
چكيده

تدريس دستور زبان (گرامر) هميشه يكي از مسئله هاي بحث برانگيز در آموزش  زبان انگليسي (ELT) بوده است و ديدگاه ها در مورد تدريس 

گرامر در طول ساليان تغيير كرده است. صاحب نظراني همچون كراشن (Krashen) نقش آموزش در فراگيري گرامر را رد كرده اند. در صورتي كه 

ديگران مانند اليس (Ellis) معتقدند كه آموزش در فراگيري گرامر مؤثر است. با وجود اين اكثر صاحب نظران امروزه بر اين باورند كه آموزش در 

فراگيري گرامر نقش مهمي را بازي مي كند.

از نظر سنتي، آموزش گرامر مبتني بر روش PPP (Presentaion, Practice, Production) استوار بوده است. در يك تدريس مبتني بر 

PPP معلم ابتدا يك ساختار را براي دانش آموزان معرفي مي كند كه معمولاً شامل توضيح استقرايي (deductive) است؛ سپس به دانش آموزان 

فرصتي براي تمرين ساختار موردنظر مي دهد كه اين تمرين غالباً در قالب تكرار و Drills مي باشد. نهايتاً در مرحله ي توليد، از دانش آموزان 

به درستي  را  انتظار مي رود دانش آموزان ساختار موردنظر  استفاده كنند و مخصوصاً  را در قالب جملاتي  بتوانند ساختار موردنظر  انتظار مي رود 

(accurately) و عاري از خطاهاي ساختاري استفاده نمايند. امروزه نقص هاي اين روش آشكار شده و مطالعات  نشان مي دهد كه تدريس 

ساختارها با روش PPP منجر به فراگيري ساختار موردنظر نمي شود.

امروزه باور عمومي بر اين است كه به منظور فراگيري نكات گرامري، فراگيران بايد به نكات موردنظر توجه كنند. اين توجه با استفاده از 

تدريس گرامر، يك  در   C-R فعاليت هاي  از  استفاده  ايجاد مي شود.   (Consciousness Raising) آگاهي  بردن  بالا  با عنوان  فعاليت هايي 

واكنش نوگرا به نارضايتي از نتيجه ي تدريس مبتني بر روش PPP بوده و شامل فعاليت هايي است كه از طريق آن ها سعي مي شود سطح آگاهي 

دانش آموزان را از ساختارهاي دستوري مختلف زبان هدف (target language) افزايش داده و دانش آموزان را به تفكر درباره ي نمونه هاي 

توقع نمي رود كه  از دانش آموزان  تأكيد مي شود و  از چگونگي كاركرد ساختار موردنظر  آگاهي  بر  اين روش  وادار كنند. در  زبان   (samples)

بلافاصله ساختار موردنظر را به درستي و دقيق توليد كنند. باور بر اين است تدريس مبتني بر C-R منجر به دانش صريح (explicit) مي شود 

كه مي تواند به عنوان تسهيل كننده ي فراگيري دانش تلويحي عمل كند.

در اين مقاله سعي بر اين بوده است تا بررسي اجمالي درباره ي توجيه استفاده از فعاليت هاي Consciousness Raising در تدريس گرامر 
ارائه شود.

كليد واژه ها: بالا بردن سطح آگاهي، دانش صريح، دانش تلويحي، برنامه ي آموزشي دروني، متوجه شدن.
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ntroduction
Grammar teaching has always been one 

of the most controversial issues in English 
Language Teaching (ELT), and views of 
grammar teaching have changed over the 
years. Some authors like Krashen (1982) 
deny the role of teaching in the acquisition 
of grammatical features (cited in Ellis, 
2002), while others like Ellis (2002) argue 
that grammar teaching aids L2/FL grammar 
acquisition. Ellis maintains that the formal 
grammar teaching has a delayed rather than 
immediate effect on language acquisition; 
However, the common consensus is that 
the so called focus on form activities do 
play a role in language acquisition (see 
Ellis 1994).

