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CHAPTER ONE

WHY THIS? WHY NOW?

The research reported in this book has set out to ascertain the
socioculturally determined motives and interactional moves arguably
successful English language learners bring to bear in a task-based
classroom at a Hungarian university. Specifically, in a series of four
related parts of an overall study, the book seeks to answer the following
six research questions (RQ):

RQ1: What is the view and experience of these learners as regards
English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary?

RQ2: How does their view and experience inform their attitude to the
task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) paradigm?

RQ3: In what ways do these learners contribute to the implementation
of speaking tasks in the classroom?

RQ4: In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?

RQ5: To what extent and why does learner interaction actually break
down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation?

RQ6: To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon in this
context, what might explain this phenomenon?

The data for the study was produced by upper-intermediate to
advanced university students in a Bachelor’s programme in English and
American Studies at the University of Szeged in southern Hungary. In a
classroom-based project with the teacher as researcher, 57 learner—
participants engaged in standard task-based speaking tasks (drawn from
Ur, 1981) in dyads as a regular classroom activity. The speaking data was
recorded on the students’ own mobiles and the audio files forwarded to the
teacher—researcher. The data was analysed for: (1) various forms of (a)
meaning negotiation (confirmation checks etc.) (Long, 1981, 1996), in
which the interaction breaks down, and (b) constructivist moves, in which
speakers collaborate (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987) to produce meaning and
form; and (2) learner idiosyncrasies (Slimani, 1992) in task performance.
(The speaking data can be found in Appendix E.) It should be stressed that
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this data was not used to assess the participants’ proficiency since that was
not among the aims of the project.

Of these 57 participants, 44 completed a questionnaire and 18 engaged
in semi-structured interviews one-on-one with the teacher—researcher. The
interview data was recorded on a tape cassette recorder issued to the
teacher—researcher by his department. It was later transcribed and can be
found in Appendix D. That data set was analysed to ascertain the learners’
beliefs about language learning and their disposition to the task-based
technique. The data from the questionnaire provided salient background
for the interview phase, and the completed questionnaires can be found in
Appendix C.

The data was originally collected in the autumn term of 2009 for what
was to be a small-scale study. Over time, this developed into the four
distinct parts of the study reported in this book.

The task performance phase of the study was conducted as classroom-
based research (cf. Foster, 1998; Gonzalez-Lloret, 2007; Kumaravadivelu,
2007), a paradigm that seeks to investigate tasks in action in the classroom
in contrast to controlled laboratory conditions. This choice of paradigm is
a response to calls made for more such studies (e.g. at TBLT 2005: 1%
International Conference on Task-based Language Teaching). Indeed,
given the sheer diversity of classroom settings throughout the world, the
need for more research on task implementation in intact classrooms is
enormous.

The study rests on the theoretical foundations of Long’s Interaction
Hypothesis (Long, 1981, 1996), which posits that learners acquire new
forms as they attend to them while negotiating meaning to resolve a
communication breakdown, and Swain’s Output Hypothesis (1985),
according to which learners develop their proficiency as they produce
accurate language. The book also examines task-based interaction from
the perspective of the sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) (Vygotsky,
1978, 1987), according to which language (and all other) learning is a
social process determined by learners’ motives and promoted by peer
assistance. Within this framework, learning is mediated through tools such
as computers, symbols such as language, and/or interaction with others.

The book is structured as follows. Following an introduction in
Chapter One, the second chapter covers the theoretical background in
three large sections. Section 2.1 covers task-based language learning and
teaching (TBLT), proceeding from basic definitions and the emergence of
the paradigm, describing the first TBLT programme in Bangalore
(Bengaluru), India, and tracing the continued growth of the technique. The
section also contrasts TBLT with the well-established PPP (present,
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practise and produce) structure and closes with criticism of the former.
Section 2.2 charts the evolution of Long’s (1981, 1991, 1996) thinking on
input, interaction and focus on form (FonF), which provides part of the
underpinnings for TBLT. This is followed by criticism from Sheen (2003)
on FonF, an alternative, psycholinguistic understanding of practice by
DeKeyser (1998, 2010), and a call to focus on the interplay of implicit and
explicit instruction by N. Ellis (2015). The section closes with a review of
the research on interaction. Finally, Section 2.3 presents a sociocultural
approach to interaction research and the theory behind the sociocultural
theory of mind (SCT), including the zone of proximal development (ZPD),
scaffolding and collaborative dialogue, private speech, and activity theory
(Vygotsky, 1978, 1987).

Chapter Three introduces the design for the study in nine sections. It
discusses the framework for the research design, provides a detailed
description of the context of the study, lists the research questions, and
presents the learner—participants. It then explains the two phases of the
research: (1) the questionnaire/interview phase and (2) the task
performance phase. Next, it describes the data collection instruments and
procedures employed in the study. Lastly, it elaborates on the classroom-
based research perspective and the rationale for the choice of speaking
tasks.

Chapter Four contains the four parts of the study within the two phases
mentioned above. Section 4.1 reports on the learner expectations part of
the study (which comprises the questionnaire/interview phase). It answers
the first two research questions on (1) the learner—participants’ view and
experience of English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary
and (2) the way in which their view and experience inform their attitude to
the TBLT paradigm. Sections 4.2 to 4.4 report on an analysis of the
speaking task performance data generated by the learner—participants (in
the task performance phase). More specifically, Section 4.2 explores the
various ways learners contribute to the implementation of speaking tasks
in the classroom (thus answering RQ3 above) and discusses the
implications for teachers and task designers. Section 4.3 delves into the
ways learners collaborate in interaction (therefore addressing RQ4), and,
finally, Section 4.4 analyses the extent to which learner interaction
actually breaks down, as assumed, for meaning negotiation (RQS5) and
provides — both universal and culture-specific — explanations as to why, in
fact, this occurs so seldom in the speaking task performance data (RQO6).
The Conclusion follows. (The interlocking structure of the study’s two
phases, four parts and six research questions is illustrated in the following
figure.)
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Chapter One

Phase 1: Questionnaire/interview phase

Part 1: Learner expectations (Section 4.1)

RQ1:

RQ2:

What is the view and experience of these learners as
regards English (and other foreign) language
learning in Hungary?

How does their view and experience inform their
attitude to the task-based language learning and
teaching (TBLT) paradigm?

Phase 2: Task performance phase

Part 2: Learner unpredictability in speaking task performance
(Section 4.2)

RQ3:

In what ways do these learners contribute to the
implementation of speaking tasks in the classroom?

Part 3: A sociocultural exploration of speaking task performance
(Section 4.3)

RQ4:

In what ways do these learners collaborate in
interaction?

Part 4: A dearth of communication breakdowns (Section 4.4)

RQS5:

RQ6:

To what extent and why does learner interaction
actually break down, as generally assumed, for
meaning negotiation?

To the extent that negotiation for meaning is
uncommon in this context, what might explain this
phenomenon?

Figure 1. Phases and parts of the study; research questions

The findings from the four parts of the overall study have implications
for language learning, language teaching, materials development and
teacher training both in the Hungarian context and beyond. The task
performance phase will contribute to the relatively underrepresented but
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much needed pool of studies on speaking task performance in actual
classroom conditions. In Hungary in particular, this phase of the study
appears to fill a gap in this research context in examining learners’ spoken
interaction under normal classroom conditions. Indeed, according to
Medgyes and Nikolov (2014, p. 529), based on their review of 200 recent
publications on foreign language (FL) teaching in Hungary, ‘No study
analysed speaking, except for oral presentations’.

The results from both phases not only highlight culture-specific
variables, but also lend themselves to more widely applicable conclusions
as well. These results — and, indeed, any findings that shed light on
effective teaching and learning dynamics — perhaps take on a certain
urgency in light of the significant financial, informational and intercultural
benefits of foreign language (FL) proficiency for countless millions in the
world, this particular context, Hungary, being no exception.

In fact, perhaps Hungary is marked by a particular urgency in that
regard, certainly within Europe. Without a doubt, the figures for FL
proficiency in this country are extraordinarily low. According to the most
recent Eurobarometer survey of European Union member states (European
Commission, 2012), the percentage of Hungarians who can hold a
conversation in at least one additional language is 35%, a drop of 7 points
from 2005 (European Commission, 2012, p. 15). With an EU average of
54%, Hungary’s figure is the lowest in the Union (below Italy at 38% and
Portugal and the United Kingdom at 39% each) (European Commission,
2012, p. 15). At variance with these figures for Hungary, according to
Hungary’s Census of 2011, the percentage of Hungarians who claim they
know at least one FL —i.e. any FL even at a basic level — is 25.4 per cent,
a rise of 6 points since the 2001 Census (Hungarian Central Statistical
Office, 2013, p. 17). However, Vagd (2009) has observed the
shortcomings in respondent self-assessment for FL proficiency in such
surveys and has demonstrated that a great deal hinges on the phrasing of
the question put to respondents. For example, in a 1994 survey of FL
proficiency in Hungary, when asked ‘Do you know a foreign language at
some level?’, 32% said yes (Vago, 2009, n.p.). However, when asked to
specify on a five-point scale, the result for the same respondents who
ticked the top three levels of ‘usable’ language skills was only 11.2 per
cent (Vago, 2009, n.p.). Thus, while results may vary, these low numbers
clearly point to a serious challenge.

What are the reasons? Over twenty-six years since Hungary’s regime
change putatively paved the way for new options in FL teaching, the
reasons commonly suggested among stakeholders as to why our language
learning environment is as it is still include:
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e The relative difficulty for speakers of Hungarian in learning
English, and, indeed, any Indo-European language, due to the
linguistic distance of those languages from Hungarian (Chiswick
& Miller, 2005);

e A history of Russian language teaching perceived as ineffectual
and the impact this has had on many adults today — teachers,
learners and parents of young learners (Medgyes, 2011);

e The preponderance of dubbing over sub-titles in television
programmes and films with its implications for regular exposure
to foreign languages (Talavan Zanon, 2006; Vanderplank, 1988);

e The persistence of the Grammar—Translation Method with
attendant concerns vis-a-vis learner motivation and communicative
effectiveness (Nikolov, 2008; Nikolov & Nagy, 2003).

In addition to issues of motivation and quality of teaching, time, cost
and availability of learning resources are commonly noted as further
obstacles to language learning in Hungary, as they are elsewhere in the
European Union (European Commission, 2012, p. 144). This suggests
that, the dismal numbers notwithstanding, a perception exists among
stakeholders that there is indeed a problem.

Certainly, Hungary’s language learning situation is not unique. Some
neighbouring countries in Central Eastern Europe show comparable
numbers and share many of the same teacher-fronted, grammar—translation-
oriented, classical humanist educational tendencies. Similarly, a state-of-
the-art article on English as a foreign language (EFL) among young
learners in East Asia (Butler, 2015) found that, despite an official shift to
communicative language teaching (CLT) in recent decades, stumbling
blocks, such as conflicts with traditional ideas about teaching and learning
and exams geared (at least partly) to grammar—translation creating a
washback effect, have greatly slowed progress in implementation. Carroll
(1975) and Stern (1983) have long commented on the systemic problems
of language learning in the world generally, thus prompting Skehan (1996,
p- 18) to conclude that ‘most language learning is associated with relative
failure’.

The solution for FL teaching in Hungary, and perhaps for many other
similar EFL contexts, may well lie in the theory and practice of TBLT.
Certainly, I will attempt to explain the benefits of this particular teaching
paradigm later in the book (in Section 2.1 and elsewhere), but one
significant aspect of it I would note at this point is its powerful link to the
twenty-first-century skills — which are thought to be fundamental to
successful learning in all school subjects today (cf. Binkley, Erstad,
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Herman, Raizen, Ripley, Miller-Recci, & Rumble, 2012). These skills
include collaboration, communication, critical thinking, decision-making,
problem-solving and others, which are generally taught and honed through
TBLT.

Certainly, the participants in this study — having attained sufficiently
high scores on a language exam to be admitted into the English/American
Studies programme at university and indeed having shown strong
communicative skills both in class and in the interviews — can reasonably
be described as successful language learners, in spite of possible shortcomings
in the classroom teaching they have experienced. Still, if the bleak
numbers are to be taken seriously, these learners constitute the exception.
How many language learners in this country (and elsewhere) fall by the
wayside? And how many succeed in form-oriented language exams only
to realise that their language skills — like some of their other skills — have
little bearing on their real-world needs?

These facts and figures underline the urgency of a far greater efficacy
in FL teaching and learning — universally, to be sure, but particularly in
the more immediate context of Hungary and countries like it. It is this
sense of urgently needed improvement that has driven the research
presented here. It is hoped that the findings reported here will be of some
service in that regard.
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CHAPTER TWO

TBLT, INTERACTION, FONF AND SCT

As noted in Chapter One, the four parts of the study presented in Chapter
Four are supported by three broad theoretical perspectives, which are
described in this chapter. Section 2.1 covers task-based language learning
and teaching (TBLT), including criticism of (aspects of) it. Section 2.2
reviews theorization and findings on interaction and FonF, which lie at the
heart of TBLT. Criticism is also provided here. Finally, Section 2.3
describes a sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) and its applications to
second language acquisition (SLA) and task-based learner interaction in
particular.

2.1. Task-based language learning and teaching

Task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) is a second/foreign
language (L2/FL) teaching paradigm that is central to this study. In this
section, I define the term and describe the first efforts toward forming the
TBLT paradigm. I also introduce the first full-scale educational
programme implemented in this vein in the mid-1980s. I then trace the
growth of the larger TBLT project from there. I go on to contrast the
TBLT paradigm to that of PPP (present, practise and produce) and end the
section with criticisms of TBLT.

2.1.1. TBLT: Definition and emergence

What is TBLT? It is a foreign/second language teaching and learning
paradigm in which, according to Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 58), ‘tasks
are the central unit of instruction: they “drive” classroom activity, they
define curriculum and syllabuses, and they determine modes of
assessment’. But what, in this context, is a task? The answer is more
elusive than one would think owing to the wide variety of definitions in
the literature. It has been defined variously over the decades by Breen
(1989), Bygate, Skehan, and Swain (2001), Candlin ([1987] 2009), R.
Ellis (2003), Lee (2000), Long (1985), Nunan (1989), Prabhu (1987) and
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TBLT, Interaction, FonF and SCT 9

Skehan (1998). Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 69) have taken a critical
look at R. Ellis’s comprehensive criteria for a task and produced a
working definition: ‘A task is a holistic activity which engages language
use in order to achieve some non-linguistic outcome while meeting a
linguistic challenge, with the overall aim of promoting language learning,
through process or product or both’ (emphasis added). (Here the
ubiquitous term /olistic refers to the unity of the ‘task-as-workplan’ and
‘task-in-process’ (Breen, [1987b] 2009), i.e. not only the task on paper,
but also the task as learners interpret and implement it. This will be
discussed in Section 4.2.)

With this definition of the task in mind, Samuda and Bygate go on to
identify the central characteristics of TBLT as follows:

e Tasks define and drive the syllabus;
Task performance is a catalyst for focusing attention on form, and not
vice versa;

e  Assessment is in terms of task performance;
Task selection is shaped by real-world activities of relevance to
learners and their target needs;

e Tasks play an essential role in engaging key processes of language
acquisition. (Samuda & Bygate, 2008, p. 196)

I would suggest that the main point here is that, unlike many other
classroom activities that call for learners to use one or more of the four
language skills, the three criteria for a language learning task are as
follows: (a) a task leads to an outcome; (b) this outcome is non-linguistic
as such (e.g. a map or a list of names); and (c) meaning-focused language
is used as a way to arrive at that outcome. As a building block for planning
teaching and testing in TBLT, tasks are seen as a desirable alternative to
such traditional units as topic, grammatical form, notion and function.

But what prompted the emergence of TBLT? Theorists such as Long
and Crookes ([1992] 2009) had long criticised traditional language
teaching syllabi for not taking into consideration the gradual progress of
learners’ interlanguage development. As I pointed out in Chapter One,
Stern (1983), echoing conclusions others had drawn before him,
characterised much language teaching and learning that had gone before as
a failure. This period was marked by a groundswell of thinking among
researchers and practitioners that CLT had not managed to fulfil its
promise of shifting the pedagogic focus from learning grammar rules to
expressing meaning.

With a focus on meaningful, real-world communication, TBLT — like
CLT - places great emphasis on speaking, though the four language skills
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are all typically addressed in task-based syllabi. This stress on spoken
interaction is clearly reflected in this study, with its focus on learners’
speaking task performance.

As noted in Chapter One, TBLT also introduces and develops the
twenty-first-century skills generally thought to be key for success in the
labour market today, skills such as collaboration, communication,
decision-making and problem-solving (cf. Binkley et al., 2012). Indeed,
with the importance assigned to real-world situations in TBLT, the
potential for tasks linked to other twenty-first-century skills, including
civic literacy, cross-cultural skills, information and communication
technology (ICT) literacy, media literacy and others, is truly limitless.

2.1.2. The Communicational Teaching Project

What would come to be known as the TBLT paradigm was first put in
practice in early 1984 in Bangalore, or Bengaluru, the capital of Karnataka
state in southern India. The programme was an English as a foreign
language (EFL) programme at a high school there and was known as the
Communicational Teaching Project. According to his oft-cited book on his
experiences with the programme, Prabhu (1987) determined that of the
various types of tasks that learners could perform, the choice of task type
that is most effective might well depend on particular teaching contexts.

Having created a taxonomy of meaning-focused task types, Prabhu
(1987, p. 46) and his colleagues found that what he called the ‘reasoning-
gap activity’ suited the learners in this particular situation best. He
described this task type as ‘deriving some new information through
processes of inference, deduction, practical reasoning, or a perception of
relationships or patterns’ (Prabhu, 1987, p. 46). Examples of specific tasks
used in the programme include figuring out a teacher’s class schedule
based on a set of class timetables and deciding the best (e.g. cheapest or
quickest) course of action for a particular aim and within certain
constraints. Prabhu emphasized that with such tasks ‘the information to be
conveyed is not identical with that initially comprehended. There is a
piece of reasoning that connects the two’ (Prabhu, 1987, p. 46). Based on
their experience, Prabhu and the teachers in the project deemed the
principle of a ‘reasonable challenge’ posed by such tasks as appropriate to
their context (Prabhu, 1987, p. 57).
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2.1.3. The growth of TBLT

Since these beginnings, TBLT has attained a certain currency in the fields
of applied linguistics, educational linguistics and SLA. It has been the
subject of hundreds of individual articles and book chapters, journals have
devoted whole issues to the subject (such as Language Teaching
Research, Language Testing, and ITL International Journal of Applied
Linguistics), and numerous authored and edited books have also
investigated it (including R. Ellis (2003), Van den Branden, Van Gorp, &
Verhelst (2007), and Samuda & Bygate (2008)) as has a book series
published by John Benjamins as of 2009. The Biennial International
Conference on Task-Based Language Teaching has been held all over the
world since 2005. Indeed, tasks have been used on a large scale in
classroom foreign and second language instruction in Belgium (see Van
den Branden (2006)) and Germany (see Miiller-Hartmann and Schocker-
von Ditfurth (2011)), while they have also come to be used in testing
within migrant education in Australia and parts of North America. In fact,
interest in TBLT seems to show no signs of abating.

