 

Moreover, students’ expectation in studying grammar is considerable because 

students want to study some types of grammar and to take tests from the things that 

are studied.  

2.3. Which Grammar to Teach? 

The linguistic analysis carried out by the Greek between the 4th century B.C. and the 

2nd A.D. included most of the basic concepts still going on the layman's conception 

of language or grammar (Allen & Corder 1980). 

Since that period many studies researches have been conducted on this topic via the 

evolution of the study. The concept of a universal grammar (UG) of human 

languages originated with Chomsky’s (1968) view L1 acquisition. The evolution of 

these studies can be summed up as follows: 
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2.3.1. Traditional Grammar 

Traditional as a term is created with reference to many times in Europe and America, 

for instance, the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries school grammars, and especially 

the Roman, Greek, and Renaissance grammars. So it is an effort to record the 

principal scope of perspective and approaches found in the pre-linguistic time of the 

grammatical study (Bussmann, Trauth& Kazzazi, 1996). Yule defines traditional 

grammar as “the description of the structure of phrases and sentences based on 

established categories used in the analysis of Latin and Greek languages” (2006, 

p.251). 

This kind of sentence structure is regularly theoretical in its method and from time to 

time attempted to use a few classes to a language that was lacking initial 

consideration whether they are practical and suitable for portraying that language 

(Richards & Schmidt, 2002). The outstanding problem of traditional grammar is that 

it is prescriptive in nature. In this case, grammarians attempted to give their own 

special conceptions depending on their temper. They tried to set down guidelines and 

rules for the speakers of a language (Aitchison, 1999). 

Palmer (1984, pp.15-16) states that “most of these rules of grammar have no real 

justification … What is correct and what is not correct is ultimately only a matter of 

what is accepted by society, for language is a matter of conventions within society”. 

He also explains that Latin is the traditional language that was known by all 

informed individuals and observed   as the model for all different languages. 

Consequently, traditional grammar is fundamentally organized on Indo-European 

classical language, and for this cause, it is considered a poor model for the grammars 

of different languages that contrast from Greek and Latin. Even nowadays there are 

individuals who declare that Latin is more ‘logical’ than English (Ibid). 

Another problem of this sort of grammar is that it focuses on the written form of 

language instead of the spoken, and it rejects the fact that spoken form precedes the 

written form, and it also lacks a theoretical framework (Aitchison, 1999). 

In accordance with the influence of Latin, traditional grammarian established 

grammatical categories on the basis of notional definitions (parts of speech, tense, 

and mood) which are universal. Parts of speech are eight sections of discourse (word 

class) in which they are: noun, verb, adjective, pronoun, adverb, preposition, 
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interjection and conjunction. In addition, traditional grammarians characterize words 

inside sentences as subject, verb, complement, indirect object, direct object, and so 

on. Nouns and Verbs are the words that have the largest scope of occupation 

(Williams, 2005). 

The purposes and approaches of traditional grammar have been criticized especially 

by linguists because they want to promote one or more new theories. It is probable 

that this criticism has been overdone. Therefore “the current trend in linguistic 

studies, involving an attempt to describe the abstract system of rules that underlines 

the surface forms of utterances, has led to a marked revival of interest in the methods 

of traditional grammar” (Allen & Corder 1980, p. 251). 

Finally “Traditional grammar has been used in English classrooms for generations.… 

It is what you do in an English class. Even the fact that students do so poorly with 

traditional grammar is not seen as a reason for questioning” (Lester, 1990, p.340) 

cited in (Williams, 2005, p.42). 

2.3.2. Structural Grammar  

At the beginning of 20th century structural, or descriptive school of linguistics or 

grammar is progressed, particularly in the 1940s and 1950s, with its advocates prided 

itself in the application of scientific observations of human languages (Brown 2007). 

In this, the linguists attempt to describe human languages and to identify the 

structural features of those languages. The study of this type of linguistics is 

connected with how components of a sentence like phonemes, morphemes, phrases, 

clauses and parts of speech are assembled and the prevailing paradigm in linguistic 

research viewed language as a linear, structural system that explained grammatical 

sequences in terms of separate components that could comprise a sentence. It shows 

that language has a position of structural models in which expressions are organized 

to reproduce connotation (Richards & Rodgers, 2001). 

Bloomfield indicates that “The study of language can be conducted without special 

assumption only so long as we pay no attention to the meaning of what is spoken” 

(1935, p75). Thus the followers of this school attempt to describe the structure of 

language as independently as possible, with no indication to connotation .In other 

words structuralism neglects meaning which was one of the problems of this sort of 

grammar (Ibid.). 
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Generally, the linguistic structures are sequenced in a straight way, starting with a 

simple structure and ending with more perplexing structures (Nassaji & Fotos, 2011). 

Structural linguistics’ use is the result of etymologists’ experimental investigation of 

the way can be adopted, and it does not illustrate what is right. Basically, structural 

grammar describes the language as it exists, comprising its development and 

progressions. In view of this the local speaker's instinct of having the capacity to 

produce an infinite number of sentences from a limited set of items are ignored 

(Ediger & Rao, 2003). 

Moreover, grammar is considered as an investigation of the connections and 

gatherings of words in the context of a sentence, and that is why sentence structure is 

not only a situated of terms and guidelines to be learned (Ibid). 

A noun in English is any remark that can be changed in the structure, and it does not 

matter whether the word is a noun of a thing, human being or place such as: The------

----is/are bad. Since the linguist’s task is to describe language as it is spoken, not to 

instruct how it should be written (Thomas, 2006). 

Finally, Stern states that the creativity of language, the process of linguistic 

production and interpretation are overlooked in structural grammar which is 

considered another drawback of this kind of linguistic use (1983). 

2.3.3. Transformational Grammar 

In the decade of the 1960s generative-transformational linguistics or grammar 

emerged as the influence of Chomsky and his followers it is a linguistic theory that 

has a large international status. It is also called TGG, in which Chomsky proposed in 

his book “Syntactic Structures” in 1957. According to Chomsky, this theory is 

connected mainly with “an ideal speaker/ listener, in an entirely homogeneous 

speech community”. So the principal concept of this linguistic theory is the 

competence that underlies performance (1965). 

Richards & Schmitt point out that transformational generative grammar is “an early 

version of the theory that concentrated on the relationships among sentences that can 

be observed as transforms or transformations of each other”. 

In other words, TGG is observed as an arrangement of language study that 

characterizes the connection between the potential sentences of a language and 
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between the differ components of a sentence and exercises procedures or rules to 

express these connections, such as the associations among declarative active 

sentence: (She wrote the message), negative sentences (She didn’t write the 

message), and questions (Did she write the message?). Such connections might be 

represented by transformational principles (2002). 

The transformational grammar in Chomsky’s instance indicates that each sentence 

has two stages of structure which are surface and deep structure, and these “deep 

abstract structures” are altered into the surface structures that describe specific 

language by procedures called ‘transformations’(Aitchison,1999). 

Furthermore, transformational grammar according to Chomsky’s assumption 

suggests that the central properties of language take “from innate aspects of the mind 

and from how humans process experience through language” (Cited from Richard 

and Roger, 2001, p.66). 

Though transformational generative grammar illustrates how sentences are created in 

a language but it does not show us how to investigate them. As a result it, attempts to 

describe rules that can create an infinite number of linguistic sentences in language 

(Diller 1978) cited in (Stern, 1983). 

In addition, Transformational grammarians differ from those of descriptive linguists. 

It deals with the knowledge that a local speaker owns, that permits them to create and 

comprehend sentences in real communication. On the contrary, the main purpose of 

descriptive linguists is the spoken language. Therefore, TGG does not take social and 

culture distinctions into account which is considered a drawback of the TG 

(Bornstein, 1984). 

As the last point, TGG is known as “rule-governed”, and these rules are not only 

abstract but also complex. Consequently Chomsky’s theory is tended to be 

overlooked (1966) cited in (Stern, 1983). 

2.3.4. Universal Grammar (UG) 

As previously presented the concept a UG of human languages originated with 

Chomsky's conception of L1 acquisition. He explained the fact that virtually all 

children learn a language in their cognitive development, and they acquire the 

language that they hear around them. 
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In addition to this some L1researchers noted when young children produced speech 

that did not match the adult language their parents did not provide systematic 

feedback to their speech. Thus, Chomsky inferred that children should have innate 

language ability. This ability referred to as the language acquisition device as UG. 

But the question is that whether UG can also explain L2 learning. 

The researchers deduced that UG is no longer available to older learners and no 

longer open to the acquisition of any language, i.e. L2 and foreign languages. 

Researchers who study second language acquisition from a UG perspective seek to 

find out a language user's competence instead of his or her linguistic performance. 

They used indirect means of exploring that competence, in which the researcher may 

ask to judge whether a sentence is grammatical or not (Shmitt 2002). 

2.3.5. Functional Grammar 

In 1970, a new linguistic theory was suggested by Halliday as an option to 

transformational grammar. It based on the practical sight of language as social 

communication. In other words, language is observed as a symbol of actuality in 

which the main point is expressed and organized as a message (Crystal, 2008). 

Lock thinks that functional grammar is “the kind of grammar most likely having 

useful things to say to language learners and teachers”. (1996, pp. 2-3). “The 

essential motivation for a language is communication and analyzing sentence 

structure to permit the speakers to replace the meanings as they could. It sheds light 

on “the appropriateness of a form for a particular communicative purpose in a 

particular context” (Ibid, p. 1). 

Grammar according to Halliday is a resource for building meaning. He also conveys 

that speakers and writers use their language resources according to the common 

context to compose three types of immediate meaning: ideational meaning, 

interpersonal meaning, and textual meaning.  

The ideational theme is applying language for indicating our understanding of the 

world. The interpersonal theme means the relation between speakers, in other words, 

the relationship between the speaker and listener. And the textual theme is creating 

relevance to the context via coherence and cohesion (1994). 
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In this way, the capacity of language point is “its communicative purpose. Language 

is more than simply forms and their associated meanings. It is also the 

communicative uses to which these forms and meanings are put”. For instance: 

“Thank you for sending me the desk”, which is written in a message, and “Thanks 

you for not smoking”, which is found as a sign in a bus. In these two cases they share 

diverse function, but same forms. Similarly, the same function can be expressed by 

different forms, for example: “Thank you for not smoking”, and “No smoking”, that 

are written as a symbol in a hall and hospital. 

The problem of this sort of grammar is that, “there is no one-to-one match between 

form and function. Assigning a function to a text or an utterance usually requires 

knowledge of the context in which the text is used”, and therefore some students face 

difficulties to understand it (Thornbury, 2006). 

2.4. Approaches to Teaching Grammar  

2.4.1. Teacher-Centered Approaches 

Shimon observes that one of the most broadly employed in education course is 

teacher-centered learning. Giving course objects to the students is done 

straightforwardly or by oral way. The teacher organizes and controls the whole 

things in this type of education. What must be educated, when it should be educated, 

and how it ought to be educated are basically selected by the teachers. Consequently, 

the learners are fundamentally practiced in what is regarded to be essential for them, 

not what is outstanding for them, and the process is reviewed by the teacher only 

(2011). 

In the teacher-centered approach Brooks (2010) states that the learners talk less than 

the teachers. The structure of sentence and writing do well by this method, because 

the teacher illustrates how the act to be done and how the act can be kept to the 

learners to assure that they apply. Moreover he “passes on an education to the 

students”. The teacher puts order that is the essential objective of a teacher-centered 

approach, and the learners’ performance is to achieve these objectives (Schindler, 

2010). 

The information is passively accepted by the learners, and the teacher’s task is 

information supplier, and for learner’s individual development there is no area. 
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Indeed, the teachers have lawfulness right about the learning. Thus these points are 

regarded as a problem to this approach. Finally, the class the process of learning will 

stop, if there is no teacher in the class because the teacher has all the main roles in 

the class that is considered a disadvantage of this type of grammar (Moore & 

Hansen, 2012). 