The traditional approach to grammar 
teaching is PPP: Presentation, Practice, 
Production, but the research in the field 
has demonstrated the shortcomings of this 
approach.

The prevailing view today is that 
students must notice what they are to learn. 

The ‘noticing’ is accomplished through 
“consciousness raising” activities or briefly 
C-R activities. It implies that learners 
should be aware of the structure, but not 
expected to produce accurate sentences 
using the structure. The long term advantage 
of C-R is that learners will internalize the 
knowledge of the structure when they are 
internally ready. This article tries to present 
an overview of the rationale behind the use 
of C-R activities in teaching grammar.

eaching Grammar through 
Practice

The traditional approach to grammar 
teaching is PPP which signifies the 
“presentation, practice, production” 
sequence for organizing activities in 
a lesson. In a PPP lesson, the teacher 
introduces a new linguistic form to learners 
via a focused presentation, which often 
includes contextualization of the new form, 
a deductive explanation or “elicitation” of 
how it works, and some tightly controlled 
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production activities (e.g. repetition drills). 
Next, the learners are given practice activities 
which allow them to “gain confidence” 
with the new language, while still focusing 
on form instead of meaning. Finally, in 
the production stage, control is relaxed in 
“free practice” activities which prompt the 
learners to engage in meaningful exchanges 
via tasks which elicit use of the target form 
(see Ellis, 1994).

Ellis (2002) identified a number of 
features of language practice as follows:
� there is some attempt to isolate specific 

grammatical features
� learners are required to produce sentences 

containing the target structure
� the learners will be provided with 

opportunities for repetition of the 
targeted feature

� there is expectancy that the learners 
will perform the grammatical feature 
correctly

� the learners will receive feedback on 
their performance of the grammatical 
feature (see also Ellis, 2004).
In this PPP approach, it is believed that 

practice will result in implicit knowledge 
(see below), and it is generally accepted 
that practice can facilitate accuracy and 
fluency. In this regard, accuracy focuses on 
correct use of language (for example, rules 
of language). This can be achieved through 
controlled and semi-controlled activities 
or practice of grammar, for example. In 
fluency, after learners have mastered the 
rules of language, they are required to 
apply the rules of language in the form of 

spoken or written language fluently.
PPP has enjoyed, and still enjoys today, 

great popularity among teachers and 
teacher trainers but it has come under heavy 
criticism recently. The basis of much of 
this criticism is the notion that an important 
gap exists between teaching and learning. 
Students may be able to demonstrate a 
good grasp of a particular form during 
classroom activities but later, when once 
again operating under the pressure of real-
time communication, they no longer exhibit 
the same control. Theories for the origin of 
this gap center on the idea of the internal 
syllabus, the natural order of acquisition of 
linguistic structures which people must go 
through when learning a language. PPP is 
seen as an attempt to ignore or contravene 
this natural order. Furthermore, Ellis (2002) 
believes teachability1 hypothesis is one of 
the strong theoretical explanations for the 
failure of practice in promoting acquisition 
(see Ellis, 2002 & DeCarrico, et al, 2002). 
This hypothesis states that learners cannot 
be taught structures they are not ready to 
acquire.

Another major flaw in PPP, some claim, 
is its excessive emphasis on productive 
practice. Asking students to use new 
grammar immediately may not only be 
unnecessary but “counterproductive, in 
that it may distract attention away from the 
brain work involved in understanding and 
restructuring” of the learner’s interlanguage 
(Thornbury, 1999).

The main purpose for using practice 
activities is to help learners internalize 
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structures taught in such a way that they can 
be used in everyday communication (Ellis, 
2002). In this view, a focused presentation 
stage is followed by practice activities 
which are designed in such a way to fulfill 
this requirement. In the production stage 
opportunities are provided for the learners to 
use language freely and flexibly to consolidate 
what is being taught (Skehan, 1996).