2.1.4. TBLT in contrast to PPP

As a language learning and teaching paradigm, TBLT contrasts sharply to
PPP (present, practise and produce). PPP has been described as the
teaching strategy tied to a syllabus composed of individual structural items
which have been previously selected and graded; in such a strategy, ‘we
present a structure, drill it, practise it in context...then move to the next
structure’ (Brumfit & Johnson, 1979, p. 1). A PPP lesson has as its very
aim the teaching of a specific language form whether this be a
grammatical structure or a form that represents a function or notion
(Willis, 1996, p. 133). Skehan (1998, p. 93) has described the three stages
of PPP from the perspective of cognitive psychology: (1) present. the
teacher introduces a discrete grammar point such that learners will
understand and internalise the underlying rule and develop declarative
knowledge; (2) practise: learners practise the grammar in order to
automatize the rule and convert their declarative to procedural knowledge
through the completion of exercises which do not encourage learners to
express their own ideas but provide meanings pre-made by the materials
developer; and (3) produce: with teacher control and support reduced,
learners now use the language form that has been presented to express
their own meaning in a relatively spontaneous manner.
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A key distinction is in order at this juncture between exercises and
tasks. Central to the PPP paradigm, exercises are ‘activities that call for
primarily form-focused language use’, whereas tasks prompt the
‘meaning-focused’ sort (R. Ellis, 2003, p. 3). Willis has pointed out that
such exercises or drills — and indeed the whole PPP cycle — are founded on
‘the behaviourist view of learning which rests on the principle that
repetition helps to “automate” responses, and that practice makes perfect’
(Willis, 1996, p. 133).

Howatt (1984) described weak and strong versions of the communicative
language teaching (CLT) approach of the 1980s. Broadly speaking, CLT
drew on Halliday’s functional model of language (1986) and Hymes’s
theory of communicative competence (1971). The weak version, associated
with PPP, finds expression in notional—functional syllabuses (R. White’s
so-called Type B approach), such as the Council of Europe’s Threshold
(Van Ek, 1975) and Waystage (Van Ek & Alexander, 1977), wherein
notions, such as duration and possibility, and functions, such as inviting
and apologising, represent the organising principle (R. White, 1988, p.
75). Thus, PPP has not only been used to teach grammatical structures in a
narrow sense but other language forms as well. Conversely, the strong
version of CLT is based on the notion that ‘language is acquired through
communication’ (Howatt, 1984, p. 279). This is what informs Krashen and
Terrell’s (1983) Natural Approach and Candlin’s ([1987] 2009) task-
centred teaching, in both of which learners ‘discover the system itself in
the process of learning how to communicate’ (R. Ellis, 2003, p. 28). It is
this strong version of CLT from which TBLT has evolved.

Rutherford (1987) has observed that PPP reflects a view of language
learning as a series of ‘products’ to be acquired in sequence as
‘accumulated entities’. Indeed, Willis (1996, p. 135) has found fault in
PPP for its emphasis on a single item of language at a time. She has noted
that with this emphasis on discrete items and the attendant exercises that
‘encourage habit formation, [PPP] may actually discourage learners from
thinking about language and working things out for themselves’ (Willis,
1996, p. 135). As R. Ellis (2003, p. 29) has pointed out, PPP resists or
ignores the findings of SLA research that learners do not operate this way.
Instead, (1) they build up interlanguages which evolve as new features are
taken in and (2) they go through multiple phases of acquiring any given
target form, e.g. negatives. In other words, PPP is inappropriate because
acquisition is characterised by processes — not products, as PPP suggests.

Furthermore, in purely practical terms, problems with PPP abound.
Both R. Ellis (2003, p. 29) and Willis (1996, p. 134) have remarked that
learners may actually refrain from using the target form in the production
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stage. R. Ellis (2003, p. 29) has noted that learners may simply fall back
on their strategic competence and thus avoid the form. He has suggested
that if, however, they are told simply to use that target feature in the
production stage, then meaning becomes secondary to form. Similarly, as
Willis (1996, p. 134) has observed, learners may overuse the form and
create stiff, unnatural conversation, e.g.

What will you do tomorrow?
Tomorrow I will go to my aunt’s house.
I will go by bus.

I will see my cousins.

I will play football with them.

From hearing such talk, as Willis has concluded, it becomes clear that
(1) the learner is still at the practice stage and (2) he or she is not
concerned with expressing meaning. Willis has also criticised PPP for
providing learners with a false sense of mastery of the given form, one
which fails to carry over to later lessons or to life outside the classroom.
‘The irony is that the goal of the final ‘P’ — free production — is often not
achieved. How can production be ‘free’ if students are required to produce
forms which have been specified in advance?’” (Willis, 1996, p. 135).

Willis has also raised these other practical concerns about PPP:

as form is presented first, context needs to be invented ad hoc;

e  consciousness-raising is ultimately a matter of ‘repeat, manipulate
and apply’;

e  examples of language such as sentences to illustrate a single language
item provide little variety in terms of exposure to natural language;

e the teacher pre-selects one discrete form, allowing little opportunity
for learners to notice a variety of features and ask about them;

e PPP provides a limited paradigm for grammar and form-focused
lessons. (Willis, 1996, p. 136)

Finally, as noted previously, Carroll (1975) and Stern (1983) have both
remarked that learners exposed to conventional FL learning tend to reach
very low levels of proficiency and come away from school with little
usable language. Though Carroll and Stern were writing decades ago, the
paradigm and its effects persist.

The question that confounds many, then, of how such a model could
have such staying power and, indeed, remain a standard of sorts has also
been explored by Skehan. As an explanation — and a criticism — he has
stated that PPP has two key characteristics: (1) it provides teachers with a
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sense of power and professionalism and trainers with a convenient model;
and (2) it offers easy accountability for evaluation purposes with its tidy
goals and syllabuses (Skehan, 1998, p. 94).

The criticism of PPP being an unsatisfactory technique to encourage
natural fluency and communication has resulted in the emergence of
TBLT, which made use of tasks in the classroom setting and viewed them
as activities which are able to create optimal opportunities to develop a
variety of spoken interaction skills in the controlled environment of the
language classroom. The technique was thus understood as the paradigm
which assisted students in achieving communication and fluency in a
seemingly more natural, less controlled manner. This technique evolved
out of a thorough re-examination of CLT methods and approaches by such
researchers as Brumfit and Allwright (see e.g. Brumfit & Johnson, 1979).

In the areas of teaching methodology and learner contributions, TBLT
stems from a redefinition of subject matter in language teaching and an
exploration of methodological innovations. It is the result of efforts to
implement the communicative approach in a new way. Whereas role plays
and other communicative activities were once thought to be an important
part of language teaching, participatory tasks are now seen as essential to
language learning. Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993, p. 10) have
identified learner interaction in these tasks as key to language learning.
(The importance of interaction in language learning is discussed in detail
in Section 2.2.) Breen (1987a, p. 159) has pointed to this view of learners’
contributing to interaction as stemming from two important principles: (1)
learners can build on their linguistic competence given comprehensible
input (R. Ellis, 1985; Krashen, 1985) and (2) learners place their own plan
of content on the teacher’s syllabus and their own learning strategies and
preferred ways of working on classroom methodology (Breen, [1987b]
2009; Rubin & Wenden, 1987). Tied to this is the notion that different
learners learn different things from the same lesson.

Also important to an understanding of TBLT is the question of what a
task is and how it differs from any other sort of classroom activity. R. Ellis
(1994, p. 595) has contended that the process of completing a task must
correspond to ‘that found in discourse based on the exchange of
information’. More to the heart of the matter, Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun
(1993, p. 10) have viewed a task as an activity that is ‘structured so that
learners will talk, not for the sake of producing language as an end in
itself, but as a means of sharing ideas and opinions, collaborating towards
a single goal, or competing to achieve individual goals’. Thus, an activity
such as a role play in which a learner—customer is expected to engage in a
carefully guided service encounter with a learner—shop assistant fails to
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satisfy a key condition of a task: it has no goal. It is designed to get
learners to talk, but nothing more. Many teachers are also unaware that the
artificiality of such non-tasks may actually be demotivating to learners.

Overall, the major shift TBLT represents in the way learners and
teachers engage in second language acquisition has resulted from
fundamental changes in our understanding of: (1) language; (2) teaching
methodology; (3) learner contributions; and (4) the way in which teaching
and learning are planned (Breen, 1987a, p. 157). Moving beyond an
emphasis on language form and function and rooted in the contention that
communication consists of more than the sum of grammar and vocabulary
items, TBLT facilitates the development of a learner’s ‘communicative
strategies’, defined by Corder (1983, p. 16) as ‘a systematic technique
employed by a speaker to express his meaning when faced with difficulty’.
(This is also known as pragmatic competence.)

Unlike a synthetic syllabus, such as the structural syllabus, which rests
on the notion that language can be broken down into discrete parts and
that at a certain point the learner acquires a given repertoire of structures,
TBLT assumes that the learner analyses language-in-context in order to
approximate his interlanguage to highly proficient models in a specific
range of situations. Such an analytic syllabus is essentially a fusion of the
formerly discrete areas of content and methodology. Indeed, seeing the
dichotomy between these two as inappropriate, writers like Postman and
Weingartner (1969, p. 30) have long pointed out: ‘It is not what you say to
people that counts; it is what you have them do’.

Finally, R. White (2000) has commented on the distinction generally
made between single, or convergent, goals, on the one hand, and
individual, or divergent, goals, on the other. Just as a convergence of goals
requires cooperation, a divergence of goals calls for competition.
However, too much of the former may make for an unmotivating task that
involves little language, while too much of the latter may inhibit
cooperation — a necessary element of interaction. As learners collaborate
in a task, therefore, there may be an optimal balance struck between
convergence and divergence. As noted previously, collaboration, like
other twenty-first-century skills, is central to the task-based FL classroom.

2.1.5. Criticism of TBLT

Criticisms have also been made of the TBLT paradigm. With regard to
task types, Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993, p. 23) have concluded that
of the five commonly used communicative task types only two are fully
effective ‘as a means of providing learners with opportunities to work
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toward comprehension, feedback and interlanguage modification’. If these
elements are considered at least facilitative of L2 acquisition (Long,
1996), then 1 would suggest that it is a weakness in TBLT that there
should be three commonly employed task types that are less than optimal
in this regard.

Moreover, concerns have been raised about the theoretical basis for
TBLT. Seedhouse (1999, p. 154), while conceding that tasks provide
opportunities to modify interaction, has questioned the benefit this may
have for L2 acquisition. He has also pointed out that tasks produce task-
based interaction which has yet to be evaluated as a whole (Seedhouse,
1999). Furthermore, he has viewed this form of interaction as ‘a
particularly narrow and restricted variety of communication” and only one
of many required in day-to-day life (Seedhouse, 1999, p. 155).

Similarly, after a careful review of Long’s sources, R. Ellis (1994, p.
279) has also observed that it has not been proved that comprehensible
input is necessary for acquisition, though it may be facilitative. With
regard to modified interaction, he has concluded (p. 280) that some studies
(Li, 1989; Tanaka, 1991) support the benefits of modified interaction for
L2 acquisition, while others do not (Loschky, 1989; Yamazaki, 1991).
Thus, it appears that some theoretical claims for the efficacy of TBLT may
be unfounded.

Another common criticism centres on the perceived emphasis of
meaning over form in TBLT. Foster has expressed this concern with the
insight that ‘language does not have to be well-formed to be meaningful’
(Foster, 1999, p. 69). She has remarked that learners may therefore use
language that not only lacks accuracy, but also complexity (Foster, 1999).
They may also buttress their language with gesture and intonation and thus
miss opportunities to build up their interlanguage (Foster, 1999). Bachman
and Palmer (1996) have noted a tendency among learners to rely on
strategic competence at the expense of improving their linguistic
competence. Anderson and Lynch (1988) have pointed to an analogous
phenomenon found in listening comprehension: that of a reliance on
inferencing skills to compensate for gaps in language knowledge. They
have also observed the time pressures common to TBLT as encouraging
learners to get meaning across using all available resources, especially
prefabricated chunks of language, at the cost of form and interlanguage
development (Skehan, 1996, p. 22).
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2.2. Perspectives on interaction and FonF

Interaction and FonF are central to TBLT and thus key to the part of the
study on learner expectations reported in Section 4.1 in particular, while
interaction and repairs-in-context as instruments of learner development
are central to all four parts of the study (covered in Chapter Four). In this
section, I trace the evolution of Long’s thinking on interaction and FonF
within the context of L2 learning. I then offer counterpoints to his position
provided by Sheen and DeKeyser. Finally, I offer a review of the research
on interaction.

2.2.1. From interaction to a focus on form: Long

From the very outset, Michael H. Long has been one of the key
proponents of TBLT and among the largest contributors to the body of
literature supportive of it. His position on the central role of interaction
has followed an interesting path. His article on TBLT (Long, 1985)
represents perhaps the earliest of the various publications commonly cited
in the literature for a definition of task. Before turning his attention to this
basic unit of the task-based classroom, however, Long sought to discover
what might facilitate second language acquisition by reviewing the
literature on native speaker—non-native speaker (NS-NNS) conversation
in different contexts (Long, 1981). The underlying rationale was that if
children acquire their first language (L1) (at least partly) from parents and
other adults through modified ‘caretaker talk’, then analysing similarly
modified ‘foreigner talk’ used by native speakers (NS) with non-native
speakers (NNS) in a variety of settings might provide some insights into
L2 learning.

In his article, Long pointed out that much of the research (over 30
studies) in his review conflates the related but distinct notions of input and
interaction. He defined input as ‘the linguistic forms used’ and interaction
as ‘the functions served by those forms, such as expansion, repetition and
clarification’ (Long, 1981, p. 259). He went on to suggest that bearing in
mind the distinction between these two aspects of NS—NNS conversation
would be useful in arriving at a better understanding of how L2 learning
works. In his article, he explored (in the previous studies as well as in
research of his own) whether (a) modified input, (b) modified interaction
or (c) a combination of the two is required for or facilitative of L2
learning. He concluded that both together can be said, at most, to facilitate
it (Long, 1981, p. 274), yet he noted that in both the literature reviewed
and his own study ‘it is modifications in interaction that are observed more
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consistently’ (Long, 1981, p. 275). He pointed to two additional phenomena
that tend to support this: one, the findings of research on hearing children
of deaf parents whose language appears to develop only by exposure to the
modified talk of other, hearing adults (Bard & Sachs, 1977; Jones &
Quigley, 1979; Sachs & Johnson, 1976, as cited in Long, 1981, p. 274);
and, two, the relative success of certain communicative L2 teaching
methods that rely heavily on comprehensible input over ‘traditional
methods’ (Asher, 1969; Krashen, 1980; Terrell, 1977, as cited in Long,
1981, p. 274).

Finally, while Long conceded that ‘additional variables no doubt affect
the course and rate of naturalistic and instructed SLA’ (Long, 1981, p.
275), he did not venture to list them nor did he make any mention
whatsoever of form. Indeed, so strong was Long’s belief in the efficacy of
naturalistic conversation for SLA (though presumably not the teacher-
monitored NNS-NNS kind that tends to occur in many classrooms
throughout the world) that he closed his article with a call for future
research to test his hypothesis that “participation in conversation with NS,
made possible through the modification of interaction, is the necessary
and sufficient condition for SLA’ (Long, 1981, p. 275, italics added).
Certainly, since this book was written, we have seen (1) a growing
recognition in applied linguistics that most communication in English in
the world involves NNS — not NS — and (2) a concomitant shift away from
the NS as model in English language teaching (ELT) and toward the
proficient NNS. Indeed, the subfield of English as a lingua franca (ELF)
has thus burgeoned through work by Galloway and Rose (2015), Jenkins
(2007), Seidlhofer (2011) and others. Concurrently, researchers have
eschewed the distinction between NS and NNS, preferring instead to
explore how proficient NNS ‘experts’ can aid less able NNS ‘novices’
(e.g. Ohta, 2000). These changes should be borne in mind as we review
Long’s decades-old, yet seminal research.

In a paper written a full fifteen years later, Long has made significant
refinements and changes in his position (Long, 1996). He spoke more
broadly about the possibilities for L2 learning among learners exposed not
only to speaking but also writing (Long, 1996, p. 413); however, the focus
of his literature review is limited again to caretaker and foreigner falk.
Exploring the role of the linguistic environment, he also laid particular
emphasis on the possible use of the positive and negative evidence
provided by NS. He defined positive evidence as ‘models of what is
grammatical and acceptable (not necessarily the same) in the L2, but also
instances of ungrammatical language use at a time when learners do not
know which is which’ (Long, 1996, p. 413). Hearkening back to his earlier
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stance, he noted that it is when speakers modify their talk that it becomes
comprehensible to learners and therefore useful in L2 acquisition (Long,
1996, p. 413). Negative evidence, on the other hand, was defined as ‘direct
or indirect information about what is ungrammatical’ (Long, 1996, p.
413).

Long further broke this down to explicit and implicit negative
evidence. Examples of the former include grammar explanations and overt
correction; examples of the latter failing to understand and incidental
correction, as in a confirmation check (Long, 1996, p. 413). Having
established his terms, he makes a hypothesis for L2 acquisition: ‘neither
the environment nor innate knowledge alone suffice’ (Long, 1996, p. 414).
This represents a sea change from his 1981 challenge to researchers
(above). By now, Long has clearly concluded that the possibilities for L.2
learning do not lie solely in conversation, though it certainly continues to
lie at the heart of his work.

Long has also refined his view of interaction (which in its earlier
incarnation in 1981 was not even given a proper name as it has been by
the time of this writing). On this, he stated the following:

In an updated version of the so-called Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1981,
1983), it is proposed that environmental contributions to acquisition are
mediated by selective attention and the learner’s developing L2 processing
capacity, and that these resources are brought together most usefully,
although not exclusively, during negotiation for meaning. Negative
feedback obtained during negotiation work or elsewhere may be
facilitative of L2 development, at least for vocabulary, morphology, and
language-specific syntax, and essential for learning certain specifiable L1—
L2 contrasts. (Long, 1996, p. 414)

This notion of negotiation for meaning, so central to spoken interaction
and thus to TBLT, is defined as

the process in which, in an effort to communicate, learners and competent
speakers provide and interpret signals of their own and their interlocutor’s
perceived comprehension, thus provoking adjustments to linguistic form,
conversational structure, message content, or all three, until an acceptable
level of understanding is achieved. (Long, 1996, p. 418)

A question one might pose at this point with regard to Long’s view of
opportunities for negative feedback is this: where else, beyond negotiation
work, does Long envisage negative feedback being obtained?

As in his earlier study, he reviewed the literature on foreigner talk. In
this piece, however, his focus was on the discourse that develops out of it
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and the potential it may have for L2 acquisition. Interestingly, his earlier
effort to distinguish input and interaction was not in evidence here
perhaps because, as he himself conceded in the earlier piece, the two
‘often are related’ (Long, 1981, p. 268) and modified versions of the two
‘often co-occur’ (Long, 1981, p. 272), thus perhaps making the distinction
more an academic fine point than a practical matter.

From his review of over 60 laboratory and classroom studies of NS—
NNS conversation (again, I draw the reader’s attention to the central role
of the NS in Long’s thinking at the time), Long made some interesting
conclusions with regard to positive evidence. Drawing on sociolinguist
Ferguson, he described three primary ‘simplifying’ processes in the
production of foreigner talk: omission, expansion, and replacement or
rearrangement (Ferguson, 1971, 1975 and Ferguson & DeBose, 1976, as
cited in Long, 1996, p. 415). He also pointed out that ‘nonsimplifying’
tendencies such as elaboration, regularization and attitude expression
occur (Long, 1996). And though the ‘simplifying’ processes in foreigner
talk discourse may even produce deviant speech (i.e. talk which is not only
ungrammatical but unacceptable), he found that ‘[m]ost speech adjustments
to NNSs are quantitative, not categorical, and result in grammatical input’
(Long, 1996, p. 416). To the extent that this statement may have
implications for classroom practice, it certainly comes as a relief for those
ELT practitioners with a particular concern for encouraging accuracy in
L2 production (assuming a link exists between grammatical input and
grammatical output). He added that any innate faculty one may have in
acquiring a language appears to weaken with age and thus ‘any potentially
facilitative qualities of input modification would be even more important
for adults than for the language-learning child” (Long, 1996, p. 415). This
is presumably so because with a putatively weakened language learning
faculty, adult learners need input to be that much more comprehensible for
them to succeed.