2.4.2. Learner-Centered Approaches 

A process that is utilized for the interests and requirements of the learners is known 

as learner-centered learning, which is opposed to teacher -centered learning, since it 

is not reasonable that all the times, learners rely on their teacher, waiting for 

instructions, agreement, or admiration, and so on, while the activities can be done by 

individual, pair or group work as the requirement of the lesson. 

Consequently, this kind of style leads to noisy and disorder on the base of learners' 

pair or group work, particularly with a large number of class. This is regarded as a 

problem or drawback to this procedure. Even the process of education is more active 

and enjoyable because the learners participate in this procedure (Jones, 2007). 

The process students centered learning deals with listening and speaking, in which 

the students speak more than the teacher (Brooks, 2010), it can be said that learner 

self-independence is the basic aim (Shindler,2010). 

Wilson& McLellan believe that both teachers and learners are active members who 

offer obligations for the learner’s education, and recognizing how learners are 

assumed to use the language and how teacher and learners mutually exerted it. 

Moreover, the teacher is a part of the class, and he is involved in the process of 

education and he can help the students, even it is somewhat hard for the teachers to 

scaffold all their students at once, since learners may act on different levels of the 

same activity (1997). Another problem is that many students particularly college 

students complain of their disappointments and annoyances on the base that their 

lecturers put various obligations on them in the process of learning (Falchikov, 

2001). 

The final point is that, even the teacher centered learning is different from learner 

centered learning, but they share many resemblances too. First, they share similar 

principles for example both of them make the procedure of learning going 

excellently. Second, they use the same book that is similar to both. Third and finally 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Student
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in every process the occurrence of questions and answers in the procedure of 

teaching is found (Killen, 2007). 

2.4.3. Deductive Approach 

In this explicit rules and information about a language are given to the students in the 

process of language education, and consequently, they exercise these standards when 

they use the language, which means that the teacher directly shows or tells what 

he/she wants to teach. This kind of process is actually used when we deal with 

grammatical rules of a language (Hall, 2011). The student moves ahead “from 

general to particular, from abstract to concrete” (Lakshmi & Rao, 2004, p.112). 

Consequently, there are some plans according to Michael Swan: 

1. The rules should be appropriate.  

2. The rules require being obvious. 

3. The rules require making application of ideas already familiar to the students. 

4. The rules must be easy. 

5. The rules should be correct.  

6. The rules should demonstrate obviously what bounds are on the exercise of 

an agreed figure (cited in Thornbury, 1999). 

When the rules are offered in this process, the most important thing is that the 

presentation ought to be shown with illustrations, be short, include learners’ 

understanding and permit learners to have an opportunity to customize the standard. 

For example: 

Teacher: The past tense of regular verbs is formed by adding (ed) to the end of the 

base form of the verb. Thus, look-looked, watch-watched, rain-rained. At the same 

moment the teacher says: can you change these verbs into the past again? Wash? 

Student: Washed. 

Teacher: Well done. Work? And so on (Thornbury, 2006). 

According to Kumar, Krishna & Rao (2004) the deductive approach goes directly to 

the main idea. Consequently, it keeps time and strength for both (learners and 

teachers). It is extremely appropriate for lower class. Moreover, the deductive 

approach “glorifies memory” since learners are needed to remember a considerable 
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amount of rules, principle etc. Therefore it is regarded as a quick procedure in 

language teaching, and particularly in studying the grammatical rules of the 

language. But at the same time learners’ dependency to find out rules by themselves 

is neglected in this method, which is regarded as a problem. 

The deductive approach can be regarded as “dry and technical” according to Allen 

&Valette (1977) because the learner is denied of the joy of self-action. Moreover, it 

helps the thoughts that learning of language is essentially a case of knowing rules it 

concentrates on the memorization of the rules which are speedily forgotten. As a 

result, this process is not adequate for the progression of intuition as the students is 

seen as passive participant who is involved in the process of learning and teaching 

(Thornbury, 1999). 

2.4.4. Inductive Approach 

It is a process in which the specific rules are not given to the learners, instead the 

learners are left to discover the linguistic rule they have been working with alone. In 

other words, students have been moved “from concrete to abstract, particular to 

general and from complex to general rule” (Lakshmi & Rao, 2004, p.110). 

In an inductive process according to Thornbury (2006), the teacher would present the 

students with a variety of examples for a given concept without giving any 

introduction about how the concept is used. For instance, to make a distinction 

between “for and since”, these patterns are given to them in order the learner could 

distinguish between them and how the concept can be used to determine the grammar 

rule. 

1. She has been cleaning the room since three o’clock. 

2. They have been singing for three hours. 

3. I have not seen him since 2007. 

4. He has not travelled for a long time. And so on. 

This procedure helps the students to be familiar with rule discovery. It also gives 

more chance to the learners to think and become active participants in the procedure 

of learning since it trains the mind and gives self-confidence. As a result, it can 

increase the creativity of the students (Dash& Dash, 2007). The inductive process 
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depends on the ground of the actual observation, thinking and experimentation; 

therefore it is regarded as a logical approach (Kumar, 2004). 

But, according to Allen & Valette, this kind of approach is regarded as being time 

and energy consuming in employing out rules and learners may be deceived into 

considering the rules are the purpose of language teaching instead of understanding 

the means of the topic. In addition, a lot of skills and tasks are required from the 

teacher to create an adequate process of teaching. Another problem of this approach 

is that a few students desire to discover the rules of the examples (1977). 

A last point is that it does not make any difference which approach the teacher 

should use, but the important thing is what the purpose of learning procedures and 

how to get it. Therefore, the teacher should use an appropriate approach according to 

the lesson and activities that are done in the class. 

2.4.5. Seductive or guided discovery approach 

It is controversial to choose either deductive or inductive approach, since each 

approach has advantages and drawbacks. Even teachers see it is difficult to select the 

approach to teach in their classroom. As a result, there is a new approach that is so-

called seductive or guided discovery. This approach lies between deductive and 

inductive approach which emerges the best from each. This approach is a purified 

and modified inductive approach in which learners are exposed to the language first, 

and then followed by the use of inference, and finally an explicit focus on rules and 

practice (Saumell, 2012). This depends on the fact that students at the beginning of 

the lesson have to be engaged into the lesson via asking them questions or giving 

them texts to work out the rules (Harmer, 2007). 

Saumell (2012) discusses a number of advantages of this approach which are quite 

similar to the inductive approach. It promotes and engages the students in problem-

solving activates and tasks and “It helps learners become aware of and articulate their 

mental processes”. This approach is similar to natural language learning and 

acquisition. It helps learners to work together and enhances self-reliance. The teacher 

acts as a facilitator in assisting and guiding the learners to discover the rules and also 

understand the rules so that they do not confuse and misunderstand. 

The advantage of this approach is that it supports analytical learning styles. When 

teachers adopt this method to teach grammar, learners can exploit their cognitive 
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skills. That is, students try to think critically to discover the rules with teacher’s 

guidance. 

2.5. The role of Motivation and Interest 

The word motivation implies that student participates in activity, to use energy and 

hold on in activity (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011). According to Dörnyei, motivation “is 

an abstract, hypothetical concept that we use to explain why people think and behave 

as they do” (2001, p.1). 

While Ginsberg & Wlodkowski (2009, p.27) point out that “motivation is the natural 

human capacity to direct energy in the pursuit of a goal”. The major components of 

motivation to learning are enthusiasm, interest, and excitement. In other words 

motivation lies behind and causes interest, because a motive moves us to attempt an 

action. It is the root of all our actions (Crump, 1995). 

Individuals who feel perilous, unconnected, and slighted are frequently unmotivated 

to be taught, and vice versa, because Learners’ attentiveness, thoughts, attempt, and 

enthusiasm to persist are strongly controlled by how they feel about the situation they 

lived in (Ginsberg & Wlodkowski, 2009). 

Furthermore, there are distinctions of the stages and types of motivation from a 

person to another, which indicate that not just stages and quantities of motivation in 

persons are diverse, but also their types of motivation can be distinct too (Okon, 

2013). 

It is illustrated by Gardner and Lambert (1972, cited in Brown, 2000) that there are 

two types of motivation which are integrative and instrumental. The integrative 

motivation indicates learning the language with the purpose of sharing in the society 

of its nation types, while instrumental motivation recommends and means that a 

student learns the language in order to hold the instrumental aims. Thus, the 

technique and result of learning can be influenced and managed by these two kinds 

of motivation. 

Gardner and Lambert, indicate that learners with large amounts of integrative 

motivation scored higher on capability tests in contrast to those who are 

instrumentally motivated (Ibid). Also Cook accepts the proposed classification of 

motivation into integrative and instrumental motivation which are by Gardner and 
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Lambert, and these two types of motivation are considered a valuable and adequate 

element for learning second language. The procedure of learning would be complex 

for the students, who do not have instrumental or integrative motivation. As a result, 

learners will meet with issues and challenges to learn and increase information of a 

second language in the classroom (2008). 

These two types of motivation also are introduced by (Wilkins, 1972). If these two 

types of motivation are compared with each other, the integrative motivation is 

regarded as the greatest and the ideal motivation according to Ellis. Moreover, it is 

regarded as an appropriate arrangement and having more capacity (1997). Finally to 

achieve better motivation, classroom exercises and activities should be done in a 

wonderful and attractive style without neglecting learner’s interests and individual 

affairs during knowledge replacement (River, 1983). 

2.5.1. Cognitive Approach 

This approach was suggested in the 1960s and used for teaching second and foreign 

languages. It concentrates on that language studying “is a process which involves 

active mental processes and not simply the forming of habits” It offers vitality to the 

learner's performing part in the process of learning and teaching language, especially 

in the learning of linguistic guidelines (Richards & Schmidt, 2002). 

Overt instructions of grammar are focused with the development of Chomskian’s 

assumptions of generative syntax in the 1950s and 1960s and universal grammar. 

Therefore, grammar teaching and classroom curriculum should be designed to what 

the learners have already known, providing chances for them to build new 

implications and accentuating deductive realizing. 

According to this approach, language studying apprehended that grammar was 

excessively complicated to be studied in nature and that language needs mental 

treatment for students to have the ability to accomplish linguistic competence. In this 

the foreign language teaching needs covering grammar education as a fundamental 

system for all proficiencies of foreign language (Hinkel & Fotos, 2002). 

The cognitive approach helps learners in all four skills, at the same time and it 

indicates that competence should precedes performance (Krashen, 1982). 
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The major characteristics are that reading and writing are important as listening and 

speaking. The personal education of students are taken into account, therefore 

instruction is frequently individualized. Grammar can be learnt directly and/or 

indirectly, but the important thing is that, it should be taught. Since the teacher 

expects to be able to analyze the foreign language and to have great capacity in the 

second language (Murcia, 2001). 

The main advantage of this approach is that meaning and creativity are considered 

because it focuses on the conscious of language acquisition as a meaningful system 

and also focuses on the four skills. (Stern, 1983). 

Finally, in the sense of the students’ interests and needs, the approaches for teaching 

and learning grammar are considered teacher-centered, i.e. what they need to learn 

grammar for, are ignored, therefore the learner is viewed as a passive receiver. 

2.5.2. Implication of strategies 

Grammar has been described by many grammarians as a group of rules that instruct 

learners, speakers, and writers on what to say and what not to say or what right and 

what is wrong (Thornbury,1999). With this concept, grammar takes a prescriptive 

role, but some regard grammar as a term to refer to a let of summarizing 

generalizations on the existent behavior or language. With this concept, grammar has 

only a descriptive role (Alkhuls, 2000).  

The strategies that can be implemented by the teachers can be as follows:  

1. Examples; in this strategy, the teacher can present example of pattern he wants to 

teach.   

2. Focus; in this he draws the learners’ attention to the specific structure he wants the 

learners to learn by underlining that structure.  

3. Meaning; the teacher present the meaning of the structure preferably through a 

situation, action, dramatization, or a context. However, the L1 may be used, if 

necessary, to present meaning or to check understanding of the presented meaning.    

4. Form; after the presentation of meaning, the teacher discusses with the learners 

the form of that pattern.  
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Form may involve factors such as concord, order of words, inversion, inflections, or 

some function words.  