Skehan (1996) rejects such a view in 
teaching grammar due to the lack of the 
impressive evidence in support of such 
an approach as well as poor levels of 
attainment of the students, since according 
to Skehan (1996) students leave school with 
very little in the way of usable language. 
Dave Willis (1996) describes as a fallacy 
the idea that controlled practice leads to 
mastery of grammar. 

A further attack on controlled practice 
has centered on studies which have 
demonstrated that it is impossible for the 
practicing of any particular grammatical 
item to lead to the acquisition of that item 
(see Ellis 1994). Ellis (2002) claims that 
research in the field is not encouraging for 
that supporters of practice. According to 
Ellis (2002) studies which have investigated 
whether practicing a specific structure 
results in its acquisition provide evidence 
to suggest that practice does not result in 
the autonomous ability to use the structure. 
Ellis (2002) cites several studies which 
suggest that practicing of different features 
does not result in their acquisition.

There are, in fact, authors who support 
the use of practice in the grammar teaching 

process. DeCarrico and Larsen-Freeman 
(2002) for example, argue that since 
language is a skill, overt productive skill 
is needed. They, however, believe that this 
practice must be meaningful, in such away 
that students are required to engage in a 
communicative task where it is necessary 
to use certain structures to complete it. 
Nunan (1999) puts forward the idea that in 
order to maximize the effects of grammar 
instruction, learners need opportunities 
to use the structures they are learning in 
communication interaction.

The effect of practice activities has been 
questioned (see for example Ellis 2002 
and Ellis (1994). Ellis (2004), however, 
believes that practice activities may help 
learners to automatize forms that they have 
not full control over. Nunan (1999) cites 
a study by Montgomery and Eisenstein 
(1985) which supported the idea that 
opportunities to practice the language in 
communicative activity was important for 
language acquisition.

The review of the literature reveals the 
fact that using practice activities in teaching 
grammar does not live up to the expectations 
and a reconsideration of the approaches to 
grammar teaching is needed.

eaching Grammar through 
Consciousness Raising activities

Consciousness raising, like many 
innovations in ELT, originated from 
dissatisfaction with ideas that preceded 
it; Namely dissatisfaction with the 
outcome of the grammar teaching through 
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the PPP aproach using practice (e.g 
drills). Consciousness-raising activities 
constitute activities which attempt to 
equip the learners with an understanding 
of a specific grammatical feature. Dave 
Willis and Jane Willis (1996) state that 
the purpose of C-R activities is to provide 
learners with activities which encourage 
them to think about samples of language 
and draw their own conclusion about how 
the language works. A language learning 
program, says Ellis (2002), “should seek 
to draw out learners’ conscious attention to 
problematic grammatical features, not with 
the expectancy that they would master these 
features and use them in communication 
immediately: but, rather, the expectancy 
would be that they learn what it is that they 
have ultimately to master”.

There are a variety of ways in which C-R 
might achieve this. Willis and Willis (1996) 
list seven categories of consciousness-
raising activity types: 
� identify and consolidate patterns or 

usages; 
� classifying items according to their 

semantic or structural characteristics;
� hypothesis building, based on some 

language data, and then perhaps checked 
against more data;

� cross-language exploration;
� reconstruction and deconstruction;
� recall;
� reference training

Rather than production, teachers should 
aim only at drawing learners’ attention to 
important features of the form under study 

in other words, raising their consciousness. 
In C-R activities the learners are not 
expected to produce the target structure, 
but only to understand it by formulating 
some kind of cognitive representation of 
how it works (Ellis 1994). According to 
Ellis (2004) the desired outcome of a C-R 
task is awareness of how some linguistic 
features work.

Willis and Willis (1996) argue that the 
rationale for the use of C-R activities draws 
partly on the hypothesized role for explicit 
knowledge as facilitator for the acquisition 
of implicit knowledge. Bialystock (1978 
cited in Ellis 1994) believes there are two 
types of knowledge: explicit and implicit. 
Implicit knowledge is intuitive; it is not 
consciously available. It is knowledge 
that we have but are unable to explain. For 
example native speakers are able to speak 
using grammatically correct structures but 
usually have trouble explaining why they 
use them. Implicit knowledge is knowing 
the rules that allow you to produce the 
grammar accurately in a conversational 
situation, but not necessarily being able 
to explain them. This knowledge is 
acquired gradually and is connected to 
the students’ internal syllabus. Instructors 
should consider learner’s developmental 
readiness when deciding whether a focus-
on-form approach is appropriate in a 
given context.