Long pointed out that the focus of studies of NS-NNS conversation
expanded in the late 1970s from linguistic input to NNSs to the structure
of such conversation, or foreigner talk discourse (FTD) (Hatch et al.,
1978; Long, 1980, 1981, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 418). It was found that
one-way tasks which involved only the NS holding information and
passing it on to the NNS (e.g. storytelling or giving instructions) failed to
produce modifications of input or interaction — even when the NS was
aware of the NNS’s limited proficiency (Long, 1996). Two-way tasks, on
the other hand, in which both interlocutors engaged in a mutual exchange
of information, prompted significant differences in the structure of
interaction (Long, 1996). Long suggested that ‘the informational structure
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of two-way tasks obliges NSs and NNSs to negotiate for meaning, and
through the negotiation process, to make what they say comprehensible to
their interlocutors’ (Long, 1996, p. 418). (This is discussed in further
detail in terms of a typology of tasks in Section 3.)

Based on studies on comprehensibility by Issidorides (1988) and
Issidorides and Hulstijn (1992), a review of similar investigations by
Yano, Long and Ross (1994), and other findings, Long (1996, pp. 422—
423) concluded that input must be comprehensible for learners to acquire
the language and suggested that there is ‘some evidence that global linguistic
and conversational adjustments to NNSs improve comprehensibility’ (Long,
1996, p. 423). He immediately made the following point: ‘Although
necessary for L1 or L2 acquisition, however, there is abundant evidence
that comprehensible input alone is insufficient, particularly with adults and
if nativelike proficiency is the goal’ (Long, 1996, p. 423). He provided a
great deal of data to support this contention — useful indeed, although, as
noted previously, a more recent shift in emphasis away from the NS as
model in ELT should certainly be borne in mind here. Long pointed out
that many advanced learners never incorporate certain lexis or grammatical
constructions or distinctions which are successfully learned quite early on
by child NSs (Long, 1996, p. 424). He also noted that there exist
numerous cases in which adults in an L2 environment learn how to
communicate effectively yet ‘retain deviant forms in their speech’ (Long,
1996, p. 423). He also referred the reader to morphology studies among
elementary school children in the Culver City (California) Spanish
immersion programme, in which skills failed to develop beyond a given
level (Plann, 1976, 1977, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 423) and research in
Canadian French immersion programmes reviewed by Swain (1981,
1989), in which learners’ receptive skills attained native levels but their
productive skills tested much lower (Hart & Lapkin, 1989). Later in his
article, in the way of an explanation for this finding, Long (1996, p. 447)
cited Swain’s (1985) observation that these students were not given an
opportunity to practise conversation other than in response mode. Long
then pointed to Swain’s Output Hypothesis (1985), according to which
production enables learners to participate in syntactic processing and thus
promotes acquisition. Clearly then, for acquisition to occur the NNS must
be engaged in interaction.

Beyond the evidence that comprehensible input is insufficient, Long
also pointed to learnability arguments. He referred to L. White (1987,
1989) and others (in Long, 1996) and their conclusion that negative
evidence saves learners from the trap of overgeneralizing about the L2
based on either their own hypotheses about it or the structure of their L1.
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In such cases, it is argued, positive evidence is insufficient for them to
escape from this trap. Here Long offered the reader the stock example of
adverbs of frequency being placed differently in French and English
sentences and the resultant non-target syntax this could lead to. Thus,
Long concluded that comprehensible input is necessary but insufficient
and that there may also be limitations within the learner with regard to
attention, awareness and cognitive processing (Long, 1996).

Beyond the point that both attention and awareness are necessary in L2
learning (Long, 1996), Long also introduced a central notion to TBLT, the
necessity of a focus on form — whereby learners ‘attend to language as
object during a generally meaning-oriented activity’ (Long, 1996, p. 429).
This is juxtaposed with the traditional treatment of grammar as a
collection of discrete items, which he refers to as a focus on forms. He
offered the following distinction:

Focus on form differs from focus on forms, which abounds in L2
classrooms and involves a predominant often exclusive orientation to a
series of isolated linguistic forms presented one after the other, as in a
structural syllabus, with meaning and communication relegated to the
sidelines. Focus on form involves learners’ orientation being drawn to
language as object, but in context. In other words, it is a claim that learners
need to attend to a task if acquisition is to occur, but their orientation can
best be to both form and meaning, not to either form or meaning alone.
(Long, 1996, p. 429)

This last point is not supported by VanPatten’s (1990) finding that
learners have difficulty focusing on form and meaning simultaneously,
although Lightbown (1998, p. 192) has suggested that when the form is an
important carrier of the meaning learners do benefit from such a dual
focus.

In reviewing the literature on L1 and L2 acquisition, Long stated the
following on the role of negative evidence. He noted that caretaker—child
conversation research has left us with mixed findings and that, although
negative evidence may facilitate some learning, more work is required in
the areas of syntax and pragmatics before any conclusions may be drawn
(Long, 1996, p. 437). That having been said, he did highlight a study by
Baker and Nelson (1984), which concluded that a particular type of
negative evidence, namely recasts, have proved far more beneficial than
models. Long (1996, p. 434) referred to Nelson (1991) as pointing out that
it may be the ‘opportunity for cognitive comparison by the child of his or
her own utterance with the semantically related adult version, and not just
hearing new forms in the input, which is useful’. Recasts were defined by
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Long (1996, p. 434) as ‘utterances that rephrase a child’s utterance by
changing one or more sentence components (subject, verb or object) while
still referring to its central meanings’. Long then supplied the following
example. In response to ‘Jimmy eat all the bread’, a caretaker might say
“That’s right, Jimmy ate all the bread’. Thus, he pointed to the findings of
earlier L1 acquisition studies (Baker & Nelson, 1984; Farrar, 1990; Nelson,
1991; and Nelson et al., 1984, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 435) as suggesting
that recasts have a lasting effect on future language development.

Long concluded, then, that implicit correction and recasts in particular
are facilitative of but not necessary for L1 development. As to negative
evidence in L2 acquisition, he saw the results as being less clear. Referring
to a literature review by Chaudron (1987, 1988), Long (1996, p. 437)
viewed the research as being limited to the short-term, usually immediate
results of overt oral error correction in class or written feedback on
learners’ writing. According to Chaudron (1988), the majority of researchers
reported learners both (a) noticing corrections and (b) gaining from them,
at least in the short run. Thus, for Long, the question of the efficacy of
feedback during spontaneous interaction remained an open question. He
therefore turned to laboratory studies, which he considered more salient
because, as he saw it, ‘spontaneous conversation with no metalinguistic
focus before negative evidence is provided is the norm for most L2
learners and the only experience available to many’ (Long, 1996, p. 438).

I would offer several comments at this point. First, no reference is
cited here for those who may not readily accept that this is indeed the
norm for most L2 learners. Perhaps such a presumption is based on the
conditions many immigrants experience in the L2 environments of their
adopted countries, e.g. newcomers to the US (though even then many such
newcomers manage with little daily exposure to the L2 having resettled in
their own L1 communities within that broader L2 context, e.g. speakers of
Spanish as a L1 in Miami). Generally, I would suggest that some form of
classroom instruction is more typical of L2 learning in other contexts.
Still, supposing such conditions are the norm in certain contexts, what can
we learn about successful L2 acquisition without having evaluated such
L2 learners? And to the extent that SLA is concerned with accuracyj, is this
supposed norm the appropriate paradigm in the light of Long’s observation
(noted earlier) that many adults in an L2 environment learn how to
communicate effectively yet ‘retain deviant forms in their speech’ (Long,
1996, p. 423)? I have my reservations.

Other L2 studies reviewed by Long indicate that negative feedback
does serve L2 acquisition. Based on a small sample of 15-minute free
conversations in three adult NS-NNS dyads, Richardson (1993, as cited in
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Long, 1996, p. 439) concluded that negative feedback in L2 acquisition is
‘usable and is used’” — though he cautioned that the long-term effects are
unclear. On the basis of classroom studies by Herron and Tomasello
(1988) and Tomasello and Herron (1989), Long (1996, p. 441) pointed out
that though there are benefits provided by negative feedback the necessity
of it cannot be concluded. Finally, he referred to Mito’s classroom study
(1993) as having shown that negative evidence is usable among adult L.2
learners in general and recasts in particular and that recasts are superior to
models. This latter observation was also reinforced by Carroll and Swain
(1993, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445).

In recapping the lessons to be learned from these and other L2 studies,
Long (1996) pointed to the difficulty of ‘preempting a metalinguistic
focus’ (p. 444). This concern about a metalinguistic treatment of form
certainly appears to be consistent with his argument that there should be a
focus on meaning and form in tandem, but it is not entirely clear if he was
advocating /ess of a metalinguistic focus or absolutely no such focus. If it
is the latter, he would then be in opposition to those who see the benefits
of such a focus in raising awareness. For example, Odlin (1990) has
argued that metalinguistic awareness may inhibit L1 transfer in the case of
word order. R. Ellis (1994) too has pointed out that such awareness ‘may
enable learners to control their choice of linguistic form on the level of
grammar’ (p. 317).

In summary, then, Long (1996) stated: ‘A facilitative role for negative
feedback in L2 acquisition seems probable, and, as L. White (1989, 1991)
has claimed, its necessity for learning some L2 structures is arguable on
logical learnability grounds’ (p. 445).

Long then went on to address the role of conversation and his own
Interaction Hypothesis vis-a-vis negotiation for meaning and acquisition.
As to the role of conversation, he credited Hatch (1978) as having been the
first to examine the issue in the L2 acquisition literature. Based on her
review of L1 work by Atkinson (1979), Ervin-Tripp (1976), Keenan
(1974), Macnamara (1972) and Scollon (1973), she urged L2 acquisition
researchers to consider the proposition that it is not that grammatical
knowledge develops for conversation at some point in the future but rather
that ‘language learning evolves out of learning how to carry on
conversations’ (Hatch, 1978, p. 404, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445). This
is indeed a departure from most classroom practice. With this, however,
Long (1996, p. 445) was quick to add Hatch’s warning that some aspects
of conversation could possibly hinder L2 learning; for example, ‘mistakes
in the marking of verbs...would not be caught by when? questions. Such
question corrections would more likely elicit a time adverb rather than a
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verb correction for morphology’ (Hatch, 1983, p. 432, as cited in Long,
1996, p. 445). Using this basic notion about L2 acquisition as a
springboard, Sato (1986, 1988, 1990, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445)
carried out a longitudinal study on naturalistic L2 acquisition which was
based on claims by Givon (1979, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445) regarding
the shift from presyntactic to grammaticalized speech in language change.
Sato observed that in spontaneous conversations between English NSs and
two Vietnamese learners syntax emerged in a process parallel to that of L1
acquisition, e.g. collaborative complex propositions were formed across
utterances and speakers with structures which were developmentally
precursory to adverbial and relative clauses.

Than: viltnam dei(bli) ko:

‘[In] Vietnam they (play) cards’
NS:  They what?
Than: plei ko:

‘play cards’
NS:  They play cards?
Than: ya wen wen krismes

“Yeah, when [it’s] Christmas’

(Sato, 1988, p. 380, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445)

Tai:  hi lok om om-
‘He’s looking, um’
Than: at man
‘At [the] man’
Tai: @t maen hi hi smovkif
‘At the man [who is] smoking.’
(Sato, 1988, p. 380, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 446)

However, Hatch’s caution proved right in that the brothers failed to
develop the inflectional morphology necessary to mark past time. Instead,
they used other conversational devices which sometimes led to a
communication breakdown. This has also been observed with adult
learners of German (Meisel, 1987, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 446). Long
(1996, p. 446) paraphrased Sato’s (1986) conclusion as follows:
‘conversation is selectively facilitative of grammatical development,
depending on the structures involved’. Nevertheless, Long (1996, p. 447)
pointed out that some evidence exists that aspects of syntax are facilitated
by conversation (Bygate, 1988; Sato, 1988). Finally, he noted that free
conversation tends not to encourage interlanguage development because
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the lack of set topics or outcomes allows speakers to deal with topics in a
quick and superficial manner and move on from any that may pose a
linguistic problem (Long, 1983, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 448). On the
other hand, tasks in which speakers have the same goal create more
negotiation work (Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun, 1993, as cited in Long, 1996,
p. 448), as covered in greater detail in the description of the task typology
in Chapter Three, noted previously.

Thus, Long (1996) concluded that engaging in conversation facilitates
L2 acquisition in five areas: (1) output and production; (2) input and
comprehension; (3) the use of negotiation of meaning to improve
comprehension; (4) interactional modifications (though he pointed out that
there is a dearth of evidence for this); and (5) the need to communicate
raising learner awareness of language (pp. 449—451). He referred to R.
Ellis (1992) as suggesting that such awareness-raising leads to an ‘increase
in attention to form and a heightened proclivity to notice mismatches
between input and output’ (Long, 1996, p. 451).

Finally, Long made the point that FTD may involve talk being made
more complex — not just more simple. According to him, ‘The semantic
transparency achieved by interactional modifications as speakers negotiate
for meaning is important, therefore, not just because it makes input
comprehensible, but because it makes complex input comprehensible.
Both comprehensibility and complexity are necessary for acquisition’
(Long, 1996, p. 451).

With regard to Long’s Interaction Hypothesis as it relates to
negotiation for meaning and acquisition, he suggested that ‘negotiation for
meaning, and especially negotiation work that triggers interactional
adjustments by the NS or more competent interlocutor, facilitates
acquisition because it connects input, internal learner capacities,
particularly selective attention, and output in productive ways’ (Long,
1996, pp. 451-452). Long contended that negotiation for meaning entails
more repetitions, reformulations, recasts etc. by competent speakers
immediately following learners’ utterances while references to meaning
can still be made. Furthermore, he asserted that the heightened
comprehensibility brought about by negotiation ‘helps reveal the meaning
of new forms and so makes the forms themselves acquirable’ (Long, 1996,
p. 452). It is thus negotiation work that helps focus a learner on form much
as input enhancement appears to do in the classroom or the laboratory
(Long, 1996, p. 453). As to what artifice might be used to facilitate
acquisition, he suggested that

tasks that stimulate negotiation for meaning may turn out to be one among
several useful language-learning activities in or out of classrooms, for they
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may be one of the easiest ways to facilitate a learner’s focus on form
without losing sight of a lesson’s (or conversation’s) predominant focus on
meaning. (Long, 1996, p. 454)

Thus, he left the door open on what sorts of activities might be used to
prompt negotiation for meaning. Finally, he rather hedged on the
Interaction Hypothesis by assuring the reader that it ‘is certainly not
intended, of course, as anything like a complete theory of language
learning’ (Long, 1996, p. 453).

2.2.2. Alternatives: Sheen, DeKeyser and N. Ellis

Long’s views on L2 acquisition have been disputed by such researchers as
Ron Sheen and Robert DeKeyser. Sheen has disagreed with Long on
teaching and learning with a focus on form, while DeKeyser has offered a
cognitivist account of the role of practice in L2 learning. Another
psycholinguist, Nick Ellis, sees language learning as a process involving
both explicit and implicit learning.

2.2.2.1. Focus on forms: Sheen

In Sheen’s article, Focus on form — a myth in the making? (2003), the
author’s answer to the question implied in the title is a resounding ‘yes’.
He has pointed out that the notion that a focus on form is the only way to
approach grammar is merely theoretically based and lacks empirical
evidence. He has identified comprehensible input as being at the heart of
the focus on form defined by Long (1988) and others and noted that as
such it is tied to the non-interventionist version of CLT of the 1980s with
no systematic role for grammar instruction but an emphasis on exposing
learners to comprehensible input. That version, according to Sheen (2003),
provided ‘less-than-impressive results’ (p. 225).

Sheen (2003) has labelled the FonF vs. focus on forms debate the
‘Long dichotomy’ (p. 225) and proceeded to compare the two techniques
as they manifest themselves in the classroom (pp. 225-226). He has
considered FonF as meaning that all classroom activity is based on
communicative tasks and that any treatment of grammar comes when
difficulties arise in bringing across intended meaning — but not in producing
accurate forms. This treatment then takes the form of quick corrective
feedback with minimal interruption of the activity. If extended instruction
is deemed necessary, it involves grammar problem-solving tasks. There is
no grammar-based syllabus because grammar comes in only incidentally
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as needs arise. It is thus tasks that form the building blocks of the syllabus
in this technique.

Sheen has characterised focus on forms as sharing the assumption that
communicative activity is the classroom priority. However, it sees learning
grammar and vocabulary as very difficult and as such not learnable
incidentally while engaging in a communicative or problem-solving activity.
According to Sheen, this technique is an eclectic one that does not rule out
elements of FonF. He has described it as a skills-learning approach broken
down into three stages: (1) providing an understanding of grammar in a
variety of ways, including explanation, pointing out differences between
L1 and L2, and listening comprehension activities to focus attention on the
forms being used; (2) doing written and oral exercises entailing use of
grammar in both non-communicative and communicative activities; and
(3) providing sufficient opportunities for communicative use of grammar
to promote automatic and accurate use. What Sheen has described here
would appear to be what TBLT apologists refer to as the traditional PPP
approach (described previously here and in greater detail in Willis, 1996,
p. 134 and Skehan, 1998, p. 93).

Sheen (2003) then reviewed some of the literature whose conclusions
are supportive of the FonF technique (p. 227ff). He pointed to Doughty
and Varela (1998) and Lightbown (1998) as missing the fact that students
in their studies actually appeared to benefit from an additional focus on
forms in separate classes. He also criticised these studies for not
comparing the effects of FonF with those of focus on forms — and thus
invalidated their argument in favour of FonF. It should be mentioned that
in their longitudinal study Doughty and Varela (1998) did make a
comparison between a control and an experimental group; in the former,
however, grammar was not treated at all. (Thus, Sheen was right that there
was no focus on forms treatment, though some kind of comparison was
indeed made.) The latter focused exclusively on two forms — the simple
past and the reported future — with far greater accuracy tested for the two
forms on both written and oral post-tests and delayed post-tests (Doughty
& Varela, 1998, p. 129). It would seem intuitive, though, that such an
intensive treatment of grammar (whether FonF or focus on forms) would
reap far greater test results than none whatsoever.

Sheen (2003) criticised TBLT advocates for their handling of the
studies they reviewed. He called Norris and Ortega (2000) flawed in that
the authors were arbitrarily selective of the studies they included in their
overview (p. 227). Still, he pointed out, this article was cited by both
Lightbown (2000) and Long (2000) as being conclusive of the efficacy of
FonF. Furthermore, in referring to this article, Sheen observed, both of
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these latter writers failed (a) to mention findings in favour of focus on
forms and (b) to point out that Long’s own criteria for differentiating
between FonF and focus on forms had not been used consistently. Sheen
then made the point that momentum builds as researchers focus on how to
implement FonF instead of making real comparisons between it and focus
on forms. In his view, there has been a clear tendency to ignore the claims
of a focus on forms and to promote FonF. He concluded that teachers need
reliable comparative studies. He then went on to describe an ongoing
study of his own in which he actually compared the two approaches. His
findings were that the focus on forms approach is superior to FonF for
grammatical accuracy.