5. Contrast; the teacher explains this new pattern and compares it with other related 

patterns have been learned by students and discusses them with the learners to find 

out the similarity and differences between them. Such a comparison may handle both 

areas of meaning and form.   

6. Reinforcement: the teacher gives more examples to reinforce learners' 

understanding of both form and meaning. 

7. Parallel examples: the teacher in this stage asks the learners to offer some parallel 

structures for discussion, i.e. examples similar to the new pattern in form, and he 

may ask them questions that lead to those parallel sentences. 

8. Generalization: in this the teacher assists the learners to drive any possible 

generalizations especially regarding the pattern form and he asks them to take note of 

those generalization.  

9. Oral drills: the teacher starts some suitable oral drills on the new pattern such as 

substitution drills with their different kinds; chain drills, loop drills, and four phased 

drills. Here, the teacher's cues and learners' responses are conducted orally.   

10. Visual exercises: in this stage the teacher asks the learners to related exercise 

orally. 

11. Written exercises: after doing the exercise orally, then teacher asks the learners 

to write down the exercise in their exercise books. Such writing process is an 

additional source of reinforcement to learning obtained through aural and visual 

media.  

2.5.3. The impact of learning environment on motivational strategies 

Cruickshank et al. (2006) state that classroom environment has a significant 

influence on students’ behavior, learning, motivation, interest, willingness to 

participate, and achievement. It also plays a critical role in language comprehension 

and production. So, the instructor should create a learning context in the classroom in 

order to motivate positive social interaction, active participation in learning, and self-

motivation (Burden and Byrd, 2007, Chastain, 1988, Richard-Amato and Snow, 

2005). 
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Furthermore, there are two elements of the classroom environment that a teacher can 

manage effectively to increase learning and improve students’ behavior, which are as 

follow: 

1. The physical environment: This deals with the major aspects of the classroom 

that are independent to the students who inhabit it such as: the shape and size of the 

room, the arrangement of the seats (i.e. seating arrangement), and the location and 

availability of equipment and materials. Therefore, such aspects are considered as 

concrete and observable because most of the students in a classroom like to describe 

the physical environment in this way.   

2. The psychological environment: It sometimes refers to as the classroom climate 

or atmosphere that influences students' learning, in which it promotes the relationship 

of cooperative work and helps in preventing discipline problems. The psychological 

environment deals with these aspects that are consistently related with students’ 

learning such as: emotional tone of the classroom, task-orientation or (learning 

tasks), and organization (Cruickshank et al., 2006). 

2.5.4. Challenges and frustrations 

Teaching English grammar is not an easy task; it requires a great endeavor from the 

teacher to motivate the students to learn English. So, there are some obstacles that 

the English grammar teachers may face in their teaching, which are as follow: 

1. Teaching large classes, in which the classes contain a large number of students. 

2. Lack of classroom-equipment such as: good and organized technology, movable 

seats to promote interaction among the students in the classroom, lighting, is having 

noise outside the classroom which distracts the students' attention inside the 

classroom.  

3. Lack of students’ motivation to interact, in which they should be encouraged to 

use the language freely and actively. 

4. Lack of students’ self-confidence because of feeling shy to what they want to 

express their own points of view. 

5. Insufficient use of language, in which the students are not encouraged to use the 

language daily outside the classroom. 



32 
 

6. The language that the students learn may not have enough prestige for motivating 

them to learn it. 

2.5.5. Techniques for overcoming the challenges 

1. Providing a supportive and motivating learning environment in the classroom.  

2. Using brainstorming techniques to encourage the students to generate many new 

ideas themselves to talk about during the lesson. 

3. Giving them an opportunity to express their own ideas and to interact with each 

other actively in the classroom.  

4. Connecting the previous lessons with the new ones and relate the material to the 

students' daily life. 

5. Asking the students questions that are related to the subject before starting the 

lesson.  

6. Encouraging them to reduce their shyness by having a good friendly relationship 

with them. 

7. Encouraging student-interaction in the class actively. 

8. Asking them to accomplish their tasks in a motivating way, and respecting their 

points of view. 

9. Making them feel the experience of the writer for having effective learning. 

10. Encouraging them to grasp the writer's vision, approaches, the beauty of 

language, and the use of new words. 

11. Making them express their feeling of the social issues that are about power, 

inequality, injustice, and their identity through patterns of grammar or activities. This 

helps them think critically and question the experiences of the social life in an active 

and reflective way for better understanding. 
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3. METHODOLOGY: 

3.1. Introduction 

This chapter deals with data collection which contains population and sample of the 

study, participants’ questionnaire, its validity and its reliability in addition to 

statistical means used in this study. 

3.1.1. Population and Sample of the Study 

Participants of the study are (60) the fourth year senior students and they have 

experience in learning more than sixteen years, they are pre-in service teachers. 

Twenty from the College of Education (10 females and 10 males), twenty from the 

College of Languages (10 females and 10 males) and twenty from the College of 

Basic Education (10 females and 10 males) in the University of Salahaddin, Erbil are 

chosen in the academic year (2015-2016). The quantitative method is adopted to find 

out the student’s attitudes to teaching grammar throughout the questionnaire tools.    

3.1.2. Instrument 

The purpose behind the students’ questionnaire which is considered a principal 

instrument of the study is to understand their view, conception or perception, 

comments, and manners towards grammar teaching in the English departments. The 

questionnaire contains (47) items which are designed to discover the pre-service 

teachers’ attitudes towards grammar courses and whether grammar should be taught 

as separate courses or should be learned unconsciously via communication module 

(see appendix 1). 

The questionnaires are constructed in the form of questions and statements. The 

items are answered through five options of the level of frequency depending on the 

Likert Scale. The level of frequency is used for the level of pre-service teachers’ 

perspectives to grammar teaching. The options are: always, often, sometimes, rarely, 

and never. The highest point takes (4) marks which is always, and the lowest point 
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takes (0) for the item, which is never. The other given marks respectively. Often (3) 

marks, sometimes (2) marks, and for rarely (1) mark. In addition, the ethics of 

researching are taken into account. That is all participants are requested to participate 

generously that is to say, they were free to participate or not.  

In fact among the whole number of the students about (94) students participated, and 

then (60) questionnaires are chosen because some students changed their mind and 

they did not complete their questionnaire. The students are required to fill in the 

questionnaire in the classroom in more than thirty minutes, by the assist of 

researcher’s clarification of the meaning and aims of the questionnaire items. That is 

to say, all the items are explained and all the participants’ queries are answered (See 

Appendix No. 1). 

The questionnaires were used with the students. Also, the students' questionnaires 

were quite similar except for some changes in wording. Each questionnaire consists 

of three sections as summarized below. 

The options are 0-‘Never’, 1-‘rarely’, 2-‘Sometimes’, 3-‘Often’ and 4-‘Always’. 

Table 3.1: Do you think it is better to learn English language unconsciously? 

Mean = 3.08 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 8.3 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 25.0 

Often 19 31.7 31.7 56.7 

Always 26 43.3 43.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.08. This output shows that majority of pre-service teachers 

prefer to learn English language unconsciously. It can be concluded that pre-service 

teachers are motivated to learn English language unconsciously and to be exposed to 

English language for learning it and majority of them think that grammar should be 

taught in learning English because grammar plays a crucial role in language learning 
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and teaching and it helps the learners to improve their grammatical and 

communicative competence. 

Table 3.2: Do you think that grammar should be taught in learning English ? 

Mean = 3.13 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Sometimes 9 15.0 15.0 25.0 

Often 16 26.7 26.7 51.7 

Always 29 48.3 48.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.58. This output shows that pre-service teachers prefer to 

learn English language through instructions. Grammar courses have the fundamental 

role in the process of learning and teaching English since they are considered tools to 

improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use. Majority of pre-service 

teachers think that form, meaning, and use should be integrated in teaching grammar, 

this is due that majority of pre-service teachers prefer to learn grammar in context 

throughout learning English language.  

Table 3.3: Do you think  that grammar should  be taught  as independent courses?                               

Mean = 3.13 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Sometimes 9 15.0 15.0 25.0 

Often 16 26.7 26.7 51.7 

Always 29 48.3 48.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.15, This indicates that the department of English language 

could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn the English Language 
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for deciding that grammar should be designed for achieving its objectives, and 

teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of grammar that 

achieves the purposes in teaching and learning the English language. 

3.1.3. Criteria of the Tools 

The tools have criteria of assessment. The criteria are validity, face validity, 

empirical validity, and reliability.  

3.1.3.1. Validity 

Validity is a criterion that cannot be avoided in any qualitative (exploratory) or 

quantitative (confirmatory) study. Validity is defined as the extent that measures 

what is intended to measure and nothing else (Heaton, 1990). 

Concerning validity in research, Joppe (2000) cited from (Golafshani, 2003) states 

that a measurable validity determines that the research truly measures that which it 

was intended to measure or how accurate the research results are. In other words, it 

means whether the research instrument helps the researcher to achieve the exact 

objective of the research.   

3.1.3.2. Face Validity 

Face validity is one type of validity. As Heaton states “If the items of a test or any 

other measuring tool look right to other testers, teachers, moderators, and testees, it 

can be described as having the face validity” ( 1990, p.159). 

3.1.3.3. Empirical Validity 

Empirical validity is also another type of validity which is called statistical validity. 

This kind of validity can be gained as a result of comparing the results of a test or 

any other measuring tool with another same test at the same time and with the same 

participants (Heaton, 1990, p. 161).  

3.1.3.4. Reliability 

Reliability is also an important criterion in any test or research. For quantitative 

research reliability (Joppe, 2000) cited from (Golafshani, 2003) cited from that it is 

the extent to which results are consistent over time, and an accurate representation of 

the total population under study is referred to as reliability, and if the results of a 
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study can be reproduced under a similar methodology, then the research instrument is 

considered to be reliable. 

3.1.4. Validity of the Questionnaire 

According to Babbie (2010, p. 153) Validity is “a term describing a measure that 

accurately reflects the concept that is intended to measure”. In other words, “it 

implies that it can be evaluated what  neede to be evaluated”,  and for the purpose of 

the study face validity is used, which means the way the test looks right to other 

testers, teachers, and test designers (Heaton, 1990, p.159). The questionnaire is given 

to some experts in the field of English language teaching, linguistics, and applied 

linguistics at Salahaddin unversity in March 2016 for two weeks to find out their 

views about the items of the questionnaire as members of the jury (see appendix 

No.2). Modifications and changes are made to the items in order to meet the jury’s 

comments and remarks. 

3.1.5. Reliability of the Questionnaire 

The items of the questionnaire are reliable since the questionnaire is constructed in a 

way that some items are repeated in different expressions that have the same aims to 

obtain the same results in the same occasion and time. That is to say, the 

questionnaire is constructed, administered and its results ended the same way. 

Because the researcher distributed the same questionnaire twice on 16th of March 

2016 and 23rd of March 2016, and this was conducted on (20) participants from the 

same sample and the answers were given a like.  

3.1.6. Data collection Procedure 

The survey is related to 60 fourth year students throughout the second term of the 

academic year (2015-2016). For achieving the given purposes of the study, the 

researcher carried out the quantitative study, the researchers took the necessary 

permeation for data collection from the administration at Salahaddin University – 

Erbil, three English Departments of Colleges of Education, Basic Education, and 

Language. The questionnaire is administrated at the three English Departments of the 

Colleges at Salahaddin University- Erbil on 4/4/2016 to 11/4/2016. The participants 

of this study are informed to answer the questions after distribution of the 
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questionnaire. At the same time, they are also asked to keep their names unknown to 

guarantee trustful replies of the survey. 