Explicit knowledge is knowledge that is 
explainable. If they need to, learners are 
able to explain what they know. Having 
explicit knowledge of grammar is knowing 
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about grammar and being able to explain 
the rules. Because implicit knowledge is 
acquired much more slowly and is tied 
to a student’s internal syllabus, explicit 
knowledge is much easier to teach and 
should be the target (Ellis, 2004).

What is the connection between explicit 
and implicit knowledge? Are they distinct 
or does one change into the other? Ellis and 
Fotos (1991 cited in Ellis 2004) believe in 
a relationship somewhere between these 
two perspectives. Their position is based 
on studies that have investigated the role 
of formal instruction on the acquisition 
of grammatical knowledge. There are 
psycholinguistic constraints that determine 
whether attempts to teach certain grammar 
rules result in implicit knowledge. If the 
students are in the appropriate stage in 
development where they are ready to process 
the structure it will be successful. It will not 
succeed if they are not at the right stage.

Also, practice will not overcome the 
students’ internal syllabus. There is no 
research that shows having students 
practice the target structure results 
in implicit knowledge and, formal 
instruction aimed at difficult grammatical 
structures does not change performance 
in spontaneous language use. However, 
Ellis and Fotos (1991) do believe formal 
instruction helps to promote L2/FL 
acquisition and ultimately promotes higher 
levels of L2/FL achievement. They have 
found formal instruction works best in 
promoting acquisition when accompanied 
by opportunities to use the language, and 

that it is effective in developing explicit 
knowledge of grammatical structures. Also, 
it is possible that direct instruction targeted 
at simple structures will be successful in 
developing implicit knowledge because 
simple structures do not require the 
mastery of complex processing operations. 
In support of this, Ellis (2002) states 
that the way formal instruction works, is 
by developing explicit knowledge of a 
grammatical structure, which helps the 
learner acquire implicit knowledge.

Explicit knowledge leads to acquisition 
in two ways. The first one is that knowing 
about a  structure helps the learner notice 
the feature during input and therefore to 
acquire it as implicit knowledge. However, 
it doesn’t become implicit knowledge 
until the students are ready to integrate 
it into their interlanguage system, which 
is determined by their internal syllabus. 
Secondly, explicit knowledge can be 
used to construct planned utterances; for 
example, when a student has time to think 
about what they are going to say. Formal 
instruction can increase knowledge while 
not contributing directly to implicit 
knowledge of specific structures (see Ellis 
2002).

Ellis (2002) characterizes C-R activities 
as follows: 
� an attempt to isolate a specific feature for 

focused attention
� the provision of data which illustrate 

the targeted feature and provision of an 
explicit rule describing the feature

� the requirement that learner undertake 
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an intellectual effort to understand the 
feature

� deliberate attempt to involve the learner 
in hypothesizing about the target 
structure

� the clarification in the form of further 
data and description in case there 
is misunderstanding or incomplete 
understanding of the feature

� the possibility that students articulate the 
rule describing the feature
As is clear, in this framework there is no 

requirement for the students to produce 
the targeted feature and the aim is to 
promote some kind of awareness with the 
intention of promoting explicit knowledge 
which will be integrated to the learner’s 
interlanguage when the learners are ready 
developmentally.