2.2.2.2. The psychology of learning: DeKeyser

According to DeKeyser (1998), the answer to the question of how and
when to approach what kind of form in the classroom lies not only in the
L2 literature but also in the cognitive psychology literature. For him,
pronunciation work requires forms-focused treatment, for example, but a
great deal of vocabulary calls for very little. Thus, he has stated that,
though FonF may not be necessary for vocabulary or sufficient for
pronunciation, the issue is complex for morphosyntax (DeKeyser, 1998, p.
43). In his view, there are three linguistic variables that have been
discussed most frequently vis-a-vis FonF: (1) the relevance of Universal
Grammar (UG); (2) the need for negative evidence; and (3) the degree of
complexity of the target language feature. It is thought that if a structure is
part of UG and UG is accessible to the L2 learner, then sufficient input
will trigger acquisition — unless L2 is a subset of L1, in which case
negative evidence is required, e.g. adverb placement or interrogative
structures for French NS learning English (L. White, 1991 and L. White,
Spada, Lightbown, & Ranta, 1991). Importantly, DeKeyser has observed
that if a given form is not part of UG or simply cannot be acquired without
negative evidence, ‘a rather strong variant of FonF, including rule teaching
and error correction, will be required’. One is left wondering, then, where
DeKeyser draws the line between FonF and focus on forms. Another
concern, as DeKeyser himself has pointed out, is how one can know what
forms are part of UG, how accessible it is in L2 acquisition and therefore
what forms are not learnable without negative evidence. He has noted a
tendency among researchers to see ever more structures as falling within
the boundaries of UG (DeKeyser, 1998).

This has led DeKeyser to the third linguistic variable mentioned
previously, namely the complexity of the form to be learned. Krashen
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(1982) made the distinction between rules that are (1) easy to acquire
(naturalistically) but hard to learn (and thus know explicitly), on the one
hand, and (2) easy to learn but hard to acquire, on the other. For
DeKeyser, the latter type is appropriate for FonF teaching, but he has
posed the question: what makes a rule easy to learn but hard to acquire?
He referred to Krashen (1982) as answering this question with a ‘combination
of formal and functional simplicity’, e.g. third-person -s. He also cited the
views of both Krashen (1982) and R. Ellis (1990) as agreeing that ‘lack of
formal complexity benefits learnability’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 44), though
Krashen has said that third-person -s is easy to learn because it is formally
simple while R. Ellis has concluded that it is eventually learnable but only
when the learner is developmentally prepared to acquire this new feature
because it is formally complex. (He has justified this view by pointing to
Pienemann’s (1985) notion that third-person -s is distant from the
grammatical subject that determines it.)

In DeKeyser’s view, functional complexity is difficult to define. He
has asked if third-person -s is functionally simple and has pointed to
Krashen and R. Ellis as agreeing that it is. Yet, DeKeyser has pointed out,
this form not only stands for a great deal — the present tense, the singular
and the third person — but is also subject to frequent exceptions, e.g. with
modal verbs. Some researchers, such as Hulstijn and De Graaff (1994),
have noted that if a rule is simple it can easily be learned independently
without instruction, yet, as DeKeyser has posited, what may be simple for
one student population may not prove to be so for another (e.g. university
students compared to average learners) (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 44). ‘Thus,
although rule complexity is a likely criterion for FonF, complexity is hard
to define; consequently, researchers do not always agree whether some of
the most frequently taught rules are simple or complex’ (DeKeyser, 1998,
p. 44).

Linguistic criteria for FonF also include: (1) reliability, i.e. consistent
applicability, of the rule; (2) scope of the rule; and (3) semantic redundancy
(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 45). DeKeyser (1998) has concluded that instruction
is especially useful for rules with high reliability, wide scope and semantic
redundancy vis-a-vis production but without such redundancy vis-a-vis
comprehension.

But a different set of criteria emerges from the research in cognitive
psychology (Mathews, Buss, Stanley, Blanchard-Fields, Cho, & Druhan,
1989; Reber, 1989, 1993; and others). Two main findings are salient. The
first regards inductive learning, namely that learning works better through
implicit induction, defined as ‘mere exposure to a very large set of
instances or memorization of a set of exemplars’ than through explicit
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induction, ‘where they are asked to figure out the rules’ (DeKeyser, 1998).
This is said to be so because subjects were found to be better (in the first
case) at making judgements about grammaticality later. The second
finding is that despite the fact that the first group performs better it cannot
state the rules (DeKeyser, 1998). (In this respect, they remind one of many
English NSs — at least those who have not been affected by training and
experience in ELT.) Based on these findings, these researchers have
concluded that subjects can learn abstract rules implicitly and can even
draw on them without being able actually to state them (DeKeyser, 1998).

The question arises whether these subjects actually induce the rules or
simply memorize exemplars and then compare new instances to these.
Dulany, Carlson, and Dewey (1984, 1985) and others claim that it is the
latter and that, although one can learn similarity patterns implicitly, one
cannot learn abstract rules this way.

In DeKeyser’s opinion, it is significant to consider what makes a
structural pattern an abstract rule or a similarity and then to ascertain the
extent to which these different kinds of structure can be learned ‘with
different degrees of focus on form’ (1998, p. 46). He has identified two
factors in determining whether a structure can be learned as a similarity
pattern or must be induced as an abstract rule: (1) surface variation that
tends to conceal the rule (e.g. a simple subject—verb agreement rule is
obscured by the plural form of nouns and verbs being realised by different
morphemes) and (2) the distance between two co-occurring elements
(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 46). He has drawn on a previous study of his own
(DeKeyser, 1995) on the use of an explicit FonF in learning abstract rules
versus probabilistic patterns. He had subjects learn parts of a miniature
linguistic system either by explicit—deductive learning (traditional
presentation of a rule followed by thousands of illustrative picture—
sentence combinations) or by implicit-inductive learning (mere exposure
to the same number of pictures and sentences). He found that subjects
learned simple abstract morphosyntactic rules significantly better through
the explicit—deductive technique but probabilistic patterns in noun and
verb endings somewhat better under implicit-inductive conditions.

Similarly, N. Ellis (1993) found that explicit grammar presentation,
examples and practice — i.e. the PPP technique — yielded better results than
several alternatives for initial consonant mutation in Welsh (but see N.
Ellis’s broader conclusions on implicit and explicit instruction further
below in Section 2.2.2.3). Robinson (1996) found explicitly instructed
learners outperformed all others (in implicit, incidental and rule-search
conditions) on simple morphosyntactic rules — though not so for more
complex rules.

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

32 Chapter Two

DeKeyser (1998) then asked the question what kind of FonF is
efficacious. Naturally, he pointed out, FonF is not useful if it leads only to
monitored knowledge. So does explicit knowledge from sequential models
of FonF instruction lead to full automatization? He proceeded to answer
this question.

DeKeyser (1998) made two distinctions between the explicit (conscious)
versus the implicit (unconscious) and the controlled versus the automatic.
However, Anderson’s Adaptive Control Theory (ACT) of cognitive skill
acquisition (Anderson & Fincham, 1994) implies that automatization
depends on knowledge being implicit and that the implicit/explicit and
controlled/automatic aspects are not entirely independent. Therefore,
though the two sets of areas are distinct, they are, in Anderson’s view,
dependent. As it is Anderson’s model that holds sway in the cognitive
psychology of skill acquisition, this was therefore explored.

First, DeKeyser (1998, p. 48) cited Anderson (1982, 1995) in outlining
the three stages of skill acquisition: (1) declarative, or factual, knowledge;
(2) proceduralization of knowledge, which encodes behaviour; and (3)
automatizing or fine-tuning procedural knowledge, i.e. doing it without
having to think about it. The question then became how one moves from
stage | to stage 3. According to DeKeyser,

The essential notion to bear in mind here is that proceduralization is
achieved by engaging in the target behaviour — or procedure — while
temporarily leaning on declarative crutches (Anderson, 1987, pp. 204-5;
Anderson & Fincham, 1994, p. 1323), in other words,... conveying a
message in the second language while thinking of the rules. (DeKeyser,
1998, p. 49)

Thus, repeated behaviour restructures declarative knowledge so that it
becomes easier to proceduralize so that after a time working memory load
is reduced (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 49). Once this has been achieved, DeKeyser
explained, practice enables procedural knowledge to become automatized,
thus increasing speed and lowering error rate and burden on cognitive
resources (Anderson, 1987, 1990, 1995; Logan, 1988; Schneider &
Shiffrin, 1977, as cited in DeKeyser, 1998).With this, DeKeyser turned to
the concept of practice in L2 learning. Saliently, he defined the concept,
rather straightforwardly, as ‘engaging in an activity with the goal of
becoming better at it’ (1998, p. 50). Interestingly, in a later study
(DeKeyser, 2007, p. 8), having defended the benefits of practice in
language learning for a decade or more, he refined his definition as
follows: practice involves ‘specific activities in the second language
engaged in systematically, deliberately, with the goal of developing

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

TBLT, Interaction, FonF and SCT 33

knowledge of and skills in the second language’. Reviewing the role of
practice in various familiar teaching methods, he arrived at the conclusion
that none of them conform to the basic concepts of the cognitive theory of
skill acquisition. He then explained the implications of skill acquisition
theory for L2 grammar learning. It contended that if fluency is the goal,
i.e. automatic procedural skill, then learners must have the opportunity to
practise using the language by communicating something in that language
while maintaining the relevant declarative knowledge in working memory
(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 52). According to him, the most common L2
classroom activity for this purpose is the communicative drill (DeKeyser,
1998), in which actual content is conveyed which is unknown to the
interlocutor, according to Paulston’s definition (1971, as cited in
DeKeyser, 1998, p. 50). Unlike mechanical drills, which are exclusively
forms-focused and require no attention to meaning, communicative drills
provide an opportunity for learners to draw on declarative knowledge
while the skill is being proceduralized — and this is essential.

It should be noted at this point that, in addition to Anderson’s model,
another cognitive skill acquisition theory, the information processing
model developed by McLaughlin (1978; 1980; 1987; 1990; McLaughlin,
Rossman, & McLeod, 1983), has also been significant in providing a
clearer understanding of how we learn languages. McLaughlin posited that
learners have limited processing capacities and that, as we learn a skill, we
can first access it through controlled processing. Eventually, our cognitive
processing becomes automatic, and it is through routinization that we can
lighten the load on our information processing capacity. We are thus able
to bring about quantitative changes in our interlanguage, i.e. able to access
an ever larger amount of information for automatic processing. We can
make qualitative changes to our interlanguage through restructuring.
These sorts of changes are tied to both the way knowledge is represented
in our minds and to the strategies we employ. Representational changes
involve a shift from exemplar-based representations to rule-based ones,
e.g. picking up formulaic chunks of natural language and then eventually
breaking them down into usable rules. As with Anderson’s model, here
too practice is required to bring about this shift, though it is not clear
exactly what practice entails.

DeKeyser also pointed out that some language behaviours have
nothing to do with meaning (1998, p. 54). Some phonological and
morphological rules pertain to mere forms—forms relationships; mechanized
rules might therefore be useful in such cases. Furthermore, forms-focused
activities may be appropriate at the beginners stage in order to facilitate
declarative knowledge (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 55). DeKeyser then asked the
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rhetorical question: how do some of these views jibe with the literature on
implicit learning? He then attempted to explain.

‘Recent empirical studies on classroom second language learning have
tended to show that focusing students on form, mainly by teaching them
rules and correcting errors, is superior to implicit learning (e.g. Lightbown
& Spada, 1990; Spada & Lightbown, 1993; L. White et al., 1991)’
(DeKeyser, 1998, p. 56). Yet the issue appears to be unresolved. Why? He
suggested that this is because applied linguistics literature invariably fails
to address the possibilities of explicit teaching for various types of rules
and because it is practically impossible to vary all the relevant factors in
one experiment independently (DeKeyser, 1998).

Still, DeKeyser argued that automatization and implicit learning are not
at odds provided one bears in mind that (1) the degree to which structures
are most easily learned explicitly though automatization of declarative
knowledge depends on the nature of the rule and (2) automatization can
mean different things: either fine-tuning (strengthening) or restructuring,
proceduralization and fine-tuning (DeKeyser, 1998). As DeKeyser made
clear, ‘Only in one aspect of its senses, namely proceduralization of explicit
declarative knowledge, is the concept of automatization incompatible with
implicit learning’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 57). Thus, he concluded, implicit
second language learning and learning based on skill acquisition are not
incompatible (DeKeyser, 1998).

On another pillar of TBLT which would tend to oppose skill
acquisition theory, DeKeyser (1998) has argued that the acquisition orders
of Pienemann (1989) and many others are ‘vastly overgeneralized’. He
pointed out that (1) many of the studies never provided subjects with
instruction that might have made a difference in the order of acquired
structures and (2) in the studies that did give subjects instruction it is safe
to assume that none received ‘instruction along the lines of what skill
acquisition theory seems to imply: explicit teaching of grammar, followed
by FonF activities to develop declarative knowledge, and then gradually less
focussed communicative exercises to foster proceduralization and
automatization’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 58). Finally, he noted that, while no
structural syllabus has been based on psychological considerations of
learnability, ‘the findings on acquisition orders or learnability hierarchies
appear far from incompatible with the view that explicit knowledge can be
automatized through and for production’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 58).

What then for DeKeyser are the implications for the sequencing of
learning activities? He broke down a forms-focused lesson into the
following outline: read short text; explain one or two grammar points; do
structural exercises; do communicative exercises; and (in an EFL class) do
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translation exercises — though DeKeyser was surely thinking of a brief
activity that raises learners’ awareness to meaning in new L2 lexico-
grammar by comparing it to vocabulary and form in their own language,
and not the sort of rigorous, lockstep rendering of one sentence after
another that forms part of the grammar—translation tradition. What does
skill acquisition theory have to say about DeKeyser’s lesson plan? In this
outline, declarative knowledge is clearly developed first before it becomes
proceduralized. He cautioned, however, that exercises — especially
challenging ones like translation — should not be rushed into as knowledge
should be allowed time to become anchored (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59). He
also cautioned reading should be put last — not first — as he contended that
having a chance to see many instances of a new structure may contribute
to further automatization (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59). In DeKeyser’s view,
‘Comprehensible input as such has an important role to play, but not as a
sufficient condition for acquisition, certainly not without any awareness of
form’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 59).

In sum, DeKeyser has espoused a view on ‘language learning that
encourages performing the relevant skill, namely rendering certain
meanings through certain forms, while thinking of the relevant knowledge
links between forms and meanings’ (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 61).

In a later reiteration of his defence of the central role of practice in
language learning, DeKeyser (2010) argued against narrow concepts of
this construct. He offered a broader understanding of practice (in a
definition taken from DeKeyser, 2007, and provided above), which is still
focused on form — or even forms — but with a sufficient focus on form—
meaning links and with sequenced activities that promote declarative
knowledge first, then proceduralization of that knowledge, and, finally,
automatization (at least partly). He then reviewed a number of different
activities that fall under this broad concept.

DeKeyser (2010) reviewed each type of criticism of practice in turn.
He pointed to certain rejections of practice (Krashen, 1982; Long, 2009;
VanPatten, 2003) as understanding the concept as manifested in the
audiolingual method with its underpinnings in Skinnerian behaviourism.
Indeed, he pointed out, practice often calls to mind the audiolingual
classroom in which ‘students repeat and transform sentences ad nauseum’
(DeKeyser, 2010, p. 156). For my own part, having taken Italian in the
heyday of audiolingualism in 1980s America with its reassuring regular
drills, I was still incapable of engaging in an ordinary conversation in that
language after three terms — despite having been consistently diligent and
receiving top marks. This legacy thus leaves an understandably bad taste
in people’s mouths.
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Thus, DeKeyser (2010) agreed that such drills are of little use because
they neither prompt learners to exhibit the target behaviour, grasp the
meaning of the lexico-grammar nor lend it expression by linguistic means
— never mind encouraging them to do so in creative ways. This is not the
sort of practice he would recommend.

DeKeyser (2010) also pointed to those who call into question the
usefulness of repetitive output practice. They have argued that a great deal
of practice fails to encourage learners to process form—meaning links
(VanPatten, 2004; Wong & VanPatten, 2003). He also noted that still
others reject all forms-focused instruction and practice because any
activity centred on particular forms will be less likely to promote
acquisition than real-world tasks that allow for a more incidental focus on
form (Long, 1991; Long & Robinson, 1998).

Finally, DeKeyser (2010) pointed to those that do not doubt the value
of practice focused on forms as such but see its use as restricted to
automatization of existing knowledge — not acquisition of new structures
(R. Ellis, 1993).

In making his case for a broader understanding of practice, DeKeyser
(2010, p. 156) highlighted the importance of skill acquisition theory (see
above) and cited Kroll and Linck (2007) as arguing that as learners
practise more and develop their proficiency, it is not merely their linguistic
representations that change; it is also the skills with which they put them
to use. He observed that knowledge retrieval in language processing is a
complex skill that calls for a great deal of practice. He drew on research
by Nation and Newton (2009) and Segalowitz (2010) (as cited in
DeKeyser, 2010, pp. 157-158) on the development of fluency through
practice. DeKeyser stressed too that a number of elements in any language
are either difficult or impossible to learn only through exposure or
naturalistic communication in the target language because they have low
frequency or are lacking in salience in some way (DeKeyser, 2005; Pica,
2009, as cited in DeKeyser, 2010, p. 158).

DeKeyser (2010) conceded that practice will never yield perfection —
though it seems to me no experienced FL/L2 teacher or researcher can
reasonably expect this of any element of language learning. Still, he
asserted that ‘it is a necessary, not a sufficient feature of language
instruction’ (DeKeyser, 2010, p. 158).

Within his broad definition of practice, DeKeyser (2010, p. 159) also
included ‘communicative drills’ because they link form and meaning and
thus serve a key purpose in language learning. He offered no definition or
example, but Paulston and Bruder (1976, p. 9) characterised such drills as
aiming for ‘the free transfer of learned language patterns to appropriate
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situations’ and noted that being drills, they are not facilitative of free
communication because they produce a ‘cue-response pattern’. According
to Paulston and Bruder (1976, p. 9), asking learners to answer the question
‘Do you have a date for Saturday night?’ as part of a communicative drill
will generate (presumably factual) information that is probably unknown
and thus unverifiable to both teacher and peers.

For DeKeyser (2010), while communicative drills are desirable in
language learning, teachers ought to move beyond such narrowly focused
practice as soon as they are able — both out of cognitive and affective
considerations. He pointed to role plays and information gap activities
designed such that the use of particular problem forms is essential or at
least very likely. In my experience, however, students manage to foil the
best laid plans in this regard.

DeKeyser also suggested that with the aid of NSs, these various tasks
can provide both realistic practice and corrective feedback, especially
recasts. Here one wonders why DeKeyser considers a NS any more handy
for such aid than a highly proficient NNS (discussed briefly in Section
2.2.1) or how readily available a NS might even be for much of the
world’s FL classrooms.

For DeKeyser, the lack of practice in task-based and content-based
teaching is acceptable at higher levels of proficiency given sufficient
opportunities for reactive FonF, but he doubted their efficacy at early
stages of learning when learners’ productive and receptive abilities are not
yet developed. According to DeKeyser (2010, p. 159), these forms of
practice move beyond the ‘drill and kill” of audiolingual methodology and
satisfy his more inclusive definition of ‘systematic practice’, serving
functions in the learning process that communicative input and interaction
alone fail to do.