3.1.7. Data Analysis 

Statistical means are considered the systematic and scientific treatment of the 

quantitative measurement. They are concerned with the collection, organization, 

presentation and investigation of information which are assessable in numerical 

terms (Bhardwaj, 2008, p.6). The quantitative analysis of the questionnaire is 

performed by using the SPSS system through descriptive statistics like frequencies 

which are figured to outline the participants’ reactions. As a result, these descriptive 

analyses can assist to discover the general examples of pre-service teachers’ ideas 

about teaching grammar. Therefore in this study, a computer program is used which 

can be illustrated below:  

SPSS program: all the answer and results of the questionnaires are collected and 

computed statistically. They analyzed by using statistical package for social science 

(SPSS) version 20.0.  
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4. DATA ANALYSIS 

4.1. Introduction  

This chapter present data analyses of the pre-service teacher’s questionnaire that’s 

about their perspectives to teaching grammar at EL departments at Salahaddin 

University. The result of the study is the average of the means of the pre-service 

teachers’ questionnaire is 2.683. 

4.2. Data Analyses procedures 

The following section offers the results and argument of the learners’ answers to the 

questionnaire as a tool for data collection, and to recognize the pre-service teachers’ 

perspectives in the direction of teaching grammar in the acquisition and learning 

English as a second and foreign language at Salahaddin University.  

The results of the study are based upon validated results of the research tool. The 

replies of the participants to the questionnaire are reviewed, summarized, and 

analyzed by the researcher according to the most frequent answers. The pre-service 

teachers’ questionnaire at college level is listed and explained Table (1):  

Table 4.1: The Results of Pre-service Students Teachers’ Perspectives on Learning 

and Teaching Grammar 

Appendix (1): The Statistics of Students’ Questionnaire  

 N Mean Median Mode Std. Deviation Variance Range Mini Max Sum 

Valid Missing 

1- 60 0 3.08 3.00 4 1.013 1.027 4 0 4 185 

2- 60 0 2.88 3.00 4 1.075 1.156 4 0 4 173 

3-  60 0 2.58 2.00 2 1.109 1.230 4 0 4 155 
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4- 60 0 3.13 3.00 4 1.016 1.033 3 1 4 188 

5- 60 0 2.15 2.00 2 0.971 0.943 4 0 4 129 

6- 60 0 3.27 4.00 4 1.071 1.148 4 0 4 196 

7- 60 0 1.98 2.00 2 1.200 1.144 4 0 4 119 

8- 60 0 2.18 2.00 2 1.033 1.068 4 0 4 131 

9- 60 0 2.68 3.00 4 1.321 1.745 4 0 4 161 

10- 60 0 3.07 3.00 4 0.972 0.945 3 1 4 184 

11- 60 0 3.10 3.00 4 0.896 0.803 3 1 4 186 

12- 60 0 3.12 3.50 4 1.075 1.156 4 0 4 187 

13- 60 0 2.98 3.00 4 1.127 1.271 4 0 4 179 

14- 60 0 2.78 3.00 4 1.195 1.427 4 0 4 167 

15- 60 0 1.62 2.00 0 1.403 1.969 4 0 4 97 

16- 60 0 2.47 2.50 4 1.308 1.711 4 0 4 148 

17- 60 0 3.03 3.00 4 1.057 1.118 4 0 4 182 

18- 59 1 2.44 2.00 2 1.263 1.596 4 0 4 144 

19- 60 0 2.47 3.00 4 1.308 1.711 4 0 4 148 

20- 58 2 2.57 3.00 4 1.286 1.653 4 0 4 149 

21- 59 1 2.17 2.00 1 1.257 1.626 4 0 4 128 

22- 60 0 3.07 3.00 4 1.006 1.012 4 0 4 184 

23- 60 0 2.97 3.00 4 1.057 1.118 4 0 4 178 

24- 59 1 2.24 2.00 2 1.369 1.874 4 0 4 132 

25- 60 0 3.08 3.00 4 1.046 1.095 4 0 4 185 

26- 60 0 2.40 2.00 4 1.304 1.702 4 0 4 144 

27- 60 0 2.45 3.00 4 1.333 1.777 4 0 4 147 
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28- 60 0 2.90 3.00 4 1.053 1.108 4 0 4 174 

29- 60 0 2.37 2.00 2 1.221 1.490 4 0 4 142 

30- 60 0 2.37 2.00 2a 1.301 1.694 4 0 4 142 

31- 60 0 2.45 2.50 2 1.227 1.506 4 0 4 147 

32- 60 0 3.12 3.00 4 0.958 0.918 4 0 4 187 

33- 60 0 2.83 3.00 4 1.224 1.497 4 0 4 170 

34- 60 0 2.90 3.00 4 1.189 1.414 4 0 4 174 

35- 60 0 2.50 2.50 4 1.269 1.610 4 0 4 150 

36- 60 0 3.07 3.00 4 1.087 1.182 4 0 4 184 

37-  60 0 2.95 3.00 4 1.126 1.269 4 0 4 177 

38- 60 0 2.65 3.00 4 1.376 1.892 4 0 4 159 

39- 59 1 2.88 3.00 4 1.052 1.106 4 0 4 170 

40- 60 0 2.98 3.00 4 1.112 1.237 4 0 4 179 

41- 60 0 1.35 1.00 0 1.351 1.825 4 0 4 81 

42- 60 0 1.58 1.00 1 1.306 1.705 4 0 4 95 

43- 60 0 2.85 3.00 4 1.147 1.316 4 0 4 171 

44- 60 0 2.83 3.00 4 1.181 1.395 4 0 4 170 

45- 60 0 3.42 4.00 4 0.829 0.688 3 1 4 205 

46- 60 0 3.05 3.00 4 1.080 1.167 4 0 4 183 

47- 60 0 3.10 3.00 4 1.003 1.007 4 0 4 186 

a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 

The above outputs are pre-service teachers’ perspectives to teaching grammar. The 

options are 0-‘Never’, 1-‘rarely’, 2-‘Sometimes’, 3-‘Often’ and 4-‘Always’. This 

means that the mean between 0- ‘Never’ and 4- ‘Always’ is 2. In other words if the 

mean is more than 2 it is positive, if the mean is 2 it is neutral and if the mean is less 
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than 2 it is negative. Additional statistical information about pre-service teachers’ 

perspectives is presented as follows: 

Table 4.2: Do you think it is better to learn English language 

unconsciously? 

Mean = 3.08 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 8.3 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 25.0 

Often 19 31.7 31.7 56.7 

Always 26 43.3 43.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.08, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of pre-service teachers prefer to learn English language unconsciously. 

This indicates that pre-service teachers could easily learn the language if they lived 

in real context of English more than through instructions; teachers also could exploit 

this opinion to help pre-service teachers to participate in situational context of 

English Language. 

Table 4.3:  Do you think it is better a learner to be exposed to English 

language for learning it? 

Mean = 2.88 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 11.7 

Sometimes 14 23.3 23.3 35.0 

Often 17 28.3 28.3 63.3 

Always 22 36.7 36.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  



43 
 

The mean of this item is 2.88, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that more pre-service teachers prefer to be exposed to English language for learning 

it. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers 

to create a real situation for learning English language. 

Table 4.4: Do you think it is better a learner to learn English language 

through instructions? 

Mean = 2.58 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 9 15.0 15.0 16.7 

Sometimes 21 35.0 35.0 51.7 

Often 12 20.0 20.0 71.7 

Always 17 28.3 28.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.58, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers prefer to learn English language through instructions. 

This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers for 

learning English Language through instructions that is due to the status of English as 

a foreign Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order not to ignore 

instructions in teaching English language. 

Table 4.5: Do you think that grammar should be taught in learning 

English? 

Mean = 3.13 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Sometimes 9 15.0 15.0 25.0 

Often 16 26.7 26.7 51.7 

Always 29 48.3 48.3 100.0 
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Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.13, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of pre-service teachers think that grammar should be taught in learning 

English. This indicates that the departments could easily exploit this extent of pre-

service teachers for deciding that grammar courses should be in curriculum for 

teaching and learning English Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order 

to explain grammar topics in teaching English language. 

Table 4.6: Do you think that grammar should be taught as independent 

courses?  

Mean = 2.15 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.7 20.0 

Sometimes 33 55.0 55.0 75.0 

Often 7 11.7 11.7 86.7 

Always 8 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.15, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers think that grammar should be taught as independent 

courses in learning English language, this is due to the status of English as a foreign 

language in Iraq. This indicates that the department of English language could easily 

exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English Language for deciding that 

grammar courses should be in curriculum as independent courses for teaching and 

learning English Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the 

best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English 

language.    
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Table 4.7: Do you think that grammar should be taught throughout teaching 

the four skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing)? 

Mean = 3.27 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 10.0 

Sometimes 7 11.7 11.7 21.7 

Often 11 18.3 18.3 40.0 

Always 36 60.0 60.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.27, thus it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that majority of pre-service teachers think that grammar should be taught 

throughout teaching the four skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing), this is 

due that majourity of pre-service teachers prefer to learn grammar in context 

throughout learning English language. This indicates that pre-service teachers could 

easily learn grammar of the language if they lived in real context of English more 

than through instructions; teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-service 

teachers to participate in situational context of English Language. 

Table 4.8: Do you think that grammar courses have the basic 

role in the process of learning and teaching English? 

Mean = 1.98 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 7 11.7 11.7 11.7 

Rarely 13 21.7 21.7 33.3 

Sometimes 23 38.3 38.3 71.7 

Often 8 13.3 13.3 85.0 

Always 9 15.0 15.0 100.0 
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Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of the above item is 1.98, so it is negatively acknowledged. The above 

output shows that majority of the pre-service teachers do not think that grammar 

courses have the basic role in the process of learning and teaching English but they 

think that grammar is one of the key aspects of a language and in human 

communication. Without grammar, language is incomplete and cannot be expressed 

and understood properly. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent 

of pre-service teachers to choose the best grammar and methods for teaching and 

learning English language. 

Table 4.9: Do you think that grammar courses are regarded as 

tools to improve the pre-service teachers’ skill and capacity to use 

English language? 

 Mean = 2.18 Frequency Percent 

Valid 

Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Rarely 9 15.0 15.0 20.0 

Sometimes 31 51.7 51.7 71.7 

Often 8 13.3 13.3 85.0 

Always 9 15.0 15.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.18, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that more pre-service teachers think that grammar courses are regarded as tools to 

improve the pre-service teachers’ skill and capacity to use English language; this is 

due to the status of English as a foreign language in Iraq. This indicates that the 

department of English language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service 

teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be taught in 

learning English Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the 

best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English 

language. 
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Table 4.10: Do you think that the inappropriate methods of teaching 

grammar decrease the merits of the assigned grammar course? 

Mean = 2.68 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

Rarely 8 13.3 13.3 21.7 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 38.3 

Often 15 25.0 25.0 63.3 

Always 22 36.7 36.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.68, thus it is negatively acknowledged. This output shows 

that more pre-service teachers think that the inappropriate methods of teaching 

grammar decrease the merits of the assigned grammar course. This indicates that pre-

service teachers are satisfied with the applicable methods in teaching grammar; on 

the other hand, the methods motivate pre-service teachers to feel that the process of 

teaching is for them. It provides inductive or bottom up education that provides 

individuals activation in their classroom.  

Table 4.11: Do you think that the current curriculum is successfulness 

for learning English language and teaching? 

Mean = 3.07 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

Sometimes 11 18.3 18.3 26.7 

Often 19 31.7 31.7 58.3 

Always 25 41.7 41.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.07, thus it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that the majority of the pre-service teachers think that the current curriculum 
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is successfulness for learning English language and teaching grammar courses. They 

are regarded as tools to improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use 

English language. This indicates that the department of English language could 

easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English Language for 

deciding that grammar should be taught in learning English Language, and teachers 

also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of grammar that achieves the 

purposes in teaching and learning English language. 

Table 4.12: Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via 

grammar courses are persuasive in the light of text books of grammar? 

Mean = 3.10 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rarely 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Sometimes 12 20.0 20.0 25.0 

Often 21 35.0 35.0 60.0 

Always 24 40.0 40.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.10, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via grammar 

courses are persuasive in the light of text books of grammar. This indicates that pre-

service teachers are satisfied with the teachers’ level in implementing methods of 

teaching and learning English language via teaching grammar; on the other hand, the 

methods are persuasive in the light of text books of grammar and they motivate pre-

service teachers. 
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Table 4.13: Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via 

grammar courses are persuasive in the light of methods of teaching? 