According to Ellis (2002) the acquisition 
of explicit knowledge involves:
� noticing (the learner becomes conscious 

of the presence of the linguistic feature 
in the input)

� comparing (the learner compares the 
linguistic feature noticed in the input with 
her mental grammar, registering the gap 
between the input and her grammar)

� integrating (the learner integrate a 
representation of the new feature into 
her mental grammar)
Ellis (2002) believes that C-R activities 

contribute to the processes of noticing and 
comparing and results in explicit knowledge 
(see also Ellis, 2004) and may contribute 
to the process of integration only when 
the learner is developmentally ready. That 

is to say, if L2/FL learners have explicit 
knowledge of a certain feature of the L2/FL, 
they are more likely to notice its occurrence 
in the communicatively embedded input 
they receive. Explicit knowledge of this 
sort may then make it easier for them 
to carry out “cognitive comparisons” 
between their internal interlanguage norms 
and the target norms exemplified by the 
available input, or indeed via feedback. So 
it is not so much the explicit knowledge 
per se which contributes to second 
language acquisition. It rather initiates a 
process which starts with the detection of
L2/FL features (Echerth, 2008) This suggests 
that formal instruction should be targeted 
at explicit rather then implicit knowledge 
because, while formal instruction may 
affect the acquisition of simple grammatical 
structure / structures that the student is 
developmentally ready for, it is difficult 
to determine when the student is ready to 
learn that structure. Instruction should also 
be aimed at making the students aware of 
the structure so that they are able to monitor 
it and correct their own errors; they do 
not necessarily have to be able to use the 
structure immediately. The most effective 
approach to grammar teaching is to focus 
on awareness raising rather than practice 
(Fotos and Ellis, 1991 cited in Ellis 2004).

onsciousness Raising in Task-
based Language Teaching

Within the framework of task-based 
language learning and teaching (TBLT), 
form-focused tasks are used as a 
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pedagogical device to direct learners’ 
attention to specific L2/FL forms 
while they are communicating in the
L2/FL. Such a linguistic focus can be 
achieved by designing a task so that the 
productive or receptive use of certain 
target structures is natural, facilitative or 
necessary for task completion (Eckerth, 
2008).

The purpose of C-R tasks is to help 
learners gain explicit knowledge about 
a feature, and it is believed that explicit 
knowledge aids the acquisition of grammar. 
Ellis (2004) defines a C-R task as a task 
that engages learners in thinking and 
communicating about language, and so 
C-R tasks make language itself a task. Ellis 
(2004) believes that the ‘taskness’ of C-R 
tasks lies not in the linguistic point that is 
the focus of the task but rather in the talk 
learners must engage in order to achieve 
the outcome of the task. In C-R tasks, 
althougth there is some linguistic feature 
that is the focus of the task, learners are not 
required to use this feature, only to think 
about it and discuss it (Ellis, 2004), and 
so C-R tasks provide opportunities for the 
learners to engage in communication via 
discussions about the grammatical feature.

Sample C-R Activity 
This activity was a focus on form 

follow-up to a jigsaw reading task, and 
took place in two stages. Learners first 
read an authentic text describing Kofi 
Annan’s visit to Aceh, Indonesia, the 
area worst affected by the tsunami, and 

numbered the prepositions ‘by’, ‘in’, and 
‘on’ in the text. The next stage involved 
them comparing the usages in the text 
with definitions and example sentences of 
several different usages of ‘by’, ‘in’, and 
‘on’ found underneath the taxt. Learners 
simply needed to place the number of the 
proposition within the taxt into a box next 
to the definitions and example sentences 
found below the text:

Mr Annan said he was “shocked” by the 
devastation, having toured the west coast 
of Aceh by helicopter. “It’s a tragic event. 
We’ve seen miles and miles of destroyed 
shoreline”, he told reporters in the western 
town of Meulaboh. He said Meulaboh, 
which was particularly badly hit by the 
earthquake and tsunami, was beginning to 
get back on its feet but that it was still in 
dire need of support. “There we saw people 
begin to pick up the pieces and get on with 
their lives and of course it shows about the 
resilience of the human spirit. And I believe 
that in time, given the support and efforts 
by the government and the international 
community, the people will be able to pick 
up and carry on.”