2.2.2.3. The interface of implicit and explicit language learning: N.
Ellis

Like DeKeyser, N. Ellis has approached language learning from a
cognitivist perspective. His position is as follows: ‘The complex adaptive
system of interactions within and across form and function is far richer
that that emergent from implicit or explicit learning alone’ (N. Ellis, 2015,
p. 21, author’s emphasis). He has stressed the importance of an emergentist
perspective to better understand the complex system of language that
develops out of the dynamic interplay between implicit and explicit
language learning and usage. An emergentist perspective reflects the view
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that language ability results from interactions between an individual’s
learning abilities and their language environment (see Behrens, 2009).

In arriving at the position noted above, N. Ellis (2015) has reviewed
research in three areas: units of language acquisition, implicit language
learning and explicit language learning. In usage-based approaches to
language, the basic units of representation are referred to as ‘constructions’,
i.e. form-function mappings which are used regularly in a particular
speech community and embedded as language knowledge in the minds of
learners (Bybee, 2010; Robinson & Ellis, 2008; Tomasello, 2003, as cited
in N. Ellis, 2015, p. 5). According to N. Ellis (2015, p. 5), psycholinguistic
research has shown that ‘language processing is exquisitely sensitive to
usage frequency’. For him, this obviates a mental mechanism, a sort of
counter in our minds, with which we can judge what is frequent and what
is not. We thus learn chunks of language, or lexical sequences, over time
and develop a database through which we come to understand how
grammar works. N. Ellis (2015, pp. 8-9) has cited more recent research in
both L1 and L2 learning to bolster this claim: Durrant and Doherty (2010),
Ellis, Frey, and Jalkanen (2008), Tremblay, Derwing, Tribben, and
Westbury (2011) and others for L1 as well as Conklin and Schmitt (2007),
N. Ellis and Simpson-Vlach (2009), McDonough and Mackey (2008) and
others for L2. In his view, these findings show that language users are
attuned to the sequential possibilities of ‘constructions’ and that it is their
experience of usage that has developed their knowledge.

However, citing work by Schmidt (1990), Long (1991) and Lightbown,
Spada, and White (1993), N. Ellis has also highlighted the limits of
implicit language learning. He has pointed out that ‘Although L2 learners
are surrounded by language, not all of it “goes in™” (N. Ellis, 2015, p. 16).
Here he was referring to Pit Corder’s (1967) distinction between input, the
L2 all around us, and intake, which is that input we naturally use. He also
reminded us that what may be natural for L1 learners does not work
beyond a particular point for L2 learners.

Thus, an extra nudge is required. Buttressed by findings in Doughty
and J. Williams (1998), R. Ellis (2001, 2008, 2015), Long (2006, 2015),
Norris and Ortega (2000, 2006) and others, N. Ellis (2015) has posited that
form-focused L2 instruction produces considerable progress, that explicit
kinds of instruction prove more effective than implicit types, and that the
efficacy of L2 instruction is robust. He has concluded that ‘learners’
language systematicity emerges from their history of interactions of
implicit and explicit language learning, from the statistical abstraction of
patterns latent within and across form and function in language usage’ (N.
Ellis, 2015, p. 21). Thus, N. Ellis has urged an empirically-based solution

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

TBLT, Interaction, FonF and SCT 39

that suggests a balance between explicit and implicit instruction and
avoids tipping the scales either way.

2.2.3. Research on interaction

Returning now to Long’s Interaction Hypothesis, Lyster (2007) has
pointed out that it has produced a large body of research on the nature and
effects of interaction: (1) between learners and native speakers of the
target language in laboratory settings; (2) between learners and teachers in
classroom settings; and (3) between learners and other learners in either
laboratory or classroom settings. Many of these have been noted in the
review of Long’s theoretical shifts in Section 2.2.1. Over time, the
Interaction Hypothesis has come to be referred to as the Interaction
Approach (Gass & Mackey, 2007) to reflect progress made in the
modelling of input, interaction and L2 development (Gass, 1997) based on
an ever growing body of theoretical support and empirical evidence for the
Interaction Hypothesis, the Output Hypothesis and the importance of
attention. Spada and Lightbown (2009) have identified three trends in
interaction research: (1) the early period (1970s to mid-1990s); (2)
classroom-based studies; and (3) the revised Interaction Hypothesis. These
will be covered in turn.

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), the early period was
characterised by descriptive, laboratory-based studies tied to the
communicative and content-based language teaching approaches of the
day (e.g. Gass & Varonis, 1985b; Long, 1983). They have pointed out that
the Interaction Hypothesis that underlay this research was strongly
affected by Krashen’s (1985) hypothesis, which stated that the availability
of comprehensible input is the necessary and sufficient condition for
second language development. They have noted that in its early
formulation the Interaction Hypothesis mainly centred on the way in
which input becomes comprehensible, with the features of interaction
considered more important than the linguistic simplification involved in
rendering input comprehensible (Long, 1981). Spada and Lightbown
(2009) have also observed that a great deal of the early research
investigated interactions between NSs and NNSs, analysing what
distinguished them depending on variables, such as task type (Duff, 1986;
Long, 1981; Pica, Doughty, & Young, 1987) and contextual variables
(Long, Adams, McLean, & Castafios, 1976) as well as learner
characteristics, such as level of proficiency and gender (Gass & Varonis,
1986).
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According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), the speaking task type
studies often compared interactions borne of one-way or two-way tasks,
the former requiring only one speaker to share information with their
interlocutor(s), the latter calling for each speaker to share information
mutually for the success of the task. As noted elsewhere in this book, a
number of these studies found that two-way tasks produced more
interaction and negotiation for meaning than one-way tasks did (Gass &
Varonis, 1985a; Long, 1981; Pica, Young and Doughty, 1987).

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have also reported that an early study of
L2 learner interaction explored issues related to classroom contexts and
compared characteristics of L2 learner talk in teacher-fronted classroom
contexts and group work (Long et al.,, 1976). It found that learners
produced more talk and a wider range of linguistic functions (e.g. asking
questions, seeking clarification etc.) in group work. However, since the
group work did not form an integral part of the regular class work, some
researchers were prompted to ask whether there would have been as much
negotiating if the task had been implemented within the regular lesson. For
instance, Rulon and McCreary (1986) argued that if the tasks were
contextualized,

the students’ background knowledge of the topic would be activated,
making them more familiar with the concepts and vocabulary of the task.
Thus, the time spent negotiating meaning would be reduced and the
possibility of discussing the content of the task would be increased,
resulting in an effective use of discussion time. (Rulon & McCreary, 1986,
p. 183)

Indeed, with most of the early interaction research taking place outside
the L2 classroom, Nunan was prompted to argue, ‘If context is important
to research outcomes, then we need far more of these classroom-based, as
opposed to classroom-oriented, studies’ (Nunan, 1991, p. 103). (The call
for further classroom-based interaction research is discussed in Section
3.3)

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), even the early days of
interaction studies saw research conducted in the classroom in what
Chaudron (1988) and others called interaction analysis. The classroom-
based studies in this vein include Allen, Frohlich, and Spada (1984),
Fanselow (1977) and others. Interaction analysis offered researchers an
alternative to global method-comparison studies, which had compared
teaching methods and approaches on a large scale, usually leading to
inconclusive results (e.g. Chastain, 1969, and Smith, 1970). SLA findings
and the Interaction Hypothesis encouraged many researchers to conclude
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that the inconclusive findings from global method-comparison studies
could well have been due to the lack of detailed information about
classroom teaching and learning — and led Long (1980) to refer to the
classroom as a mysterious and uncharted ‘black box’ (not to be conflated
with the ‘black box’ metaphor of the learner’s mind noted in Sections 2.3
and 4.3).

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have reported that a great many studies
in the 1980s and 1990s described this black box systematically and in
detail. This included research on question types (Long & Sato, 1983), turn
allocation (Seliger, 1977), wait time (J. White & Lightbown, 1984),
corrective feedback (Chaudron, 1977), language choice (Duff & Polio,
1990; Polio & Duff, 1994), the extent to which classrooms adhered to
CLT principles (Frohlich, Spada, & Allen, 1985), and the ways in which
teachers modify their talk to what they consider to be the needs of their
learners (Chaudron, 1983). According to Spada and Lightbown (2009),
such studies change the focus from the product of classroom learning —
based on achievement or proficiency test scores — to the processes in
classroom interaction.

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have noted that many of these process-
oriented studies also suffered from limitations. They were mostly descriptive,
just as the earlier laboratory studies had been. They also lacked the
theoretical underpinnings to predict the sorts of classroom processes that
would be conducive to language development. Spada and Lightbown have
further reported that a growing concern with an overemphasis on meaning
at the expense of form in the classroom prompted a long series of studies
on the effects of form-focused instruction and corrective feedback on L2
learning (e.g. Day & Shapson, 1991; Doughty, 1991; Harley, 1989;
Lightbown & Spada, 1990; Spada, 1987).

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), one study that set out to
investigate negotiation for meaning in classroom settings (Foster, 1998)
raised questions about whether meaning negotiation took place frequently
enough in the classroom to play a significant role in L2 acquisition. (This
seminal study is noted in Section 3.3 and discussed in more detail in
Section 4.4). Similarly, Lyster (2007) has pointed out that although
negotiation for meaning has been proposed as a chief characteristic of
content-based instruction (Genesee, 1987; Met, 1994; Rebuffot, 1993;
Tardif, 1991), its component moves, key to laboratory-based interaction,
have not occurred with such frequency in the classroom, either in learner—
learner interaction (Aston, 1986; Foster & Ohta, 2005) or in teacher—
learner interaction (Lyster, 2002a; Musumeci, 1996). Ultimately, with the
findings on negotiation for meaning being mixed overall, Spada and
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Lightbown (2009) have pointed to a need for more research in both
laboratory and classroom settings to ascertain characteristics of context
(FL vs L2), setting (laboratory v classroom) and task type (one-way vs
two-way, open vs closed etc.) that will likely produce negotiation for
meaning and thus learning. (Task types are discussed in Section 3.6.)

With Long’s (1996) revised Interaction Hypothesis (detailed in Section
2.2.1), as Spada and Lightbown (2009) have observed, studies began to
explore the link between conversational interaction and L2 learning. Pica
urged researchers to round out a process orientation with a focus on
outcomes: ‘most [negotiation] research has taken a process approach
toward characterising L2 learning through negotiation, but if negotiation’s
role in learning is to be tested more fully, an outcome approach will be
necessary as well” (Pica, 1994, p. 519). This call led to over 40 such
studies in the decade or so that followed (Mackey, 2007).

As Spada and Lightbown (2009) have observed, Long’s (1996) revised
Interaction Hypothesis has laid greater emphasis on individual cognitive
processing, especially on learners’ noticing specific features of language
in input and on the role of corrective feedback, than the original version.
This, in turn, led to a great many studies — classroom as well as laboratory
studies — on corrective feedback with a particular focus on recasts. While
understandings of this important interactional feature may vary, L2
researchers have commonly used the following definition of recasts:
‘utterances that repeat a learner’s incorrect utterance, making only the
changes necessary to produce a correct utterance, without changing the
meaning’, for example,

NNS:  The boy have many flowers in the basket.
NS: Yes, the boy has many flowers in the basket.
(Nicholas, Lightbown, & Spada, 2001, p. 732).

I would point out that this definition is in line with Long’s (1996)
definition, noted previously, yet represents a shift from the stress on
children learning their L1 to that of anmy learner developing their L2
interlanguage. Indeed, interaction studies typically draw on data produced
by post-puberty learners, not children. While these results would certainly
be of use to teachers, researchers and teacher-researchers that focus on
younger learners, the key difference in the age factor with all its
implications for learning should certainly be borne in mind.

Spada and Lightbown (2009) reported that recasts have been found to
be the most common kind of interactional feedback in a range of L2 and
FL classrooms (Chaudron, 1977; Loewen, 2004; Lyster & Ranta, 1997;
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Ohta, 2000; Y. Sheen, 2004). They also noted that, in most studies, recasts
have been demonstrated to produce the least uptake, which is defined as
any of a number of potential learner responses to teacher feedback and is
thought to indicate learner awareness that the feedback refers to linguistic
form and not meaning (Lyster, 1998; Mori, 2002; Y. Sheen, 2006).

According to Spada and Lightbown (2009), numerous laboratory-
based experimental studies of recasts have concluded that recasts aid
learners in attending to the difference between their own initial utterance
and the recast. They have also pointed to laboratory studies that
demonstrate that negotiation with recasts produces more L2 development
than negotiation without them (Han, 2002; Iwashita, 2003; Leeman, 2003;
Long et al., 1998; Mackey & Philp, 1998). In contrast, they have noted,
classroom-based quasi-experimental research has shown that recasts are
less effective than other forms of corrective feedback, for example,
prompts, such as “What did you just say?’ or ‘Can you repeat that?’, both
in promoting uptake and in facilitating learning (Ammar & Spada, 2006;
Ellis, Loewen, & Erlam, 2006; Lyster, 2004;). In my own context, young
adult learners at an upper-intermediate level of English at a Hungarian
university actually tend to respond more effectively to prompts, which
push them to reconsider their lexico-grammatical choices, than to recasts,
which, for many of them, call to mind the way an adult might speak to a
child.

Spada and Lightbown (2009) have suggested that, while recasts are
effective in laboratory settings, they may be less so in the classroom.
Furthermore, they have reported that even among classrooms, overall
instructional orientation may make a difference in learner uptake and
repair in response to corrective feedback. For example, in a study by
Lyster and Mori (2006), Japanese L2 learners nearly always repaired their
utterances after recasts, while French L2 learners seldom did. It was
argued that since the Japanese classrooms were form-focused and the
French classrooms were meaning-focused, the learners in the first group
had become accustomed to attending to form and thus noticing corrective
feedback, while the French L2 learners were inclined to focus on meaning
and thus view a recast as confirmation of the intended meaning of their
utterance. Lyster and Mori (2006) have thus posited the counterbalance
hypothesis, the assumption that learners will more probably notice
feedback that is atypical of the classroom interaction they are used to.
Spada and Lightbown (2009) have pointed out that this finding is in line
with other interaction research, for example, a meta-analysis by Mackey
and Goo (2007). Here it was noted that studies in foreign language
contexts demonstrated a far greater effect for the benefits of interaction
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than those in second language settings. It was suggested that this was
because FL learners generally have fewer opportunities to engage in
interaction beyond the classroom and that FL instruction tends to be more
form-oriented than L2 instruction.

Finally, Spada and Lightbown (2009) have called for more research in
interaction on: (1) the long-term effects of interaction and (2) both the role
of particular interaction features in L2 learning and the interplay between
them and (a) context (L2 vs FL), (b) setting (classroom vs laboratory), (c)
pedagogic focus within the classroom (non-linguistic subject matter,
classroom management, language etc.) and (d) particular language features
(grammar, lexis, pronunciation). They have also highlighted the need for
studies that both define and operationalize interactional features such as
recasts in exactly the same way. Further, contexts and methodologies have
to be defined with care. In their view, replication studies in this area are
also crucial, as are a great many more classroom-based studies — particularly
in classrooms in which the interactional features are completely
incorporated into the regular instruction. They have observed that this will
allow for a closer investigation of the way in which features of interaction,
such as negotiation for meaning and corrective feedback, promote both
use and development in the L2 when they operate in combination with the
variety of linguistic and other behaviours in actual classroom contexts.

More recently, interaction research has seen a new shift in approach
from the purely cognitive to an embracing of the social as well. This is
illustrated well in Philp and Mackey (2010). This study found that (1)
relationships among learners influenced what they were both willing and
able to listen to and attend to during their interaction and (2) this
influenced what they produced. The authors realised that a shift toward a
focus on social concerns was essential to understanding the participants’
L2 production more fully. Indeed, four years on, Mackey (2014, p. 380)
has observed that the interaction approach to L2 learning is ‘currently
evolving to include a social dimension’ and that ‘typical methods of
inquiry associated with it are expanding in parallel’.

Since Philp and Mackey’s 2010 study, whole volumes have
approached interaction from a number of perspectives. McDonough and
Mackey (2013) have collected a range of empirical research studies that
investigate interaction using both cognitive and social approaches in a
broad range of educational settings, that is, not only different kinds of
classrooms in different countries, but also computer laboratories and —
unique to that volume — conversation groups. In particular, Ziegler, Seals,
Ammons, Lake, Hamrick, and Rebuschat (2013) have examined how
German L2 learners develop a conversational style over a number of
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conversation group meetings and McDonough and Hernandez Gonzalez
(2013) have examined language production opportunities that pre-service
teachers facilitate during whole group interaction.

Another volume, Philp, Adams, and Iwashita (2014) is a solid
synthesis of research on the role of peer interaction in L2 learning. It has
reviewed the features of effective peer interaction for L2 learning within a
variety of educational contexts, age spans, professional levels and
classroom tasks and settings.

The variety of recent perspectives on interaction research is also well
illustrated by McDonough, Crawford, and Mackey (2015). This is an
exploratory study of whether creativity as a factor can offer insights into
L2 learners’ speaking task performance. As such, it is a valuable
contribution to a very fresh research endeavour: better understanding the
link between creativity, one of the twenty-first-century skills, and L2
production. Indeed, with others of these skills, such as collaboration,
decision-making and problem-solving, long having been essential to task-
based interaction, the link between this sort of interaction and these and
other twenty-first-century skills (e.g. innovation and critical thinking)
certainly bears further study.

The question arises, then, whether interaction actually facilitates
second language learning, as Long (1996) has posited. It would certainly
appear so. A meta-analysis of task-based interaction studies (1980-2003)
undertaken by Keck, Iberri-Shea, Tracy-Ventura, and Wa-Mbaleka (2006)
reviewed 14 sample studies that met strict inclusion and exclusion criteria.
The study found that experimental groups outperformed control groups in
both grammar and lexis on immediate and delayed post-tests, target-
essential tasks yielded larger effects than target-useful tasks, and
opportunities for output play a crucial role in the learning process. Another
meta-analysis of 28 studies of general interaction involving learners
demonstrated large mean effect sizes across immediate and delayed post-
tests and concluded that interaction strongly facilitates the learning of both
lexical and grammatical target items (Mackey & Goo, 2007). These
findings are certainly compelling and thus prompt one to ascertain the
potential for implementing interaction-centred teaching paradigms such as
TBLT and to explore task-based (and other) interaction in one’s own
context. This is one aim of the present study.

2.3. A sociocultural theory of mind

Much interaction research has been criticised for its understanding of the
learner’s mind as a black box which stores information that has been

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

46 Chapter Two

processed from linguistic input and which is then accessed for output (cf.
Lantolf, 2000a). Described as ‘input crunching’ by Donato (1994), this
notion of learning that information is received and then processed in the
brain and incorporated into mental structures that provide various kinds of
knowledge and skills has been thought to greatly limit our understanding
of how language learning may take place and, more specifically, of the
diversity of ways in which interaction may serve this goal. Indeed, the
black box metaphor is so pervasive ‘that many people find it difficult to
conceive of neural computation as a theory, it must surely be a fact’
(Lantolf, 1996, p. 725).

A sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) provides an entirely different
perspective on the role of interaction in language learning (cf. Lantolf,
2000a). First developed by Lev Vygotsky (1978, 1987), the influential
Soviet developmental psychologist, and elaborated further by Leontiev
(1981), Wertsch (1985) and others, this theory of learning posits that the
human mind is mediated (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987). It stresses the role of
mediated learning in enabling learners to exercise conscious control over
such mental activities as attention, planning and problem-solving. In this
theory, mediation involves the adaptation and reorganisation of genetically
endowed capacities into higher-order forms through the use of some
material tool (e.g. a computer), through interaction with another person or
through the use of symbols (e.g. language).

For Vygotsky (1978), language was the most powerful of these
symbols, or ‘signs’, as he called them. In human development, language
becomes an autonomous tool both to organise and control thought. In
Vygotskian theory, therefore, language is considered a means of not only
engaging in social interaction, but also managing mental activity.
According to Lantolf (2000b), mediation in second language learning
entails:

(1) mediation by others in social interaction;
(2) mediation by the self'in private speech; and
(3) mediation by artefacts, e.g. tasks and technology.

Mediation can be (1) external, with a novice receiving assistance in
carrying out a task either from an expert or from some artefact, or (2)
internal, such that a person makes use of their own resources to take
control of the task. In SCT, external mediation is the means through which
we attain internal mediation. According to Lantolf (2000b), development
represents an individual’s (or a group’s) appropriating the mediational
means to which they have been provided access by others around them (in

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

TBLT, Interaction, FonF and SCT 47

the past or present) so that they can improve control over their own mental
ability. Thus, the focus of language learning in SCT is not on individual
acquisition, but rather on how new language forms and meanings emerge
from either the social or the intrapersonal language activity in which
learners participate (Lantolf, 2000c).

With regard to mediated learning and using language as a tool, Swain
(2000) has reported on studies conducted by Vygotskian researcher
Talyzina (1981) on the three stages required for the transformation of
material forms of activity into mental forms of activity: (1) a material (or
materialized) action stage; (2) an external speech stage; and (3) a final
mental action stage. In this transformative process, the learner starts with
speech drawing their attention to a particular phenomenon in stage 1,
moves on to formulating verbally what they are now able to carry out in
practice (in stage 2), and finally arrives at stage 3, in which speech is
reduced and automated. Thus, verbalization is seen in SCT as crucial to
internalizing knowledge. In fact, in one study, Talyzina found that when
the intermediate external speech stage was omitted, learning was inhibited
‘because verbalization helps the process of abstracting essential properties
from non-essential ones, a process that is necessary for an action to be
translated into a conceptual form,” i.e. ‘verbalization mediates the
internalization of external activity’ (cited in Swain, 2000, p. 105).

According to SCT, thinking and speaking are interrelated in a dialectic
unity in which publicly derived speech completes privately initiated
thought. Thus, if we sever this dialectic unity, we give up the possibility of
understanding human mental capacities. In Vygotsky’s own analogy, an
individual analysis of hydrogen and oxygen tells us nothing of how water
can extinguish a fire. As Vygotsky (1987, p. 251) argues, ‘Speech does not
merely serve as the expression of developed thought. Thought is restructured
as it is transformed into speech. It is not expressed but completed in the
word’.

2.3.1. The zone of proximal development

Another key component of the theory is the zone of proximal development
(ZPD), the difference between what a learner can achieve when acting
alone and what he can accomplish with support from someone else and/or
from cultural artefacts. At the point when a skill becomes autonomous and
stable, a new zone can be formed. This means that classroom materials,
e.g. speaking tasks, must be planned in such a way that they present the
right challenge for learners in that they are called on to use language form
and meaning that makes it possible for them to dynamically construct
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ZPDs. According to R. Ellis (2003), the concept of the ZPD explains the
variability of learner performance. (1) A learner may be unable to use a
language structure, whatever the external mediation. This is because they
cannot construct the ZPD that enables them to use that structure. (2) A
learner can use a structure with assistance from someone else, but not
independently. This is because they can construct a ZPD that enables them
to use the structure, but they have not internalized it as yet. Finally, (3) a
learner has managed to internalize a new structure. This is because they
have appropriated the structure for which they have created the necessary
ZPD with external mediation.

The chief means of mediation is verbal interaction. In SCT, learning,
and thus language learning, is dialogically based. Verbal interaction can
actually be either monologic or dialogic, as both mediate learning, but it is
dialogic interaction that is seen as central. It makes it possible for an
expert (e.g. a teacher) to create an environment in which novices can play
an active part in their own learning and in which the expert can adjust the
support they provide the novices (Anton, 1999). Dialogic interaction
serves to establish intersubjectivity, enabling verbal interaction to mediate
learning.

Vygotsky (1987) posited that as they learn children progress from
object-regulation, where actions are determined by objects they encounter
around them, to other-regulation, at which point they learn to take control
over an object, but only with assistance from another, usually expert
person, and finally to self-regulation, where they become capable of
independent strategic functioning. It is verbal interaction, especially the
dialogic sort, that is chiefly responsible for enabling children to advance
from other- to self-regulation. Similarly, in language learning, learners of
any age use new language forms and functions in interactions with others
and then internalize them so they can use them independently. (For
example, Ohta (2000) and others have investigated ZPD among adult
learners.) In theory, learning occurs when learners actually use a new skill
to achieve a new goal. This notion is central to collaborative acts.

2.3.2. Scaffolding and collaborative dialogue

The metaphor of scaffolding, drawn from developmental psychology and
L1 learning, also plays a central role in SCT. In scaffolding, a
knowledgeable participant can establish supportive conditions through
talk, in which a novice can take part and develop existing skills and
knowledge to higher levels of competence (Greenfield, 1984; Wood,
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Bruner, & Ross, 1976). Wood, Bruner, and Ross have identified six
features for scaffolded help:

1) recruiting interest in the task;

2) simplifying the task;

3) maintaining pursuit of the goal;

4) marking critical features and discrepancies between what has been
produced and the ideal solution;

5)  controlling frustration during problem solving; and

6) demonstrating an idealized version of the act to be performed.
(Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976, p. 98)

According to Wertsch (1979), scaffolded performance is a dialogically
constituted, interpsychological mechanism that facilitates a novice’s
internalization of knowledge that has been co-constructed in a shared
activity. Donato (1994, p. 41) demonstrated that ‘collaborative work
among language learners provides the same opportunity for scaffolded
help as in expert-novice relationships in the everyday setting’. R. Ellis
(2003, p. 182) has agreed, pointing out that there is ‘clear evidence that L2
learners can collaboratively succeed in performing a task which none of
them could perform alone’. Thus, scaffolding may also be referred to as
collaborative dialogue, which Swain (2000, p. 102) defines as ‘dialogue in
which speakers are engaged in problem solving and knowledge building’.
Aspects of collaborative dialogue will be illustrated in Section 4.3.

2.3.3. Private speech

So far, mediated language learning has been discussed in terms of
interpersonal interaction, but this can also happen through private speech
(which Vygotsky (1987) originally called egocentric speech). Ohta (2001,
p. 16) understood private speech as ‘audible speech not adapted to an
addressee’ (as when a learner is attempting to work out a problem-solving
task out loud on their own). Ohta explained private speech as a means
through which new language forms are manipulated and practised and
therefore begin to shift from the interpsychological to the intrapsychological
plane. Vygotsky envisaged private speech as lying between social (external)
and inner speech. Lantolf (2000b) noted that private speech may occur in
two ways in L2 learning: (1) a learner may use their L1 and (2) they may
use the L2, but set aside use of target forms even if they have already been
internalized. In research, therefore, it is important to draw the distinction
between private and social speech. Stafford (2013) has pointed out that
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private speech operates much like social speech to aid adult learners in
achieving self-regulation during L2 development.

2.3.4. Activity theory

When we investigate what learners are actually doing with — and to — the
interactional speaking tasks teachers set for them, it is important to
understand what guides learners’ actions. Vygotsky (1978, 1987)
attempted to explain this in what has become known as activity theory. He
argued that the work we do is impacted by our motives. Specifically, he
posited that our motives for learning in any given setting are intricately
interwoven with beliefs that are socially and institutionally defined. This
serves to explain why different classes may approach the same task
differently and why even the same person may approach the same task
differently at different times.

According to Leontiev (1978), motives can be biologically determined,
such as the need to seek shelter, and socially constructed, such as the need
to learn a second language. Wertsch, Minick, and Arns (1984) have
demonstrated how motives are socioculturally determined. The study
found that middle-class and undereducated rural mothers responded
divergently in the way they guided their children through a puzzle-copying
task. The middle-class mothers demonstrated a desire to teach their
children how to carry out the task so that they could do other, like tasks in
the future. Their motive was pedagogic. They used strategic statements
such as ‘now look to see what comes next’, and it was only when these did
not bear fruit that they used referential statements such as ‘try the red
piece here’. In contrast, the rural mothers saw the task as a labour activity
of the sort that they were normally expected to do in their daily work.
Mistakes are naturally seen as costly in such contexts, so they
endeavoured to stop their children from making mistakes by guiding their
moves with referential statements. Thus, the different motives of the
different groups of mothers led to different activities and were reflected in
different patterns of language use.

Activity theory makes a distinction between three dimensions, or
levels, of cognition: motives, goals and operations. According to Lantolf
and Appel,

the level of motive answers why something is done, the level of goal
answers what is done, and the level of operations answers how it is done.
The link between socioculturally defined motives and concrete operations
is provided by semiotic systems, of which language is the most powerful
and pervasive. (Lantolf & Appel, 1994, pp. 21-22)
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Thus, as will be demonstrated in Section 4.2, a task will result in
different kinds of activity because different people will perceive the task
with different motives. Indeed, as pointed out above, not only will
different learners view a task differently, the same learners might even
perceive the same task differently on different occasions. In fact, with its
stress on learner motives, activity theory also sheds light on the part of the
study on learner beliefs described in Section 4.1. As will be discussed
there, learners’ beliefs about their present and future language learning are
largely determined by their experiences as learners in the past. These
socioculturally determined motives also play a role in the moves learners
make in interacting with each other, as will be seen in Sections 4.3 and 4.4.

It should be noted at this point that the terms motive and motivation are
often used as synonyms. However, a distinction is drawn between them in
activity theory in terms of learning and the activities in which learners
engage in that regard. Leontiev (1978) posited that particular activities
take shape when a basic human need is satisfied by a particular object in
the material world. That object, in his system, is the actual motive of the
activity. However, such activities are not individual in origin; they develop
within society and through history in actions undertaken collectively at a
particular place and time. Thus, motives are what drive activity systems in
a way that individuals may not even realise, while motivation is rather
individual in nature. It centres on an individual’s need to achieve success
by participating in a particular activity.

Research on motivation in language learning was launched by
Canadian social psychologists Gardner and Lambert (1972) and carried on
by Clément (1986), Dornyei (1990), Muchnick and Wolfe (1982) and
others. For long, this research saw motivation as a static construct within
individual learners, though a more recent stress placed on sociocultural,
relational and dynamic systems perspectives in motivation research
(Dornyeti, 2009; Dérnyei, Henry, & Muir, 2016; Ushioda, 2007, 2009) has
perhaps begun to blur the lines between the two terms distinguished
above. Nonetheless, beyond an analysis of participants’ motivation as
individuals in Section 4.1, this book focuses primarily on Vygotskian
motive and employs the term as long understood by SCT theorists.

Although Vygotsky and his colleagues and students focused on
learning in maths, sciences and other subjects, their theory and findings
have greatly benefited second language learning more recently. SCT has
been applied in this field in volumes by Lantolf (2000a), Lantolf and Thorne
(2006), and van Lier (1996) as well as in studies by Foster and Ohta (2005),
Stafford (2013), and van Comperolle and L. Williams (2012).
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A SOCIALLY CONSTRUCTED APPROACH

This chapter on the research design for the study is divided into nine
sections. First, I elaborate on the framework within which the research
was designed, establish the context of the study, list my research
questions, and introduce the participants. I go on to explain the two phases
of the study: the questionnaire/interview phase and the task performance
phase. I then describe the instruments and procedure used to collect the
data for the study. Finally, I discuss the paradigm of classroom-based
research that underlies the task performance phase of the study and close
the chapter with a rationale for the choice of the speaking task type
employed in the research.

3.1. Framework for the research design

The framework for my research design is shaped by the knowledge claims,
or assumptions, | have made and the methods of data collection I have
applied. I will discuss each of these in turn.

The knowledge claims I make in this book can be viewed as ‘socially
constructed’, or ‘constructivist’ (Creswell, 2003). This positions me in a
research tradition primarily associated with the sociologist Mannheim
([1936] 2010) and developed by theorists Berger and Luckmann ([1966]
1991) and Lincoln and Guba (1985). (The term ‘constructivist’ was
previously mentioned with regard to collaborative speaker interaction in
Chapter One (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987). However, it should be stressed that
this Vygotskian term would appear to be from a distinct, though certainly
parallel intellectual tradition to that discussed in this section. The
theoretical background of the term used in this Vygotskian sense has been
discussed in Section 2.3 as will the relevant findings from this study in
Sections 4.3 and 4.4.)

Mannheim posited that it is impossible to assign greater truth-value to
one viewpoint than to any other. Rather, he observed, as we come to
understand the world around us, we can mediate different viewpoints and
form a more complete understanding. Central to Berger and Luckmann’s
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([1966] 1991) arguments is a definition of ‘reality’ and ‘knowledge’. They
asserted that ‘reality’ is socially constructed, that it is a quality tied to
phenomena that we consider as being independent of our own will. In
other words, reality exists, no matter how disordered or dysfunctional it
may seem to us. Berger and Luckmann saw ‘knowledge’ as the certainty
that those phenomena actually exist and that they display particular
features. They pointed out that ‘knowledge’ and ‘reality’ vary from one
society to the next and that the scholar’s role is to ascertain what is seen as
‘knowledge’ in a particular society. Finally, Lincoln and Guba (1985)
discussed how researchers in the social sciences can move beyond
conventional positivistic approaches with a naturalistic technique, one
which focuses on how people act in everyday situations.

In keeping with this tradition, the data collection methods applied in
this study are qualitative; they involve a questionnaire, semi-structured
interviews, and recording and analysis of speaking data. Nunan and Bailey
(2009, p. 412) observed that ‘qualitative data have to do with meanings’
and that they have ‘an immediacy and ways of touching us that
quantitative data typically do not’. It is this immediacy and visceral
understanding of the data that are among the emphases of this study.

One aim of research within the constructivist paradigm is to rely, to the
extent possible, on participants’ view of the situation under examination
(Creswell, 2003). The first part of the study in this book (Section 4.1),
which forms the questionnaire/interview phase (described below),
examines learner beliefs in line with this aim. Dornyei and Taguchi (2010,
p. 109) have observed that the questionnaire—interview combination is the
most common in questionnaire research and that a questionnaire is the
most common instrument to collect background information on
participants in a classroom study. The interview questions and most of the
questionnaire items are open-ended, thus allowing for a fuller exploration
of participants’ views. With the few questionnaire items that are closed-
ended, it was thought that certain questions lent themselves to the
simplicity and efficiency of limited answer options (e.g. What is the
highest level of education your parents completed? (Underline the level)).

Creswell (2003, p. 8) has also observed that scholars ‘position
themselves’ in their research as they acknowledge how their understandings
are linked to their own personal, cultural and historical experiences. The
parts of the study reported in Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4 are illustrative of
classroom-based research, an approach (discussed in Section 3.8) which
takes the researcher away from the laboratory conditions so common to
applied linguistics research and into the naturalistic setting of the
classroom. (This task performance phase is described in Section 3.5.)
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3.2. Context of the study

The study was conducted in Szeged, a city in southern Hungary on the
River Tisza. With 160,000 inhabitants, it is the biggest city in the
country’s Southern Alfold region and the third largest in Hungary. Popular
among both domestic and foreign tourists for its many sights and festivals,
Szeged also boasts a large international student body.

Indeed, at the heart of the city lies the University of Szeged. With its
2300 instructors and researchers and 25,000 students, the university
dominates the economic, cultural and intellectual landscape of the city. Its
international students are attracted both through exchange programmes,
such as Erasmus, and through foreign language-medium courses of study
(in French, German and English). At the same time, a sizeable portion of
the student population is drawn from the towns and villages of the region,
often the first in their families to be admitted to university. Similarly,
many ethnic Hungarians in the nearby Vajdasag/Voivodina region of
Serbia are also attracted to Szeged (and other universities in Hungary) by
greater prospects for social mobility, wider-ranging opportunities and a
way out of a disadvantaged minority status (Takacs, 2015).

Among the more popular courses of study at the university are the
English and American Studies bachelor’s degree courses (and a recently
resuscitated five-year English teacher training course) at the Institute of
English and American Studies. It is within this context that the study was
conducted.

The particular class on which the study was centred was Communication
Skills, an upper-intermediate English for academic purposes (EAP)
speaking class. The class is held for 90 minutes once a week for one term
and forms part of students’ language practice in the first phase of their
course of study. The aim of the class is to provide learners with an
opportunity to develop both the interactional and transactional speaking
skills that are required for their studies — and beyond — and, more
immediately, to prepare them for an advanced speaking exam
(approximately C1 on the Common European Framework of Reference for
Languages (CEFR) scale; Council of Europe, 2001) at the end of the first
phase of their studies.

3.3. Research questions

As noted in Chapter One, the study reported in this book aims to answer
the following six research questions (RQ):
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RQ1: What is the view and experience of these learners as regards
English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary?

RQ2: How does their view and experience inform their attitude to the
task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) paradigm?

RQ3: In what ways do these learners contribute to the implementation
of speaking tasks in the classroom?

RQ4: In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?

RQS: To what extent and why does learner interaction actually break
down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation?

RQ6: To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon in this
context, what might explain this phenomenon?

These questions are addressed in turn in the four parts of the study
(discussed in Chapter Four). RQ1 and RQ2 on learners’ language learning
experience are covered in the first part (Section 4.1), which comprises the
questionnaire/interview phase of the research (see Section 3.5 below).
RQ3 on the nature of learner contributions is dealt with in the next part of
the study (Section 4.2). RQ4 on learner collaboration in interaction is
answered in the third part (Section 4.3), and, finally, RQ5 and RQ6 on
communication breakdowns are discussed in the final portion of the study
(Section 4.4) — with these latter three parts comprising the task
performance phase of the research (see Section 3.5).

3.4. Participants

The participants in this study were students enrolled in one of three
sections of the Communication Skills classes noted above in the first
phase of one of the three-year Bachelor’s programmes also noted above.
The vast majority of these learners had acquired English in primary and
secondary schools in Hungary, an experience which naturally informs
their ‘script’, i.e. their educational expectations, for FL learning (cf.
Newton, 2006). Commonly, their language learning experience had not
included much practice with speaking or writing, thus explaining why
learners putatively approaching the C1 level might perform at a relatively
low level in their spoken interaction when confronted with a speaking task
(as will become clear from the speaking data excerpts in Chapter Four).
Since the learners also knew (because I told them) that they were not
being assessed and that the aim of the task was to communicate their ideas
on the task to one another, this too might well have affected the fluency,
accuracy and complexity of their performance.
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The rest of the learners (never comprising more than a fifth of a
particular class) came from other regions of Europe through the Erasmus
student mobility scheme and thus brought with them their own FL
learning scripts, which tended to be distinct from that of the Hungarians.
(The latter learners’ language learning histories and speaking task
performance data are not included in this study but will be compared to
those of the Hungarians in another one).