Mean = 3.12 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 10.0 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 26.7 

Often 14 23.3 23.3 50.0 

Always 30 50.0 50.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.12, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that more pre-service teachers think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via grammar 

courses are persuasive in the light of methods of teaching. This indicates that pre-

service teachers are satisfied with the teachers’ level in implementing methods of 

teaching and learning English language; on the other hand, the methods of teaching 

grammar are persuasive and they motivate pre-service teachers.   

Table 4.14: Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via 

grammar courses are persuasive in the light of activities of learning 

English Language as a second/ foreign language?  

Mean = 2.98 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 10.0 

Sometimes 14 23.3 23.3 33.3 

Often 13 21.7 21.7 55.0 
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Always 27 45.0 45.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.98, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that more pre-service teachers think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via grammar 

courses are persuasive in the light of activities of learning English language as a 

second/ foreign teaching. This indicates that pre-service teachers are satisfied with 

the teachers’ level in implementing methods of teaching and learning English 

language; on the other hand, the methods of teaching grammar are persuasive and 

they motivate pre-service teachers.   

Table 4.15: Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via 

grammar courses are persuasive in the light of and according to English 

departments Program? 

Mean = 2.78 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 15.0 

Sometimes 14 23.3 23.3 38.3 

Often 15 25.0 25.0 63.3 

Always 22 36.7 36.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.78, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers think that the teachers’ level of teaching in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via grammar 

courses are persuasive in the light of English departments program for learning 

English language as a second/ foreign teaching. This indicates that pre-service 

teachers are satisfied with the teachers’ level in implementing methods of teaching 

and learning English language; on the other hand, the English departments programs 

are suitable and they achieve pre-service teachers’ needs.   
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Table 4.16: Do you think that there is a proper environment for the pre-

service teachers to understand nature of English language acquisition in 

the universities?  

1.62 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 19 31.7 31.7 31.7 

Rarely 9 15.0 15.0 46.7 

Sometimes 16 26.7 26.7 73.3 

Often 8 13.3 13.3 86.7 

Always 8 13.3 13.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of the above item is 1.62, so it is negatively acknowledged. The above 

output shows that majority of the pre-service teachers think that there is not a proper 

environment for the pre-service teachers to understand nature of English language 

acquisition in the universities. This is due to that English is a foreign language and 

universities didn’t create such a context for using English in the communication. This 

indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to 

create a real context of English; teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-

service teachers to participate in situational context of English Language. 

Table 4.17: Are the pedagogical objectives attained in teaching 

grammar courses? 

Mean = 2.47 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.7 25.0 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 50.0 

Often 12 20.0 20.0 70.0 

Always 18 30.0 30.0 100.0 
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Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.47, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers think that the pedagogical objectives are attained in 

teaching grammar courses. This indicates that grammar courses are regarded as tools 

to attain pedagogical objectives for improving the pre-service teachers’ skills and 

capacity to use English language. This indicates that the department of English 

language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English 

Language for deciding that grammar should be designed for achieving the 

pedagogical objectives, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the 

best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English 

language. 

Table 4.18: Do you think that there is a proper environment for the pre-

service teachers to understand nature of learning English in the 

universities?  

Mean = 3.03 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 3 5.0 5.0 8.3 

Sometimes 11 18.3 18.3 26.7 

Often 19 31.7 31.7 58.3 

Always 25 41.7 41.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of the above item is 3.03, so it is positively acknowledged. The above 

output shows that majority of the pre-service teachers think that there is a proper 

environment for the pre-service teachers to understand nature of English language 

learning but not acquisition in the universities. This is due to that English is a foreign 

language and universities created such a context for English language to be taught in 

a proper ways. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-

service teachers to pay more attention to the process of learning and motivate pre-
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service teachers; teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-service teachers 

to participate in the process of learning. 

Table 4.19: Are the learning outcomes achieved in grammar courses? 

Mean = 2.44 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 4 6.7 6.8 6.8 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.9 23.7 

Sometimes 18 30.0 30.5 54.2 

Often 10 16.7 16.9 71.2 

Always 17 28.3 28.8 100.0 

Total 59 98.3 100.0  

Missing System 1 1.7   

Total 60 100.0   

The mean of this item is 2.44, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers think that the learning outcomes are achieved in 

teaching grammar courses. This indicates that grammar courses can achieve the 

learning outcomes for improving the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use 

English language. This indicates that the department of English language could 

easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English Language for 

deciding that grammar should be designed for achieving the learning outcomes, and 

teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of grammar that 

achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English language. 

Table 4.20: Do you think that grammar books provide you with real and 

native like contexts? 

Mean = 2.47 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 6 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Rarely 8 13.3 13.3 23.3 
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Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 48.3 

Often 14 23.3 23.3 71.7 

Always 17 28.3 28.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.47, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that many pre-service teachers think that grammar books provide them with real and 

native like contexts, this is due that majourity of pre-service teachers prefer to learn 

grammar in context throughout learning English language. This indicates that pre-

service teachers could easily learn grammar of the language if they lived in real 

context of English; teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-service 

teachers to participate in situational context of English Language.  

Table 21: Do you think that grammar courses are suitable in achieving the 

objectives of teaching and learning the English language? 

Mean = 2.57 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.6 8.6 

Rarely 7 11.7 12.1 20.7 

Sometimes 14 23.3 24.1 44.8 

Often 14 23.3 24.1 69.0 

Always 18 30.0 31.0 100.0 

Total 58 96.7 100.0  

Missing System 2 3.3   

Total 60 100.0   

The mean of this item is 2.57, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers think that grammar courses are suitable in 

achieving the objectives of teaching and learning the English language. This 

indicates that grammar courses are suitable in achieving the objectives of teaching 

and learning the English language. This indicates that the department of English 
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language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English 

Language for deciding that grammar should be designed for achieving the learning 

outcomes, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of 

grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English language. 

Table 4.22: Do you think that pre-service teachers are satisfied with their 

level of awareness and building capacities for speaking English fluently 

throughout grammar courses? 

Mean = 2.17 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.5 8.5 

Rarely 16 26.7 27.1 35.6 

Sometimes 14 23.3 23.7 59.3 

Often 12 20.0 20.3 79.7 

Always 12 20.0 20.3 100.0 

Total 59 98.3 100.0  

Missing System 1 1.7   

Total 60 100.0   

The mean of this item is 2.17, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers think that pre-service teachers are satisfied 

with their level of awareness and building capacities for speaking English fluently 

throughout grammar courses because grammar courses are regarded as tools to 

improve the pre-service teachers’ skill and capacity to use English language; 

therefore pre-service teachers are satisfied with their level of awareness and building 

capacities for speaking English fluently throughout grammar courses this is due to 

the status of English as a foreign language in Iraq. This indicates that the department 

of English language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn 

English Language for deciding that grammar should be taught in learning English 

Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of 

grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English language. 
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Table 4.23: I like to study and learn English language with others such 

as cooperative rather than self-learning. 

Mean = 3.07 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 8.3 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 25.0 

Often 20 33.3 33.3 58.3 

Always 25 41.7 41.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.07. So it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that the majority of the pre-service teachers like and have motivation to study 

through cooperative interactions. This is due to pre-service teachers’ self-motivation 

to mediate themselves into group working for learning and studying English 

language. Thus this situation could be actively exploited for implementing 

cooperative rather than self-learning.  

Table 4.24: The curriculum (instructional materials) contents appeal me 

because it is in accordance with my needs and level. 

Mean = 2.97 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 11.7 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 28.3 

Often 20 33.3 33.3 61.7 

Always 23 38.3 38.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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The mean of this item is 2.97, thus it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that the majority of the pre-service teachers think that the curriculum 

(instructional materials) contents appeal them because it is in accordance with their 

needs and level. This indicates that the current curriculum is successfulness for 

learning English language. The curriculum (instructional materials) contents are 

regarded as tools to improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use 

English language. This indicates that the department of English language could 

easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English Language for 

deciding the curriculum for learning English Language, and teachers also could 

exploit this in order to choose the best type of syllabus that achieves the purposes in 

teaching and learning English language. 

 

The mean of this item is 2.24, thus it is positively acknowledged. Again this output 

shows that the majority of the pre-service teachers confirm that they participate in the 

teaching process in group, pair or individual discussions such as contributing 

presentations in classroom teaching and learning processes cooperatively. This is due 

to teachers’ implementation of the cooperative methods of teaching and learning. 

This also indicates that there is student-teacher mediation and practice. 

Table 25: How often do you participate in the teaching process in group, 

pair or individual discussions such as contributing presentations? 

Mean = 2.24 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 9 15.0 15.3 15.3 

Rarely 8 13.3 13.6 28.8 

Sometimes 16 26.7 27.1 55.9 

Often 12 20.0 20.3 76.3 

Always 14 23.3 23.7 100.0 

Total 59 98.3 100.0  

Missing System 1 1.7   

Total 60 100.0   
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Table 4.26: How often are you asked questions to be aware of what is 

going to be taught and what you are going to learn? 

Mean = 3.08 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 2 3.3 3.3 6.7 

Sometimes 12 20.0 20.0 26.7 

Often 17 28.3 28.3 55.0 

Always 27 45.0 45.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this output is 3.08, so it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers are aware of what is going to be taught and 

what they are going to learn and they confirm that the strategy of questioning is 

adequately used. This is due to the teachers’ implementation of this strategy of 

reciprocal teaching. 

Table 4.27: The whole or parts of the lesson’s topic is summarized to 

help you rearrange the important points or ideas of grammar.  

Mean = 2.40 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

Rarely 11 18.3 18.3 26.7 

Sometimes 16 26.7 26.7 53.3 

Often 11 18.3 18.3 71.7 

Always 17 28.3 28.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.40, so it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that pre-service teachers confirm that the whole or parts of the lesson’s topic is 

summarized to help them rearrange the important points or ideas of grammar and 
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they also confirm the summarization strategy is sufficiently used. This is due to the 

teachers’ use of this important strategy of reciprocal teaching. 

Table 4.28: Do you think that the type of curriculum which is 

represented by teaching grammar contexts better matches pre-service 

teachers’ development? 

Mean = 2.45 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 7 11.7 11.7 11.7 

Rarely 7 11.7 11.7 23.3 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 48.3 

Often 14 23.3 23.3 71.7 

Always 17 28.3 28.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.45, thus it is positively acknowledged. This 

output shows that majority of the pre-service teachers think that the type 

of curriculum which is represented by teaching grammar contexts better 

matches pre-service teachers’ development because it is in accordance 

with their needs and level. This indicates that the type of curriculum 

which is represented by teaching grammar contexts is successfulness for 

learning English language. The curriculum which is represented by 

teaching grammar contexts is regarded as tools to improve the pre-

service teachers’ skills and capacity to use English language. This 

indicates that the department of English language could easily exploit 

this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English Language for 

deciding the curriculum for learning English Language, and teachers 

also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of syllabus of 

grammar contexts that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning 

English language. 

Table 4.29: I am provided with opportunities to question or discuss what 

is not comprehensible or reasonable. 
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Mean = 2.90 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 10.0 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 35.0 

Often 17 28.3 28.3 63.3 

Always 22 36.7 36.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.90, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers affirm that they are provided with 

opportunity to ask questions and to discuss what is not understandable, and they have 

motivation to study through interactions. This is due to pre-service teachers’ self-

motivation to participate in the interaction process for learning and studying English 

language. Thus this improves their critical thinking as well as it enhances their verbal 

thought. This is due to teachers’ providence of pre-service teachers’ critical thinking. 

Table 4.30: Do you think that grammar courses effectively connect pre-

service teachers inside and outside classroom contexts for pre-service 

teachers’ better learning? 