For the moment, much of the survivors’ 
rehabilitation is taking place in informal 
refugee camps as aid workers have only 
managed to so far bring a limited amount 
to Meubaloh, and have not yet reached 
other communities on the west coast. UN 
emergency relief co-ordinator Jan Egeland 
said that there may by some 200 improvised 
camps in Aceh, with hundreds of thousands 
of people in them.
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Aid agencies have called on Jakarta to set 
up official camps which meet international 
standards of hygiene, and the government 
said on Friday that dozens of such camps 
would be operational within a week. The 
camps will be a start, but it will take years 
before things return to normal.

How were by, in, and on used? Write the 
number next to the difinition.
1. Through the agency or action of: was 

killed by a bullet. 
2. With the use or help of; through: We 

came by the back road. 
3. Within the limits, bounds, or area of: 

was hit in the face; born in the spring; a 
chair in the garden. 

4. From the outside to a point within; into: 
threw the letter in the wastebasket. 

5. Used to indicate location at or along: 
the pasture on the south side of the river  

6. Used to indicate occurrence at a given 
time: on July third 

7. Part of the idiom: turn on, stand by, fill 
in  
This activity is similar to an ‘interpretation 

task’ (Ellis, 2004) in that it “obligate(s) 
learners to process a specific feature in 
oral or written input.” and is typical of 
C-R in that it does not require that learners 
produce the target.

onclusion and Implications
The ultimate goal of teaching 

grammar is to provide the students 
with knowledge of the way language 
is constructed so that when they listen, 

speak, read and write, they have no 
trouble applying the language that they 
are learning. Language teachers are, 
therefore, challenged to use creative and 
innovative attempts to teach grammar 
so that such a goal can successfully be 
achieved. Using C-R activities to teach 
grammar, I think, is an example of such 
innovative attempts which I believe is 
worth considering.

It implies that learners should be aware of 
the structure, but not expected to produce 
accurate sentences using the structure. The 
long term advantage of C-R is that learners 
will internalize the knowledge of the 
structure when they are internally ready.

The use of C-R activities can help students 
develop an ability to form their own 
hypotheses about grammar in the process 
of learning, and can be considered as a 
good facilitator of language acquisition. 
According to Dave & Jane Willis (1996) 
the benefits of C-R activities are that 
they ‘encourage students to observe and 
analyze language for themselves’. The 
proponents of the use of C-R activities 
in teaching grammar argue that students 
who are aware of a grammatical feature 
are more likely to notice it when they 
subsequently encounter it, hence they 
suggest that teachers should focus more 
on raising students’ consciousness of the 
grammatical features than their ability 

C

The purpose of C-R activities is to provide 
learners with activities which encourage them 
to think about samples of language and draw 
their own conclusion about how the language 
works
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to produce the features in a controlled 
context. For the most part C-R is seen as 
an innovative approach that is a part of 
task-based language teaching (Skehan, 
1996; Willis J et al, 1996) and challenges 
the traditional grammar instruction (Ellis, 
2004).

We can perhaps draw one cautious 
conclusion: to the degree that C-R activities 
de-emphasize forms of productive 
practice, students may indeed be expected 
to respond negatively to classrooms where 
consciousness raising is the sole means of 
grammar instruction, since they come to 
class expecting opportunities to use what 
they have learned and may feel frustrated 
if these are not provided.

We might consider, for example, a 
combination of approaches: a teacher 
introduces a new linguistic form via a C-R 
approach and reinforces it with productive 
practice exercises. This, as you might 
have noted, is thought to be what many 
teachers already do. An alternative might 
be to use practice exercises for revision in 
subsequent lessons.

Perhaps one way to think about 
consciousness raising, is not as a blueprint 
for a new paradigm of grammar teaching, 
but rather as one more very useful tool we 
can add to our toolboxes.

  
Notes

1. Richards et. al define the teachability 
hypothesis as “the idea that the teachability 
of language is constrained by what the 

learner is ready to acquire. Instruction 
can only promote acquisition if the 
interlanguage is close to the point the 
structure to be taught is learnable without 
instruction in natural settings”.

2. Source: http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/
asia-pacific/4153473.stm BC News
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