Almost all of the University of Szeged students were specialized in
English or American Studies, while the rest were taking a minor in one of
these fields and studying another main subject in the arts and sciences (for
example, maths, biology, history or German language and literature). As at
other Hungarian universities, it is a long-standing tradition that the
medium of instruction in all English and American Studies classes is
English. Indeed, this custom of teaching a subject area tied to a modern FL
in that very language generally obtains at Hungary’s universities (for
instance, at the German, French, and Italian languages and literatures
programmes), as it does at universities in certain other countries in the
region, such as Serbia and Romania (Erzsébet Barat, personal
communication, 3 June 2014). Although the methodology of teaching in
Szeged’s English and American Studies classes ranges from tutor
lecturing to more student-activating methods (including discussions and
student presentations), using English as the medium of instruction clearly
presupposes students’ possessing a strong command of academic English.

The participants were 18 to 24 years old and fell within a proficiency
range of upper-intermediate to advanced (B2+-Cl1) learners of English,
based on a diagnostic test administered at the beginning of their first year.
They were all aiming to attain a sufficient score on an in-house
proficiency exam at the end of the first phase of their studies to indicate a
C1 level — although, as noted above, many of the speaking task
performances in the samples suggest a far lower proficiency. They all
spoke Hungarian as a L1, though not all of them were from Hungary as
such, with six out of the 57 participants having come from Serbia’s
Vajdasag/Voivodina region just across the border. As mentioned
previously, 44 participants completed the questionnaire, 18 of these also
joined the interview portion of the study, and a total of 57 participants
(including the 44 questionnaire respondents) took part in the task
performance phase (see Figure 2).

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

A Socially Constructed Approach 57

Classroom participants (57)

Questionnaire respondents (44)

Interviewees (18)

Figure 2. Participant breakdown

3.5. The two phases of the study

As the study broadly seeks (1) to investigate learner beliefs in a Hungarian
EFL context (as per the first two research questions in Section 3.3 above)
and (2) to explore the nature of interaction produced in the implementation
of speaking tasks in that same context (as per the remaining four research
questions above), the research can be broken down into two phases with
two sets of data: the questionnaire/interview phase and the task performance
phase.

In the questionnaire/interview phase, the study explores the possibilities
for the TBLT paradigm in a Hungarian EFL context through an
examination of learner beliefs about language learning and teaching. The
data was collected through a questionnaire and semi-structured interview
(described below) in the teacher—researcher’s office, with the findings
reported in the part of the study on learner beliefs in Section 4.1.

In the task performance phase, the study analyses the various kinds of
interaction the same learners produce in engaging in speaking tasks in a
task-based classroom. The speaking tasks are described below, with the
results discussed in the parts of the study on learner interaction (Sections
4.2, 43 and 4.4). The classroom-based research paradigm within which
the study was conducted is also covered below (in Section 3.8).
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3.6. Instruments

This section will describe the three (sets of) instruments used in the two
phases of the study: the questionnaire and interview in the first phase and
the two speaking tasks in the task performance phase.

3.6.1. The questionnaire

The questionnaire consists of 13 items designed to elicit information about
the respondents’ personal background and their experience and
understanding of language learning. The questions aim to establish, for
example, what English language-related activities learners engage in
beyond their classroom instruction and what sorts of activities they believe
are most effective inside the classroom (see Appendix A). As noted
previously, the questions were mostly open-ended so as not to restrict the
respondents in providing the richest possible answers. The questionnaire
was completed by 44 participants.

3.6.2. The interview

I based the design of the interview questions on concepts that are of
central concern to TBLT. Questions 1-3 deal with learners’ views of
form-focused teaching: how form is taught (cf. distinction between FonF
v. focus on forms in Doughty & J. Williams, 1998, and covered in Chapter
Two) and how errors are viewed and handled (see e.g. Lyster, 2001).
Question 4 addresses group and pair work and thus hints at the reduced
role of the teacher (see e.g. Willis, 1996). Question 5 focuses on teachers’
promoting learner responsibility — and empowerment (Long, 2005).
Questions 6 and 7 examine learners’ experience of needs analysis and
individualized instruction (Long, 2005). Question 8 offers the learners an
opportunity to provide any additional impressions, and, finally, question 9
has learners look at their — usually first — recent experience of TBLT in
our class. The interview questions have two aims: to ascertain the learners’
second language learning experience (questions 1-8) and to gather their
reflections on their exposure to the TBLT paradigm (question 9). The
particular questions are listed in the section on procedure below.

3.6.3. The speaking tasks

The speaking tasks used in the task performance phase of the study are
classified as decision-making tasks (see Section 3.9 on the choice of
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speaking tasks below for a typology of such tasks). Specifically, they are
called ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’ and ‘The scholarship’, and they have
been borrowed from Penny Ur’s readily available and aptly named
Discussions that work (1981, pp. 74—77) (see Appendix B). In these tasks,
learners must work together to select a candidate from a list of several
who are all slightly flawed in some way and then to argue the pros and
cons of each of the candidates until they can agree on one — and only one:
the heir to Lord Moulton’s fortune in one and the recipient of a single
scholarship for law school in the other.

3.7. Procedure

In this section, I describe the procedure within the two phases discussed
above. I cover the administration of the questionnaire and the interview
(which fall within the questionnaire/ interview phase) and the speaking
tasks (in the task performance phase) as well as the processing of the two
sets of data from each of the two phases. As noted previously, the various
data was collected in the autumn term of 2009 for a small-scale study. The
four parts of the study reported in this book grew out of that as an ever
increasing quantity of the data was processed and analysed.

3.7.1. The questionnaire

The English-language questionnaire was administered to the members of
three sections of the Communication Skills class described above during
the final fifteen minutes of the second of two class sessions devoted to the
project. I explained to them how to fill in the questionnaire and what the
data would be used for. The administration was paper-and-pencil, and it
took place in the regular classroom. A total of 44 of the 57 participants
completed and returned the questionnaire.

3.7.2. The interview

Each interview lasted between 25 and 35 minutes and was administered
one-on-one in my office just down the hall from our regular classroom
within two weeks of the task-based lessons. They were recorded on a
readily available cassette tape player and subsequently transcribed. A total
of 18 volunteers selected at random took part from the larger population
that had participated in the TBLT classes. The language of the interview
was English. A short, warm-up conversation — important in making the
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learners feel as comfortable as possible in this potentially stressful
situation — was followed by the following questions:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign
language teachers in either the speaking or writing of their
students? What do you think about that?

How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their
students’ grammatical errors in the classroom? What kinds of
errors have they corrected? What do you think about that?

How have you learned grammar? Many teachers go over a major
grammar point, say, the present perfect, have the students practise
it, and then move on, assuming it has then been learned and will
not be forgotten. Have you experienced this sort of thing? How do
you feel grammar should be covered?

How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the
foreign language classroom? How useful do you feel that has
been? How much do you think it should be used in the classroom?
‘Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both
inside and outside the classroom.” Have your teachers tried to
encourage this? What do you think of this statement?

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook and not other
materials or rather a mix of materials? What about their own
materials? What is your view of this?

Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really
interesting? Have they taught you vocabulary and grammar that
you feel you will need?

What have been the most successful teaching techniques or ideas
you have experienced in the past?

What did you think of the classes we did with the speaking tasks?
What purpose, if any, do you think they served? Do you think a
language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective?

Although these constituted the core questions, I asked additional
questions ad hoc as a learner’s response seemed to call for further
exploration. The interviews were thus semi-structured.

3.7.3. The speaking tasks

In the task performance phase, the instruments consisted of two speaking
tasks. The two different tasks were performed as a normal classroom
activity on two different occasions within three different classes, i.e. by
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three different groups of learners. A total of 57 learners gathered into
dyads (and, where necessary, triads) and recorded their own performance
on their mobile phones. Within a few hours of these recordings, the audio
files were transmitted (by Bluetooth or email) to the researcher—teacher for
later transcription, marking and analysis (see transcripts in Appendix E).

Prior to their performing the tasks, I explained to the learners that their
participation would aid me greatly in my research, the broad purpose of
which was to explore learner performance on speaking tasks from various
perspectives. I assured them that their performance was not being assessed
or graded and that their data would remain anonymous. (All the names
used in the data have been changed.)

In terms of the normal flow of the class, I endeavoured to minimize
any potential disruptive effect of the speaking tasks. Indeed, as the
learners were doing a number of similar tasks throughout the term as part
of the regular syllabus, the only clear difference with these particular tasks
from the learners’ point of view was that their performance was being
recorded for later analysis. (Such regularity is important from the
perspective of classroom-based research, as discussed below.)

As the tasks were being completed, I observed the dyads and made
notes on their performance for later feedback. I then discussed their
performance with them in terms of content and form.

3.7.4. Processing the data

The data from the three (sets of) instruments was processed as appropriate.
First, I collated the data from the questionnaire and used content analysis
with a focus on gaining a clearer understanding of the language learning
backgrounds of the participants with a particular focus on their reflections
on their own experience of participating in task-based lessons and
performing speaking tasks in class (see Appendix C for the completed
questionnaires). Second, I transcribed the interview recordings and used
content analysis for this data as well (see Appendix D for the transcripts,
though the warm-up phase of each interview was generally omitted as it
was not thought to be germane). Participant responses naturally fell into
three major thematic groups: Learning form; Classroom management; and
Reflections on the TBLT experience. The results from both the
questionnaire and interviews are discussed in Section 4.1.

Finally, the transcripts from the learners’ speaking task performance
(see Appendix E) provided the raw data for a conversation analysis, which
is a type of analysis appropriate to naturalistic, spoken data (Nunan &
Bailey, 2009, p. 423). The qualitative findings from the analysis are
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discussed in the parts of the study described in Sections 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4.
These consist of various interactional phenomena that occur in task
performance, including collaborative processes that Samuda and Bygate
term ‘constructivist’ (2008, p. 117). (As noted previously, this Vygotskian
sense of the term ‘constructivist’ is distinct from that used by Mannheim
([1936] 2010) and others for their own research tradition.)

3.8. Classroom-based research

As noted above, the task performance phase of the study was conducted
by a teacher—researcher in keeping with the classroom-based research
paradigm. A similar emic (insider) perspective characterised the
questionnaire/interview phase as well — though, as has been described (in
Sections 3.5 and 3.7), the interview setting was the teacher—researcher’s
office, not the classroom. Unlike most research on tasks that takes place
under controlled laboratory conditions, classroom-based research attempts
to explore the possibilities of tasks in action in authentic classroom
conditions. TBLT 2005, the first of a series of biennial international
conferences devoted solely to TBLT, pointed out the importance — and
dearth — of such research. Examples of such studies include Foster’s
(1998) exploration of negotiation for meaning in the classroom, Eckerth’s
(2009) replication of Foster’s research, and Kumaravadivelu’s study
(2007, p. 11) on learners’ perceptions of tasks with his primary concern
for ‘preserving the normality of the classroom to the extent possible’.
Limited resources represent an important aspect of classroom
conditions. For instance, time is crucial for adult learners who need to
develop the language skills they require particularly for their working
lives. Materials and equipment form another concern. Gonzalez-Lloret
(2007) described how she created computer-assisted language learning
(CALL) materials for her own Spanish language learners at the University
of Hawai’i in her own free time and with no funding. Outside the
relatively well-equipped and well-funded educational settings of affluent
countries, the classroom conditions in developing countries in the
periphery (Phillipson, 1992) and semiperiphery (Blagojevi¢, 2005) — a
term for the point in the social, political and economic development of a
country or region, so called because it is thought to be situated halfway
between the developing periphery and the developed core — are arguably
much further removed from the laboratory conditions of the SLA
classroom research studies mentioned above. The need for more research
that explores how tasks are actually implemented in intact classrooms is
huge. This need has been especially strong for research on learners’
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spoken interaction and negotiation for meaning in particular, with scholars
suggesting (e.g. Foster, 1998) that a classroom setting may well lead to
different results than conventional laboratory conditions.

3.9. Choice of speaking tasks

The pedagogic task was defined in Section 2.1.1. In this section, I narrow
the discussion of task to the type used to promote spoken interaction, I
review the different types of speaking task, and I provide justification for
the speaking task type selected (as described in Section 3.6.3). I describe
the particular speaking tasks and comment on the appropriateness of the
source of the tasks employed.

Broadly speaking, a task can cover any of the four language skills
(reading, writing, listening and speaking), either individually or in
combination. For example, one task may have learners put a set of pictures
in order to tell a story and then write the story down, while another task
may prompt them to watch a short video on a controversial issue, discuss
it and then report on their conclusions. A task may call for learners to
work individually, in pairs or in groups. The non-linguistic outcome of a
task (see Section 2.1.1) may take many forms, including a decision made,
a problem solved and information exchanged.

While a task may certainly cover any of the four language skills, the
focus in TBLT has generally been on speaking. Most speaking tasks are
designed to necessitate learner interaction, since research shows that this
greatly facilitates language learning (see the metastudies by Keck et al.
(2006) on task-based interaction and by Mackey & Goo (2007) on general
interaction involving learners noted at the end of Section 2.2).

Pica, Kanagy, and Falodun (1993, p. 21) described five types of
speaking task and assess their efficacy in terms of the opportunity they
provide learners to achieve three objectives: (1) to work toward
comprehension; (2) to receive feedback; and (3) to modify their
interlanguage. The five task types are:

jigsaw,

information gap,
problem-solving,
decision-making and
opinion-exchange.

Of the first two on the list, both involve a sharing of information, but
the first involves a two-way flow of information as learners cooperate
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toward the same goal (Pica et al., 1993, p. 20). In the second, according to
Johnson (1981), one learner asks questions and the other provides the
missing information in a one-way flow of information. The other three
types are self-explanatory. Pica and her colleagues (p. 22) noted, however,
that problem-solving tasks are thought to result in a single outcome (Duff,
1986; Ur, 1984) and that decision-making tasks, similarly, are expected to
work toward the same outcome but have a number of possible outcomes
(Doughty & Pica, 1986; Pica & Doughty, 1985). Finally, opinion-
exchange tasks, such as debates, appear not to be oriented toward a
specific outcome.

From their analysis of these task types in classroom use, Pica, Kanagy
and Falodun found that jigsaw and information gap were the most
efficacious in terms of the three goals they identify (above) and that
opinion-exchange was the least. This would suggest that opinion-exchange
is the least desirable type of task. On the other hand, Ur (1981, p. 15)
appeared to assign priority to the opportunity for learners to interact; she
therefore recommended ‘open-ended tasks’, denoting those ‘requiring the
gathering or proposing of ideas unlimited by one predetermined “right”
result’.

I chose two decision-making tasks for the task performance phase of
the study, both of which entail learners arguing for or against several
choices in an effort to arrive at a single outcome — a single outcome that
may vary from one group of learners to another, as Pica and her colleagues
observed (Pica et al., 1993). This choice is in line with Ur’s point about
open-ended tasks (Ur, 1981). It is also very much suited to these learners’
discoursal needs as university students (to be afforded the opportunity to
form and express thoughts critically, to agree and disagree (fully or
partly), to argue and concede a point etc.) and indeed facilitative of the
skills development they require in this area (particularly in their L2) to
succeed in an academic setting and in their professional lives beyond. (I
refer the reader to mention made of the twenty-first-century skills in
Chapter One and elsewhere.) Such competences can also be found on the
illustrative scales for spoken interaction at the B2 and C1 levels in the
CEFR (2001).

While it has been pointed out to me that the particular speaking tasks I
selected (see the section on instruments above) draw on themes that are
socially, economically and culturally irrelevant for a great many learners
in the world (for example, in the case of ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’, what
possible affinity might a young person in southern Hungary be expected to
feel for a dead British peer and his inexplicable and presumably unearned
millions?), I have found that these tasks and others like them have proved
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to be generally engaging and motivating for this particular population of
learners over the years. Furthermore, language learners in Hungary are
generally familiar with the cultures commonly associated with the
languages they learn in the classroom (the British, American and other
Anglophone cultures for English, the German, Austrian and other
German-language cultures for German etc.), so, while some may see these
themes as odd, they are certainly familiar. (I will set aside the important
debate here about a culturally neutral European English, international
English or English as a lingua franca, though a shift from the NS speaker
to the proficient NNS speaker has been touched on in Section 2.2.1.)

Finally, it is precisely such teaching materials that are readily available
to teachers in this context, having been distributed widely to teacher
training programmes and schools in Hungary in the early 1990s in the
wake of the country’s regime change (see Medgyes & Malderez (1996) for
a review of the changes in English language teaching and teacher training
in Hungary during the period, a topic noted in the part of the study
reported in Section 4.1). Thus, in keeping with the spirit of classroom-
based research of using normally available materials, I determined that
these would be appropriate for my purposes.
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LEARNER EXPECTATIONS,
LEARNER INTERACTIONS

This chapter reports on the four, related parts of the study described
previously. First, ‘Learner expectations’ (Section 4.1) elicits learners’
reflections on their own language learning toward an understanding of their
beliefs, or motives, and, in particular, their receptiveness to the TBLT
paradigm. A quote from one of the learner—participants (Attila) in the
study, ‘I ... couldn’t communicate at all, so it was really hard’, represents
a fairly common expression of frustration with the language learning the
learners in this population have experienced. Second, the part of the study
on learner contributions, entitled ‘Learner unpredictability in speaking
task performance’ (Section 4.2), explores various manifestations of the
learners’ motives in implementing speaking tasks toward lessons learned
for the teacher in this regard. Third, ‘A sociocultural exploration of
speaking task performance’ (Section 4.3) continues the theme of socially
determined understandings of language learning in an investigation of
collaborative dialogue in learner interaction. Finally, ‘A dearth of
communication breakdowns’ (Section 4.4) provides data on negotiation
moves resulting from communication breakdowns and seeks to explain
why such moves occur so rarely in this data.

4.1. Learner expectations: “...this is not good and this
is not good and this is not good....’

Steeped in a schooling tradition described by R. White (1988) as classical
humanist, the educational landscape of Hungary shares many of the
features of that of its neighbours on what Blagojevi¢ (2005) calls the
‘semiperiphery’ of Europe. Within this context, and specifically in Hungary,
EFL teaching is marked by ‘a close reliance on textbooks and a strong
concern for accuracy, drilling and rote learning’ (Pintér, 2007, p. 135).
Against this backdrop, this part of the study uses both a questionnaire
and one-on-one semi-structured interviews to explore the individual EFL

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Learner Expectations, Learner Interactions 67

(and other FL) learning histories of a particular group of Hungarian
university students (described in detail in Chapter Three). It analyses their
reflections on their own experience of participating in task-based lessons
and performing speaking tasks.

This section reports on an effort to ascertain how years of experience
with the teaching/learning paradigm noted above impact a learner’s view
of such tasks in language education. It also discusses the implications of
these learners’ beliefs for their own language learning. It seeks an answer
to the following two research questions in particular:

RQ1: What is the view and experience of these learners as regards
English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary?

RQ2: How does their view and experience inform their attitude to the
task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) paradigm?

4.1.1. Hungarian learners’ script and its implications

In this section, I will discuss the script, or educational expectations, of the
learners involved. Second, I will cover the link between learner
expectations and the cognitions learners develop as future teachers.