Mean = 2.37 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

Rarely 9 15.0 15.0 23.3 

Sometimes 18 30.0 30.0 53.3 

Often 15 25.0 25.0 78.3 

Always 13 21.7 21.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.37, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers think that grammar courses effectively 

connect pre-service teachers inside and outside classroom contexts for pre-service 



61 
 

teachers’ better learning. This indicates that grammar courses are suitable in 

achieving the objectives of teaching and learning the English language. This 

indicates that the department of English language could easily exploit this extent of 

pre-service teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be 

designed for achieving the learning outcomes, and teachers also could exploit this in 

order to choose the best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and 

learning English language. 

Table 4.31: I am engaged to act out what I study in real activities. 

Mean = 2.37 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 6 10.0 10.0 10.0 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.7 26.7 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 51.7 

Often 14 23.3 23.3 75.0 

Always 15 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.37, so it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the students affirm that they are engaged to act out what I study in 

real activities into classroom activities. This is due to that the majority of the pre-

service teachers have motivation to study through cooperative interactions. This is 

due to pre-service teachers’ self-motivation to mediate themselves into group 

working for learning and studying English language because the cooperative 

techniques of learning lead to better mediation; moreover cooperative techniques 

provide equal pre-service teachers’ participation. Thus this situation could be 

actively exploited for implementing cooperative rather than self-learning 
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Table 4.32: The methods of teaching are altered according to my needs, 

level of comprehension and development (Multi-methods of teaching are 

used). 

Mean = 2.45 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.7 23.3 

Sometimes 16 26.7 26.7 50.0 

Often 15 25.0 25.0 75.0 

Always 15 25.0 25.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.45, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that pre-service teachers confirm that their teachers alter methods of teaching 

according to their levels of development. This indicates that the teachers in a way to 

provide potential help according to pre-service teachers’ current level of 

development. 

Table 4.33: I like communication lessons because it involves the use of 

tools such as films and documentary and I learn grammar unconsciously. 

Mean = 3.12 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 2 3.3 3.3 5.0 

Sometimes 12 20.0 20.0 25.0 

Often 19 31.7 31.7 56.7 

Always 26 43.3 43.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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The mean here is 2.41, thus this item is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers affirm that they like communication lessons 

because it involves the use of tools such as films and documentary and they learn 

grammar unconsciously because it is motivated by cultural and mediation tools. This 

is due to the teachers use of technologies such audios and videos that lead to the 

process of learning grammar unconsciously. That is why the pre-service teachers are 

in some extent motivated.  

Table 4.34: Do you agree with the student-teacher centered approach 

and interactions? 

Mean = 2.83 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 15.0 

Sometimes 11 18.3 18.3 33.3 

Often 17 28.3 28.3 61.7 

Always 23 38.3 38.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.83, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers prefer the student-teacher centered approach 

and interactions to English language for learning it. This indicates that teachers could 

easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to apply the student-teacher centered 

approach and interactions in order to create a real situation for learning English 

language. 

Table 4.35: Do you think that there is a proper environment for the pre-

service teachers to learn English among themselves and communities? 

Mean = 2.90 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 6 10.0 10.0 13.3 
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Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 38.3 

Often 10 16.7 16.7 55.0 

Always 27 45.0 45.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of the above item is 2.90, so it is positively acknowledged. The above 

output shows that majority of the pre-service teachers think that there is a proper 

environment for the pre-service teachers to learn English among themselves and 

communities. This is due to that English is a foreign language but as international 

language stepped to be second language, therefore, such a context for English 

language is available in the most communities in the world and it can be taught in a 

proper ways. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-

service teachers to pay more attention to the process of learning and motivate 

students. 

Table 4.36: Language and specifically communication skills (speaking, 

reading, writing, listening and non-verbal) are used and integrated. 

Mean = 2.50 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 4 6.7 6.7 6.7 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.7 23.3 

Sometimes 16 26.7 26.7 50.0 

Often 12 20.0 20.0 70.0 

Always 18 30.0 30.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.50, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that pre-service teachers confirm that Language and specifically communication 

skills (speaking, reading, writing, listening and non-verbal) are used and integrated. 

Also it indicates that their teachers use methods of teaching according to their levels 

of development. This indicates that the teachers in a way to provide potential help 

according to pre-service teachers’ current level of development. 
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Table 4.37: Do you think that your native language should be strictly 

avoided in class in explaining English Grammar?  

Mean = 3.07 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 10.0 

Sometimes 12 20.0 20.0 30.0 

Often 13 21.7 21.7 51.7 

Always 29 48.3 48.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.07, thus it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that majority of pre-service teachers think that native language should be 

strictly avoided in class in explaining English Grammar , this is due that majourity of 

pre-service teachers prefer to learn grammar in context throughout learning English 

language. This indicates that pre-service teachers could easily learn grammar of the 

language if they lived in real context of English more than through instructions; 

teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-service teachers to participate in 

situational context of English Language. 

Table 4.38: Do you think that form, meaning, and use should be 

integrated in teaching grammar? 

Mean = 2.95 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 10.0 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 35.0 

Often 13 21.7 21.7 56.7 

Always 26 43.3 43.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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The mean of this item is 3.07, thus it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that majority of pre-service teachers think that form, meaning, and use should 

be integrated in teaching grammar , this is due that majourity of pre-service teachers 

prefer to learn grammar in context throughout learning English language. This 

indicates that students could easily learn grammar of the language if they lived in 

real context of English more than through instructions; teachers also could exploit 

this opinion to help pre-service teachers to participate in situational context of 

English Language. 

Table 4.39: Do you think that the underling patterns should be taught by 

the teacher? 

Mean = 2.65 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 5 8.3 8.3 8.3 

Rarely 10 16.7 16.7 25.0 

Sometimes 10 16.7 16.7 41.7 

Often 11 18.3 18.3 60.0 

Always 24 40.0 40.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.65, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers think that the underling patterns should be 

taught by the teacher. This indicates that grammar courses are regarded as tools to 

improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use English language. This 

indicates that the department of English language could easily exploit this extent of 

pre-service teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be 

designed for achieving its objectives, and teachers also could exploit this in order to 

choose the best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning 

English language. 
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Table 4.40: Do you think that the underling patterns should be discovered 

by the pre-service teachers on their own?  

Mean = 2.88 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.5 10.2 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.4 35.6 

Often 17 28.3 28.8 64.4 

Always 21 35.0 35.6 100.0 

Total 59 98.3 100.0  

Missing System 1 1.7   

Total 60 100.0   

The mean of this item is 2.88, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers think that the underling patterns should be 

discovered by the pre-service teachers on their own. Even there is a contradictory 

result with the previous item that the underling patterns should be taught by the 

teacher. This indicates that grammar courses are regarded as tools to improve the 

pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use English language; therefore, pre-

service teachers prefer both methods. This indicates that the department of English 

language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn English 

Language for deciding that grammar should be designed for achieving its objectives, 

and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the best type of grammar that 

achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English language. 
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Table 4.41: Do you think that grammar should be taught in conjunction 

with other subjects? 

Mean = 2.98 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 3 5.0 5.0 8.3 

Sometimes 16 26.7 26.7 35.0 

Often 12 20.0 20.0 55.0 

Always 27 45.0 45.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.98, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers think that grammar should be taught in 

conjunction with other subjects, this is due that majority of the pre-service teachers 

prefer to learn grammar in context throughout learning English language. This 

indicates that pre-service teachers could easily learn grammar of the language if they 

lived in real context of English; teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-

service teachers to participate in situational context of English Language. 

Table 4.42: Do you think that translation (traditional) Grammar is the 

best method in teaching English grammar? 

Mean = 1.35 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 21 35.0 35.0 35.0 

Rarely 16 26.7 26.7 61.7 

Sometimes 11 18.3 18.3 80.0 

Often 5 8.3 8.3 88.3 

Always 7 11.7 11.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  
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The mean of this item is 1.35, thus it is negatively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers do not prefer to learn English language 

through translation (traditional) grammar is the best method in teaching English 

grammar. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-service 

teachers for learning English Language to avoid translation (traditional) Grammar 

method in teaching English grammar, and teachers also could exploit this in order to 

ignore this method in teaching English language. 

 

Table 4.43: Do you think that structural method is the best one in 

teaching English grammar? 

Mean = 1.58 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 15 25.0 25.0 25.0 

Rarely 16 26.7 26.7 51.7 

Sometimes 15 25.0 25.0 76.7 

Often 7 11.7 11.7 88.3 

Always 7 11.7 11.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 1.85, thus it is negatively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers do not prefer to learn English language 

through structural method in teaching English grammar. This indicates that teachers 

could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers for learning English Language 

to ignore this method in teaching English language. 
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Table 4.44: Do you think that communicative approach is the best one 

in teaching English grammar?  

Mean = 2.85 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 3 5.0 5.0 5.0 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 11.7 

Sometimes 14 23.3 23.3 35.0 

Often 17 28.3 28.3 63.3 

Always 22 36.7 36.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.85, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers prefer to learn English language through 

communicative approach that is the best one in teaching English grammar according 

to their perspectives. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of 

pre-service teachers for learning English Language to concentrate on communicative 

method in teaching English grammar that leads to the process of learning grammar 

unconsciously. That is why the pre-service teachers are in some extent motivated. 

Teachers also could exploit this in order to achieve the objectives of teaching 

grammar in teaching English language.  

Table 4.45: Do you think that cognitive approach is the best one in 

teaching English grammar?  

Mean = 2.83 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Rarely 7 11.7 11.7 15.0 

Sometimes 14 23.3 23.3 38.3 

Often 13 21.7 21.7 60.0 
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Always 24 40.0 40.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 2.83, thus it is positively acknowledged. This output shows 

that majority of the pre-service teachers also prefer to learn English language through 

cognitive approach that is the best one in teaching English grammar according to 

their perspectives. This indicates that teachers could easily exploit this extent of pre-

service teachers for learning English Language to concentrate on cognitive method in 

teaching English grammar to achieve the objectives of teaching grammar in teaching 

English language. 

Table 4.46: Do you think that you should be aware of the mentioned 

methods? 

Mean = 3.42 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Rarely 2 3.3 3.3 3.3 

Sometimes 7 11.7 11.7 15.0 

Often 15 25.0 25.0 40.0 

Always 36 60.0 60.0 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this output is 3.42, so it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that majority of the pre-service teachers are aware of the mentioned methods 

and what is going to be taught. This is due to the teachers’ implementation of 

different methods in teaching. 

Table 4.47: Do you think that grammar is teachable? 

Mean = 3.05 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 5 8.3 8.3 10.0 

Sometimes 12 20.0 20.0 30.0 
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Often 14 23.3 23.3 53.3 

Always 28 46.7 46.7 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this output is 3.05, so it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that majority of pre-service teachers think that grammar is teachable. This 

indicates that the department of English language could easily exploit this extent of 

pre-service teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be 

designed for achieving its objectives, and teachers also could exploit this in order to 

choose the best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning 

English language. As Hudson thinks that grammar can be teachable “if teachers are 

sufficiently well-informed about grammar and if the teaching is proactive”. In other 

words teachers’ experience about grammar, and the way that they use instructions 

have a great influence in the process of teaching and learning grammar (2010, 

p.128). 

Table 4.48: Do you think pre-service teachers’ beliefs of teaching 

grammar need to be considered? 

Mean = 3.10 Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Never 1 1.7 1.7 1.7 

Rarely 4 6.7 6.7 8.3 

Sometimes 9 15.0 15.0 23.3 

Often 20 33.3 33.3 56.7 

Always 26 43.3 43.3 100.0 

Total 60 100.0 100.0  

The mean of this item is 3.10, thus it is very positively acknowledged. This output 

shows that the majority of the pre-service teachers think that teaching grammar needs 

to be considered. They regarded teaching grammar as tools to improve the pre-

service teachers’ skills and capacity to use English language. This indicates that the 

department of English language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service 

teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be taught in 
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learning English Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the 

best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English 

language. 

 

 

 

 



74 
 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

5.1. Introduction  

This chapter includes discussion of the study, results of the pre-service teacher’s 

questionnaire that’s about their perspectives to teaching grammar at ELT 

departments at Salahaddin University, conclusion, pedagogical implication, 

limitation of the study and suggestions for further research. 

5.2. Discussion 

The present study investigated the pre-service teachers’ perspectives on teaching 

grammar at ELT departments in Erbil City especially English departments at 

Salahaddin University - SUE in Erbil, because some linguists insist that teaching 

grammar is essential for teaching any foreign language, but other linguists state that 

it stops the progress of the process of the acquisition of the second/ foreign language. 

Even experts of language teaching from past and modern are questioning the idea of 

including grammar lesson in second language teaching or not, therefore this study 

raised the following questions as research questions which are 1. What are the factors 

that have impacts on pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards teaching grammar?, 2. 

Whether the teachers’ level of teaching in applying the methods of teaching and 

learning English language throughout grammar courses are satisfied in the light of 

textbooks of grammar or not. 3. Whether the grammar should be taught or not? 4. 

Should grammar be taught as an independent subject or it should be taught 

throughout teaching communication module in which the four skills (listening, 

speaking, reading and writing) as integrated skills will be taught?, were answered 

through the questionnaire and interviews. The participants of this study were EFL 

students and teachers at Salahaddin University-Erbil (SUE). College of Education, 

College of Languages and College of Basic Education.  

Also the study hypothesized that learners in general might not seem to have a certain 

conception of what the term ‘grammar’ is as definition idea, process or value; 

therefore the study was an attempt aim to improve lesson in order to meet learners’ 
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needs that is most of the learners might not know the basic role of grammar courses 

in the process of learning and teaching English and that these courses are regarded as 

an attempt in the hope of improving the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to 

use English language.  

Also it hypothesized that most of learners might not know the value of everyday 

language that is extremely vital to them, and those inappropriate methods of teaching 

grammar decrease the merits of the assigned grammar lesson and this may be due to 

the current curriculum that is somewhat not successfulness for learning English 

language and teaching at University or may be due to the strategies which may not be 

implemented in appropriate ways which decrease acquiring language skills. 

In addition to these facts, there might not be a proper environment for the pre-service 

teachers to understand nature of language acquisition and learning English in the 

universities and among themselves and communities and learners might not satisfied 

with the extent of grammar courses and strategies that are implemented in English 

departments program as found by (Dizayi, 2016). 

Most of the speaking demotivating factors are related to the linguistic, 

environmental, psychological factors that hindered pre-service teachers at Salahaddin 

University-Erbil from speaking English in the classroom.  

As a result, learners might not be satisfied with their level of awareness and building 

capacities for speaking English fluently and they feel lacks of opportunities to 

develop their skills, knowledge, attitudes and values required for learning English. 

5.3. The Results of pre-service teachers’ Questionnaire 

The average of the means of the pre-service teachers’ questionnaire is 2.683. 

Therefore it is said that more than half of the pre-service teachers acknowledge that 

grammar has a crucial role in language learning and teaching to assist the learners to 

improve their grammatical and communicative competence. 

- It can be concluded that pre-service teachers are motivated to learn English 

language unconsciously and to be exposed to English language for learning it and 

majority of them think that grammar should be taught in learning English because 

grammar plays a crucial role in language learning and teaching and it helps the 

learners to improve their grammatical and communicative competence. Grammar 

courses have the fundamental role in the process of learning and teaching English 
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since they are considered tools to improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and 

capacity to use. Majority of pre-service teachers think that form, meaning, and use 

should be integrated in teaching grammar, this is due that majority of pre-service 

teachers prefer to learn grammar in context throughout learning English language. 

This indicates that pre-service teachers could easily learn grammar of the language if 

they lived in real context of English more than through instructions. Pre-service 

teachers also think that the pedagogical objectives can be attained in teaching 

grammar courses and achieve the learning outcomes. In this case, it is obvious that 

pre-service teachers are connected inside and outside classroom contexts for their 

best learning by effective grammar courses. Pre-service teachers are satisfied with 

their level of awareness and building capacities for speaking English fluently via 

grammar courses. They prefer grammar to be taught throughout teaching the four 

skills (listening, speaking, reading and writing). They think that grammar should be 

taught in conjunction with other subjects, this is due that more pre-service teachers 

prefer to learn grammar in context throughout learning English language and more 

pre-service teachers affirm that they like communication lessons because it involves 

the use of tools such as films and documentary and they learn grammar 

unconsciously because it is motivated by cultural and mediation tools. This indicates 

that pre-service teachers could easily learn grammar of the language if they lived in 

real context of English; teachers also could exploit this opinion to help pre-service 

teachers to participate in situational context of English Language. 

- The majority of the students believe that the current curriculum is adequate for 

learning English language and teaching grammar courses. Pre-service teachers are 

satisfied with the type of curriculum which is represented by teaching grammar 

contexts and it better matches pre-service teachers’ development because it is in 

accordance with their needs and level .They are satisfied with the teachers’ level in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via teaching 

grammar; on the other hand, the methods are persuasive in the light of text books of 

grammar, English departments program and activities of learning English language 

as a second/ foreign teaching and they motivate pre-service teachers. 

- Also it can be inferred from the pre-service teachers’ opinion that there is a proper 

environment for the pre-service teachers to understand nature of English language 

learning but not acquisition in the universities, but they confirm that there is a proper 
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environment for the pre-service teachers to learn English among themselves and 

communities.  

- The majority of the pre-service teachers like and have motivation to study through 

cooperative interactions. This is due to pre-service teachers’ self-motivation to 

mediate themselves into group working for learning and studying English language. 

The majority of the pre-service teachers confirm that they participate in the teaching 

process in group, pair or individual discussions such as contributing presentations in 

classroom teaching and learning processes cooperatively and this is due to teachers’ 

implementation of the cooperative methods of teaching and learning. This also 

illustrates that there is student-teacher mediation and practice, where the parts of the 

lesson’s topic or the whole is summarized to assist them rearrange the outstanding 

points or ideas of grammar. More pre-service teachers affirm that they are supplied 

with opportunity to inquiry, ask questions and to discuss what is not understandable, 

and they have motivation to study through interactions. This indicates that pre-

service teachers have self-motivation to share in the interaction procedure for 

learning and studying English language. Thus this improves the critical thinking of 

pre-service teachers as well as it solidarities their verbal thought. At the same time 

pre-service teachers confirm that their teachers alter methods of teaching according 

to their levels of development. This indicates that the teachers in a way to provide 

potential help according to pre-service teachers’ current level of development. More 

pre-service teachers confirm that they like communication lessons since it involves 

the use of tools such as films and documentary and they learn grammar 

unconsciously because of motivation of the cultural and mediation tools and this is 

due to the fact that the teachers use the technologies such audios and videos that lead 

to the process of learning grammar unconsciously. Also pre-service teachers affirm 

that Language and especially communication skills (speaking, reading, writing, 

listening and non-verbal) are utilized and integrated. This indicates that the teachers 

in a way provide potential assistance according to pre-service teachers’ current level 

of development. 

- Concerning methods of teaching grammar, more pre-service teachers are aware of 

the methods and what is going to be taught. This is due to the teachers’ 

implementation of different methods in teaching. Pre-service teachers believe that the 

inadequate methods of teaching grammar decrease the advantages of the assigned 

grammar course. This illustrates that pre-service teachers are convinced with the 
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implemented methods in teaching grammar; on the other hand, the methods motivate 

pre-service teachers to feel that the process of teaching is for them. It provides 

inductive or bottom up education that provides individuals activation in their 

classroom, therefore more pre-service teachers do not prefer to learn English 

language through translation (traditional) in teaching English grammar. Also more 

pre-service teachers do not prefer to learn English language through structural 

method in teaching English grammar. While more pre-service teachers prefer to learn 

English language through communicative and cognitive approaches in teaching 

English grammar according to their perspectives. This indicates that teachers could 

easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers for learning English Language to 

concentrate on communicative and cognitive methods in teaching English grammar 

that lead to the process of learning grammar unconsciously. That is why the pre-

service teachers are in some extent motivated. Teachers also could exploit this for 

achieving the purposes of teaching grammar in teaching English language. 

- Concerning grammar courses the majority of the pre-service teachers think that 

teaching grammar needs to be considered. They considered teaching grammar tools 

to improve the pre-service teachers’ capacity and skills to use English language. This 

indicates that the departments of English language could easily exploit this extent of 

pre-service teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be 

taught in learning English. Even the majority of pre-service teachers prefer to learn 

grammar in context throughout learning English language, but more pre-service 

teachers do not refuse to learn English language through instructions or grammar to 

be taught as independent courses in learning English language, this is due to the 

status of English as a foreign language in Iraq. This illustrates that the department of 

English language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service teachers to learn 

English Language for determining that grammar courses should be in curriculum as 

separate courses or to be taught in contexts for teaching and learning English 

Language, and teachers also could exploit this in order to select the best type of 

grammar that achieves the objectives in teaching and learning English language. 

Therefore; pre-service teachers are convinced with the underlined patterns to be 

taught by the teacher or to be found out by the pre-service teachers on their own. 

Even there is a contradictory result, but this indicates that grammar courses are 

regarded as tools to improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and capacity to use 

English language; therefore, pre-service teachers prefer both methods. This indicates 
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that the department of English language could easily exploit this extent of pre-service 

teachers to learn English Language for deciding that grammar should be designed for 

achieving its objectives, and teachers also could exploit this in order to choose the 

best type of grammar that achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English 

language. 

5.4. Conclusion  

While throughout working on this study as a whole, the study comes across a number 

of the most important points that are precious value and have to be paid success 

attention in future efforts of teaching, since many factors have impacts on pre-service 

teachers’ attitudes towards teaching grammar at University in Erbil, because the 

process of learning and teaching are regarded as a complex process. This 

complicated process interplays between the teacher’s intention in choosing the 

implemented methods of teaching, preparing classroom settings, motivating pre-

service teachers, choosing syllabus, individual learners in participating classroom 

activities who should be aware of the challenges and frustrations that face him in the 

application of this complicated process, syllabus that may not achieve the needs of 

the learners and community and the environment and classroom setting that might 

not be a proper environment for the learners to understand nature of language 

acquisition and learning English in the universities and among themselves and 

communities. The present study has concludes that all these factors have impacts on 

pre-service teachers’ attitudes towards teaching grammar at University in Erbil. 

Concerning the teachers’ level of teaching in applying methods of teaching and 

learning English language throughout grammar courses whether they are convincing 

in the light of textbooks of grammar or not?. The present study has come up with that 

the majority of pre-service teachers are convincing to the methods of teaching 

grammar, since more pre-service teachers are aware of the methods and what is 

going to be taught. This is due to the teachers’ implementation of different methods 

in teaching. This illustrates that pre-service teachers are convinced with the 

implementing methods in teaching grammar; on the other hand, the methods 

motivate pre-service teachers to feel that the process of teaching is for them. It 

provides inductive or bottom up education that provides individuals activation in 

their classroom, therefore more pre-service teachers prefer to learn English language 

through communicative and cognitive approaches in teaching English grammar 
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according to their perspectives. That is why the pre-service teachers are in some 

extent motivated.  

The majority of the pre-service teachers like and have motivation to study through 

cooperative interactions. This is due to pre-service teachers’ self-motivation to 

mediate themselves into group working for learning and studying English language. 

The majority of the pre-service teachers confirm that they share in the teaching 

process in group, pair or individual discussions such as contributing presentations in 

classroom teaching and learning processes cooperatively and this is due to fact that 

the teachers implement the cooperative methods of teaching and learning. This also 

illustrates that there is student-teacher mediation and practice, in which the parts of 

the lesson’s topic or the whole is summarized to assist them rearrange the 

outstanding points or ideas of grammar. More pre-service teachers confirm that they 

are supplied with opportunity to ask questions and to discuss what is not 

understandable, and they have motivation to study through interactions. This is due 

to the fact that pre-service teachers’ self-motivation for learning and studying 

English language and to participate in the interaction process. Thus this improves 

their critical thinking as well as it enhances their verbal thought. At the same time 

pre-service teachers confirm that their teachers alter methods of teaching according 

to their levels of development. More pre-service teachers affirm that they like 

communication lessons since it involves the use of tools like films and documentary 

and they learn grammar unconsciously because of cultural and mediation tools that 

motivate them and this is due to the fact that the teachers use the technologies such 

as audios and videos which lead to the process of learning grammar unconsciously. 

Also pre-service teachers confirm that Language and specifically communication 

skills (speaking, reading, writing, listening and non-verbal) are used and integrated. 

All these indicate that the teachers in a way to provide potential help according to 

pre-service teachers’ current level of development. 

The majority of the pre-service teachers think that the current curriculum is adequate 

for learning English language and teaching grammar courses. Pre-service teachers 

are satisfied with the type of curriculum which is represented by teaching grammar 

contexts and it better matches pre-service teachers’ development because it is in 

accordance with their needs and level. They are satisfied with the teachers’ level in 

implementing methods of teaching and learning English language via teaching 

grammar; on the other hand, the methods are persuasive in the light of text books of 
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grammar, English departments program and activities of learning English language 

as a second/ foreign teaching and they motivate pre-service teachers. 

Also it can be inferred from the pre-service teachers’ opinion that there is a proper 

environment for the pre-service teachers to understand nature of English language 

learning but not acquisition in the universities, but they confirm that there is a proper 

environment for the pre-service teachers to learn English among themselves and 

communities.   

Concerning whether grammar should be taught or not? The majority of the pre-

service teachers think that teaching grammar needs to be considered. They 

considered teaching grammar tools for improving the capacity and pre-service 

teachers’ skills to use English language. Pre-service teachers are satisfied with the 

underlined patterns to be taught by the teacher or to be found out by the pre-service 

teachers on their own. Even there is a contradictory result, but this indicates that 

grammar courses are regarded as tools to improve the pre-service teachers’ skills and 

capacity to use English language; therefore, pre-service teachers prefer both 

methods. And majority of them think that grammar should be taught in learning 

English because grammar plays a crucial role in language learning and teaching and 

it helps the learners to improve their grammatical and communicative competence. 

Grammar courses have the essential role in the process of learning and teaching 

English. Majority of pre-service teachers think that form, meaning, and use should be 

integrated in teaching grammar, this is due that majority of pre-service teachers 

prefer to learn grammar in context throughout learning English language.  . 

Concerning whether grammar Should be taught as an independent subject or it 

should be taught throughout teaching communication lesson in which the four skills 

(listening, speaking, reading and writing) as integrated skills will be taught?. The 

majority of pre-service teachers prefer to learn grammar in context throughout 

learning English language, but more pre-service teachers do not refuse to learn 

English language through instructions or grammar to be taught as independent 

courses in learning English language, this is due to the status of English as a foreign 

language in Iraq. It can be concluded that pre-service teachers are motivated to learn 

English language unconsciously and to be exposed to English language for learning 

it. This indicates that students could easily learn grammar of the language if they 

lived in real context of English more than through instructions. Pre-service teachers 

also think that the pedagogical objectives can be attained in teaching grammar 
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courses and achieve the learning outcomes. Grammar courses effectively relate pre-

service teachers inside and outside classroom contexts for pre-service teachers’ best 

learning. Pre-service teachers are convinced with their level of awareness and 

building capacities for speaking English fluently throughout grammar courses. They 

prefer grammar to be taught throughout teaching the four skills (listening, speaking, 

reading and writing). They think that grammar should be taught in conjunction with 

other subjects, this is due that more pre-service teachers prefer to learn grammar in 

context throughout learning English language and more students affirm that they like 

communication lessons because it involves the use of tools such as films and 

documentary and they learn grammar unconsciously because it is motivated by 

cultural and mediation tools. This indicates that pre-service teachers could easily 

learn grammar of the language if they lived in real context of English; teachers also 

could exploit this opinion to help pre-service teachers to participate in situational 

context of English Language.  

5.5. Pedagogical Implications: 

In perspective of the expressed conclusions one may illustrates pedagogical 

implications since one of the main aims to teaching grammar is to help the learners to 

improve their grammatical and communicative competence. It is not only for 

knowing and understanding the rules but when these rules are used and to be able to 

communicative with these rules accurately and fluently. 

This indicates that the department of English Language could easily exploit this 

extent of pre-service teachers’ perspectives to learn English Language for deciding 

that grammar should be taught and courses should be in curriculum as independent 

courses or to be taught in contexts for teaching and learning English Language. 

Also teachers could exploit this in order to choose the best type of grammar that 

achieves the purposes in teaching and learning English language and to concentrate 

on communicative and cognitive methods in teaching English grammar that lead to 

the process of learning grammar unconsciously.  

Teachers also could exploit this in order to achieve the objectives of teaching 

grammar in teaching English language and he should be aware that basically, there 

are three main approaches of teaching grammar. They are inductive, deductive and 

guided-discovery approaches or seductive. 
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It was obvious from this study that the grammar teachers at the three departments of 

English in the colleges at Salahaddin University- Erbil generally either follow 

inductive or deductive approaches to teaching grammar. They have not been 

introduced to guided-discovery approach.  

Therefore; it is recommended for the teachers to apply guided-discovery approach 

because it is considered that is better than the two other approaches since it selects 

the best from each approach. This is due to the fact that, this approach tries to mix 

both approaches in a lesson and focuses on both accuracy and fluency. Also this 

method motivates the pre-service teachers to communicate and also augments pre-

service teachers talking time rather than teaching talking time. 

At the same time different sorts of learning techniques are preferred to be used 

particularly those that are familiar and favorable to the pre-service teachers since 

they enable the learners to master the language better. 

Teachers also could exploit the pre-service teachers’ perspectives in order to have a 

friendly rapport with their pre-service teachers for decreasing their anxiety, and to 

increase their self-confidence to be much involved with the grammar materials. 

Also they could exploit this to use cooperative learning approach for providing pre-

service teachers enough opportunities to interact with each other actively in the class, 

and provide motivational feedback on their pre-service teachers’ responses and 

performances in order to encourage them to be more familiar with the process of 

learning English.  

It can be recommended that the departments of English exploit the pre-service 

teachers’ perspectives in order to create an appropriate motivating and comfortable 

learning environment in the classroom for the pre-service teachers and increase the 

pre-service teachers’ positive attitudes toward learning English. 

5.6. Limitations of the Study 

There are many limitations in this study. For instance, the pre-service teachers’ 

questionnaire might not include all aspects of teaching grammar. 

Also the study was carried out with limited number of participants, since only sixty 

pre-service teachers participated in this study, not all the pre-service teachers EFL 
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pre-service teachers and EFL teachers at the three Departments of English Language 

of Colleges at SUE participated in this study.  

Third, since the study was conducted only with pre-service teachers. i.e. fourth grade 

pre-service teachers at the three Departments of English Language of Colleges in 

Salahaddin University-Erbil that’s why the results cannot be generalized to all of the 

elementary and intermediate pre-service teachers at the other three grades (First, 

Second and Third) grade pre-service teachers of English departments in the Colleges 

at SUE or at other Iraqi universities. 

5.7. Suggestions for Further Research 

 In the light of the expressed results the following points are proposed: 

1. The impact of providing feedback to EFL pre-service teachers in teaching and 

learning English grammar. 

 2. The role of teachers’ gender in the procedure of learning and teaching English 

grammar.  

 3. The Impact of the motivational strategies on teaching and learning English 

grammar. 

 4. The Impact of the selected syllabus on teaching and learning English grammar. 

 5. The Impact of the classroom setting on teaching and learning English grammar.  

 6. The Impact of the adopted strategies on teaching and learning English grammar. 
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APPENDIX  

Pre-service Students Teachers’ Perspectives on Learning and Teaching 

Grammar  

Mahmood Gardeen Ali  

Istanbul Aydin University 

English Language and Litreture  

Stage:  3rd             4th            Date: 

 

1 

 

Do you think it is better to learn English language unconsciously? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

2 Do you think it is better that learner to be exposed to English language for 

learning it? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

3 Do you think it is better that learner to learn English language through 

instructions? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

4 Do you think that grammar should be taught in learning English ? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

5 Do you think  that grammar should  be taught  as independent courses?  
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Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

6 Do you think that grammar should be taught throughout teaching the four skills 

(listening, speaking, reading and writing)? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

7 Do you think that grammar courses have the basic role in the process of 

learning and teaching English? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

8 Do you think that grammar courses are regarded as tools to improve the 

students’ skill and capacity to use English language? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

9 Do you think that the inappropriate methods of teaching grammar decrease the 

merits of the assigned grammar course? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

10 Do you think that the current curriculum is successfulness for learning English 

language and teaching? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

11 Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in implementing methods of 

teaching and learning English language via grammar courses are persuasive in 

the light of text books of grammar? 

 

 Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

12 Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in implementing methods of 
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teaching and learning English language via grammar courses are persuasive in 

the light of methods of teaching? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

13 Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in implementing methods of 

teaching and learning English language via grammar courses are persuasive in 

the light of activities of learning English Language as a second/ foreign 

language?  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

14 Do you think that the teachers’ level of teaching in implementing methods of 

teaching and learning English language via grammar courses are persuasive in 

the light of and according to English departments Program? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

15 Do you think that there is a proper environment for the students to understand 

nature of English language acquisition in the universities?  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

16 Are the pedagogical objectives attained in teaching grammar courses? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

17 Do you think that there is a proper environment for the pre-service teachers to 

understand nature of learning English in the universities?  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

18 Are the learning outcomes achieved in grammar courses? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 
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19 Do you think that grammar books provide you with real and native like 

contexts? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

20 Do you think that grammar courses are suitable in achieving the objectives of 

teaching and learning the English language? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

21 Do you think that pre-service teachers are satisfied with their level of 

awareness and building capacities for speaking English fluently throughout 

grammar courses? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

22 I like to learn English language with others such as cooperative rather than 

self-learning. 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

23 The curriculum (instructional materials) contents appeal me because it is in 

accordance with my needs and level. 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

24 How often do you participate in the teaching process in group, pair or 

individual discussions such as contributing presentations? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

25 How often are you asked questions to be aware of what is going to be taught 

and what you are going to learn? 
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Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

26 The whole or parts of the lesson’s topic is summarized to help you rearrange 

the important points or ideas of grammar.  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

27 Do you think that the type of curriculum which is represented by teaching 

grammar contexts better matches students’ development? 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

28 I am provided with opportunities to question or discuss what is not 

comprehensible or reasonable. 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

29 Do you think that grammar courses effectively connect pre-service teachers 

inside and outside classroom contexts for pre-service teachers’ better learning? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

30 I am engaged to act out what I study in real activities. 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

31 The methods of teaching are altered according to my needs, level of 

comprehension and development (Multi-methods of teaching are used). 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

32 I like communication lessons because it involves the use of tools such as films 

and documentary and I learn grammar unconsciously. 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 
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33 Do you agree with the student-teacher centered approach and interactions? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

34 Do you think that there is a proper environment for the pre-service teachers to 

learn English among themselves and communities? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

35 Language and specifically communication skills (speaking, reading, writing, 

listening and non-verbal) are used and integrated. 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

36 

 

Do you think that your native language should be strictly avoided in class in 

explaining English Grammar?  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

37 Do you think that form, meaning, and use should be integrated in teaching 

grammar? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

38 Do you think that the underling patterns should be taught by the teacher? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

39 Do you think that the underling patterns should be discovered by the pre-

service teachers on their own?  
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Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

40 Do you think that grammar should be taught in conjunction with other 

subjects? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

41 Do you think that translation (traditional)? Grammar is the best method in 

teaching English grammar? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

42 Do you think that structural method is the best one in teaching English 

grammar? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

43 Do you think that communicative approach is the best one in teaching English 

grammar?  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

44 Do you think that cognitive approach is the best one in teaching English 

grammar?  

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

45 Do you think that you should be aware of the mentioned methods? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 
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46 Do you think that grammar is teachable? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 

 

 

47 Do you think pre-service teachers’ beliefs of teaching grammar need to be 

considered? 

 

Always         Often          Sometimes           Rarely            Never 
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