4.1.1.1. Hungarian learners’ script

What is the script that Hungarian learners have developed during their
language learning careers? In a number of studies carried out in Hungarian
primary and secondary schools (Bors, Lugossy, & Nikolov, 2001;
Nikolov, 2000, 2003; Nikolov & Joézsa, 2003; Nikolov & Nagy, 2003),
Marianne Nikolov and her colleagues found that actual teaching practice
varies widely. In one study involving learners in Grades 6 and 8, it was
discovered that, while practice does include CLT that centres on meaning-
making, role play, real-world situations and authentic materials with
learners actively involved and using language to reach relevant goals,
teacher-fronted class work with the teacher asking closed questions and
learners answering individually was far more common. Furthermore, in
both German and English FL classes, the traditions of grammar—
translation and drilling remained strong: reading aloud, translating and
completing grammar exercises were among the most frequent student
activities, while watching videos, discussions, role plays and language
games were among the least frequent. The strongest emphasis was laid on
language skills and reading, with translation being understood to be
equivalent to meaning making.
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Nor did the learners find any of this to be motivating. Retrospective
interviews carried out by Nikolov and Nagy (2003) revealed that the most
common procedures were found to be the least motivating and vice versa.

In another study in Hungary involving 30 EFL teachers’ classes in
Grades 1-5, Nikolov (2008) used classroom observation and teacher
interviews to place participants’ teaching practice into three broad
categories based on the degree to which they reflected generally accepted
principles of primary language teaching: good, acceptable and to be
avoided.

Eight out of the 30 teachers were considered to use good language
teaching practices. They varied the types of work they asked their learners
to do, engaging them in activities that were clear and interesting, that they
could perform at a good pace, and that was in line with their attention span
and interests. Most of the learners working in groups were active and
appeared to enjoy their work and to understand what their teachers
expected of them. Their teachers taught the class in English for the most
part, regularly evaluated their learners’ work, had clearly established a
rapport with the children, and aided them in their development by offering
sufficient examples, providing them with opportunities to practise, and
paying attention to the learners’ reactions and work.

Twelve of the 30 teachers were thought to use acceptable, mixed
practices. They sometimes used activities that were motivating, challenging
and suitable for their learners’ age and language ability. At other times,
they focused on language form, grammar practice, translation and
mechanical drills. They often had discipline problems, and only some of
the children fully participated in activities. They used English half or less
of the class time. In fact, they often used Hungarian in situations when the
target language would also have been clear, for example, in giving
directions, explaining activities, disciplining and evaluating.

Finally, ten out of the 30 teachers used classroom practices that were
deemed to be less than optimal. They often used L1 in class, even
exclusively in many cases, while class size was very small (2-3). They
organised activities that their learners appeared to find boring, and their
classroom interaction was entirely teacher-fronted, consisting of translation
exercises, explicit instruction of grammar rules, and memorization and
repetition of context-reduced vocabulary. Meanwhile, unsuccessful
disciplining was common.

In terms of motivation, barring monotonous activities, the children in
all the classes were enthusiastic, active, interested and motivated. Of the
teachers, 16 were relatively motivated and enthusiastic, while 14 were
disheartened, depressed, impatient, dissatisfied and, in some cases,
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antagonistic with the children. As became clear in the interviews, they
would prefer to be teaching in the upper primary years or in secondary
school.

Secondary school pupils appear to be exposed to similar teacher-
fronted, grammar- and translation-oriented paradigms — and find them just
as unmotivating (as Nikolov (1999) observed among disadvantaged high
school students). Having studied the language learning script of their first-
year ELT students at the E6tvos Lorand University in Budapest, Radai and
Shanklin (1996, p. 29) noted that their students ‘seem to believe that the
explicit learning of rules can improve their language competence’. In
training their students to become effective learners, they also found that
their learners were only familiar with the traditional method of keeping
vocabulary notebooks with a discrete English-language item on the left
and its Hungarian equivalent on the right. Other approaches, such as
associative tasks and context-related word cards with alternate forms were
unfamiliar. In my own experience, first-year students at the University of
Szeged are often uncertain and therefore hesitant about a vocabulary
building task that invites them to use a new, thematically unified set of
vocabulary to describe their own meaning. Radai and Shanklin (1996, pp.
29-30) also found that far from being part of a process of actively
developing a lexical repertoire tied to their individual needs, students felt
it to be the tutor’s responsibility to select new vocabulary items for them
to learn — clearly a reflex from years of teacher-led, teacher-fronted
language learning.

Similarly, Radai and Shanklin (1996, p. 31) observed that first-year
university students would rather that the tutor instructed them explicitly on
language rules they are to commit to memory and see a tutor who does so
as a competent authority. They are disinclined to analyse and compare
language rules themselves. However, if a tutor provides different solutions
‘based on context, changing use, language variety, or — God forbid —
uncertainty, the tutor is viewed as less competent or wishy-washy’ (Radai
& Shanklin, 1996, p. 31). This echoes Furka’s (2011, p. 72) observation
that Hungarian students are socialized to see teachers as the ‘source of all
information’, as opposed to facilitators or partners in learning. Likewise,
Pohl (1994, p. 154) noted a typical first-year student response to his efforts
to raise language awareness: ‘I feel learners wish to be presented with a lot
of rules — that’s what school trained them for. They want to see language
black and white. I was also taught English like that. Now it’s hard to be an
analyst’.
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4.1.1.2. Teachers in the making

ELT training in Hungary has traditionally relied heavily on courses in
literature and theoretical linguistics with methodology courses ‘regarded
as add-ons’ followed by a ‘brief spell of actual teaching practice’ (Medgyes,
1996, p. 1). While a fair command of English is assumed, the basic
philosophy is that English language teachers should be experts in the
humanities and develop teaching skills as they go (Medgyes, 1996).

While important teacher education reforms were implemented in
Hungary in the early 1990s (see Medgyes & Malderez (1996) for a review
of a programme at the Eotvos Lorand University in Budapest), ELT
training, with minimal tuition in second language teaching principles,
remains fairly traditional. Methodology modules are centred on presenting
a string of methods and approaches in primarily practical terms and in a
chronological order that culminates in the perceived orthodoxy of the day,
which typically represents the state of the field around the time the
reforms were first implemented by the Hungarian government and when
funding and other resources from the British Council and other Western
organisations were injected into the system. In fact, these courses offer
little connection to any principles that may have informed these methods
or approaches or to any empirical evidence that may bear out their
effectiveness in the classroom.

The methodology exam at the end of the training tends to elicit
declarative rather than procedural knowledge (Ildik6 Palos, personal
communication, 3 April 2012). Examinees are not asked to assess or apply
particular teaching principles, compare or contrast theory, or synthesize or
analyse the knowledge they have acquired. While a nationally mandated
ten-page classroom research paper represented a short-lived attempt to
encourage teacher trainees to forge a link between teaching theory and
practice, the rest of the training has tended to neglect these links. Indeed,
in writing about his own ELT practitioner—trainer colleagues at the E6tvos
Lorand University, Pohl (1996, p. 47) has observed that an ‘applied
science model’ (Wallace, 1991) in Hungarian university education has left
most of them suspicious of the role of theory in teacher education — and
thus reinforces their determination to steer clear of the perceived dangers
of what R. White (1988) has called theory-driven practice. Similarly, after
I had asked one of my own Hungarian colleagues at the University of
Szeged to observe and comment on a relatively hands-on pre-service
lesson I taught on the theory and practice of the lexical approach, she —
after a bit of nudging — finally offered: ‘It was a bit too theoretical, wasn’t
it?’
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Nor is a sense of lifelong learning or a critical approach to learning
ingrained in the students. Medgyes and Malderez (1996, p. 113) reported
that students in their context ‘are unused to taking responsibility for their
own learning and, as successful products of the system, they often have
difficulty challenging the models of teaching and learning that worked for
them’.

While teacher training may well be ineffectual, the methodological
example that teachers set for learners as potential future teachers is very
influential indeed. In a small-scale survey of English language teachers (T.
Williams, 2007) in two primary schools in Szeged, I found that teachers
claimed to be most influenced by their former teachers. According to
Lortie (1975), schoolchildren observe and evaluate their own teachers over
thousands of hours and form preconceptions about teaching in an
‘apprenticeship of observation’, which is peculiar to teaching. These
preconceptions about teaching linger on into teacher education and
strongly affect practitioners’ subsequent teaching — notwithstanding the
considerable efforts of teacher training. Indeed, a number of studies
(Bailey, Bergthold, Braunstein, Jagodzinski Fleischman, Holbrook,
Tuman, Waissbluth, & Zambo, 1996; Johnson, 1994; Numrich, 1996;
Warford & Reeves, 2003) has found that a primary effect on future
teachers’ beliefs about teaching was their own experience as learners. In
fact, Warford and Reeves (2003) observed that the influence of the
‘apprenticeship of observation’ may be even more powerful on NNS
teachers of a particular FL/L2 than on their NS peers; they suggest that
this may stem from the fact that NNS language teachers, often operating in
an L2 environment as they do, are in an ongoing language learning
experience themselves. The research on how teacher education influences
the previous beliefs of pre-service teachers in general has yielded
contradictory findings, with some seeing teacher training as having little
effect (Kagan, 1992; Richardson, 1996) and others concluding that it does
affect teachers’ cognitions (Adams & Krockover, 1997; Kettle & Sellars,
1996; Sariscany & Pettigrew, 1997). Work on the impact of education
courses on future FL/L2 teachers has also found that such courses do
exercise an influence (Borg, 2005; MacDonald, Badger, & White, 2001;
Richards, Ho, & Giblin, 1996). However, Borg (2006) has pointed out that
where some effect was detected in these studies, it could also have been an
earlier belief that was reinforced! He has also noted that one must take
some results with a grain of salt because teacher trainees may
accommodate their behaviours to what is expected of them during an
assessment (Borg, 2000).
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Given the uncertain influence teacher education has on prospective
teachers and given the powerful impact their own teachers have had on
them, the cumulative and long-term effect that today’s teachers have on
future teachers’ practice should give rise to teacher training activities in
which students confront and compare their preconceptions with the
theoretical, practical and experiential knowledge that is currently available.

In the foregoing, I have described the types of FL teaching experience
learners are exposed to in primary and secondary schools in this context
and the system of teacher education that largely perpetuates the script they
develop through that experience. In what follows, I will describe the
research perspectives that have informed this study.

4.1.2. Theoretical foundations

This part of the study was informed by three broad areas: the TBLT
paradigm and classroom-based research, discussed in previous chapters,
and learner beliefs research, reviewed here. Learners’ beliefs about language
learning are commonly thought to impact on their actual language learning
processes. In a review of studies on learner beliefs, Bernat and Gvozdenko
(2005) concluded that learners’ notions about language learning may well
affect their motivation, experiences and behaviours in the classroom. As
such, these notions could create an obstacle to or a springboard for
language learning.

Two early studies explored the character of such beliefs. Wenden
(1986, 1987) studied 25 adults learning advanced English as a second
language (ESL) at a US university. She elicited their opinions on language
learning in semi-structured interviews and then summed them up
according to twelve explicit statements, which were divided into three
broad categories: (1) how we use the language as we learn it; (2) how we
learn about the target language; and (3) what personal factors are involved in
language learning. Wenden found that these learners’ beliefs represented a
wide range of cognitions, but that each learner’s set of ideas could easily
be placed in one of the three categories she had created.

Horwitz (1987) used a 34-item questionnaire (The Beliefs about
Language Learning Inventory, or BALLI) to ascertain the beliefs of 32
intermediate learners from a variety of ethnic backgrounds in an intensive
English programme (IEP) at a US university. Horwitz discussed her findings
in terms of five general areas: FL learning aptitude; language learning
difficulty; the nature of language learning; learning and communication
strategies; and motivation and expectations. It was found that 81 per cent
of the learners held the view that a person either possessed an inborn
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language learning aptitude or not — but they also felt certain that they were
among the ones who did (Horwitz, 1987). Many respondents entertained
restrictive ideas about how people learn language: for example, language
is best learned by memorizing vocabulary and grammar rules. And 94 per
cent of these learners felt one needed to know about Anglophone cultures
to be able to speak English well (Horwitz, 1987).

In a small-scale study of two learners, Abraham and Vann (1987)
found some proof that beliefs influence learning outcomes. The learners,
Gerardo and Pedro, shared some of the same notions about language
learning (e.g. it was important to practise as much as possible), but they
diverged in other ways (e.g. Gerardo felt attending to grammar was key,
while Pedro disliked metalanguage). In the end, Gerardo outperformed
Pedro on the TOEFL, whereas Pedro outscored Gerardo on a speaking
test. The suggestion was that certain views of language learning may lead
to certain kinds of achievement.

But what determines language learning beliefs? In random samples of
students of foreign languages at Trinity College, Dublin, Little, Singleton,
and Silvius (1984) found that learners’ educational experience, and
particularly their language learning experience, greatly influenced their
attitudes toward language learning.

It is this past experience of language learning that I explore in this part
of the study through a questionnaire (see Appendix A) and semi-structured
interviews (with questions listed in Section 3.7.2) toward an understanding
of learners’ current preferences and potential openness to the TBLT
paradigm.

The purpose of this phase of the study is to gain an insight into these
learners’ scripts and their beliefs about learning and to ascertain how these
impact their likelihood to benefit from a technique that is presumed to be
novel for them. It is expected that the findings will add to those of past
studies noted in previous chapters and above in the areas of classroom-
based research on task performance and research on learner beliefs. It is
also hoped that it will edge the teaching and teacher education communities in
this context toward more possibilities for principled innovation.

4.1.3. Results

The nature of the findings from the questionnaire and interviews reflects
differences in design. The questionnaire was primarily intended to reveal
what the learners value in language learning and teaching, while the
interviews mainly explored what they have actually experienced in that
area.
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4.1.3.1. Results from the questionnaire

Both the personal backgrounds (age, sex, student status and parents’
educational attainment) and language learning histories of the participants
were covered in the questionnaire. (The completed questionnaires can be
found in Appendix C.) First, I will summarize their personal background
(Table 1). The vast majority of the learners (40) were aged between 18 and
20 (with three being 21 and one being 24) (N=44; M=19.16; SD=1.18).
The mean for the ages suggests that the typical student was 19, with a
relatively low standard deviation, which would have been even lower had
it not been for our 24-year-old outlier. As for gender, the three groups
consisted of 25 women and 19 men. In terms of their status as students of
English, 36 were majored in that subject and eight were English minors
who were typically specialized in other arts subjects (including history,
Russian, Spanish, Hungarian and philosopy of arts) with one majoring in
biology. As to their parents’ educational attainment (the highest level of
education at least one parent had completed), students fell into four groups
of roughly the same size: four-year technical (secondary) school (12);
(college preparatory) grammar school (11); college/undergraduate (11);
and university/postgraduate (10). Thus, the students showed relative
uniformity in age, gender and student status but great diversity in their
parents’ educational attainment — a diversity that is characteristic of
Hungarian universities outside Budapest, where a larger proportion of
students have professional-class parents.

Table 1. Participants’ characteristics (N=44)

18-20 40
Age 21 3
24 1
Women 25

Gender
Men 19
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English maj
Daxas nglish majors 36
status English minors 8
Four-year technical school 12
Parents’ Grammar school 11

education

(1 or both) | College/undergraduate 11
University/postgraduate 10

Now I will report on the students’ language learning histories. The
number of hours a week they spent in English classes ranged from two to
six. In response to the question of how many years they had been learning
English, five said four to five years, 25 said eight to ten, and 14 said
eleven or more (N=44; M=9.73; SD=2.61) (Table 2). Thus, students
typically had learned English for over nine years, though a relatively large
standard deviation confirms a fairly wide range of four to 17 years of
English.

Table 2. Participants’ EFL learning histories (N=44)

4-5 5
Years
of EFL 8-10 25
>11 14

As to other languages learned besides English, 23 reported they had
taken one other language for two to four years, five responded they had
had one other language for five or more years, eight stated that they had
gone to lessons for two other languages for two or more years, and three
said they had learned three or more other languages for two or more years
(Table 3). Interestingly, from among the latter three groups, seven had
been taking a FL (other than English) for a total of twelve or more years —
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including the six students noted previously from the Vajdasag/Voivodina
region of Serbia, who had all learned Serbian as a L2 throughout primary
and secondary school. Finally, of the remaining five students, three had
attended no other language classes, while two fell into the Other category.
(Of the latter two, one had done Latin for one year, and the other had
taken Italian for an unspecified period — though clearly long enough to
realise that, as he put it, he ‘did not like [his] Italian teacher too much’.)

While some also mentioned having passed a Matura or proficiency
exam in another FL, of real note are participants’ statements to the effect
that, though they had gone to years of classes for a particular FL, they had
made little headway in that language. As Albert phrased it, ‘I have learned
German for nine years, however I have forgotten almost everything’. This
is a common complaint in this milieu, reminding us that more time in the
classroom (whether it is hours a week or years) means little if it is not time
spent effectively.

Table 3. Participants’ FL learning histories (N=44)

1 other FL (24 yrs) 23
1 other FL (=5 yrs) 5%
2 other FLs (>2 yrs) 8*

Other FLs
learned (yrs)

>3 other FLs (>2 yrs) 3*

No other FLs 3

Other 2

*Of these learners, seven had taken one FL other than English for
twelve or more years.

Certain items dealt with language learner motivation. One covered
intrinsic motivation in particular: in response to the question of how much
learners actually liked learning English on a Likert scale (with 1 meaning
‘not at all’ and 5 signifying ‘very much’), three selected the middling
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rating of ‘3’, 14 chose ‘4’, suggesting they liked learning English
somewhat, and a total of 27 opted for ‘5°, which meant they liked learning
English very much (N=44; M=4.55; SD=0.62) (Table 4). With a mean of
4.55 (and a relatively low standard deviation of 0.62), it is clear that the
students generally enjoyed learning English. As some of the participants
phrased it, ‘I like this language’, ‘I love the English language itself” and It
has been my favourite subject since primary school’. Intrinsic motivation
would therefore appear to be relatively strong among these participants.

In fact, one wonders if some of the participants might have interpreted
the phrase ‘learning English’ as specifically doing the work that often
accompanies classroom instruction, e.g. memorizing irregular verbs, doing
grammar exercises etc., instead of acquiring the language in a broader
sense, since the Hungarian equivalent to the verb learn (tanul) may well
carry such connotations for them. Had this item perhaps been phrased or
explained differently, more participants might have responded with a
higher value.

Table 4. Participants’ level of motivation (N=44)

Neutral 3
Enjoys
learning Somewhat 14
EFL
Very much 27

Student aims or reasons for learning English ranged widely as follows:
work (27); personal interest in/enthusiasm for English/language(s) (26);
travel/living  abroad/family abroad (11); Anglophone or other
culture(s)/film/reading (9); communication/social use (8); and world
language/importance of language (6) (Table 5). The variety in the
learners’ motivations is noteworthy. For example, responses such as
‘work’ clearly fall under instrumental motivation. Relevant comments
included: ‘I want to be a translator or teacher some day’; ‘I’d like to speak
it as perfectly as possible. I’d like to use it in my work’; and ‘I would like
to be a book translator’. Statements that indicated an instrumental
motivation beyond career goals were: ‘English is the language everybody
speaks nowadays’; ‘It helps me a lot when I go to a holiday’; and ‘I’d like
to read a lot of philosophical books in English’.
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Answers that cite ‘Anglophone or other culture(s)’ suggest an
integrative motivation. Here comments included: ‘I would like to live in
an English-speaking country for a while’ and ‘I’'m interested in other
cultures and I really like making new friends’. Interestingly, these latter
answers also hint at the evolution of the concept of integrativeness from
Gardner’s early understanding that ‘students’ attitudes toward the specific
language group are bound to influence how successful they will be in
incorporating aspects of that language’ (Gardner, 1985, p. 6) to more
recent interpretations by McClelland (2000), Csizér and Dornyei (2005)
and others of FL learners integrating into a world community that
transcends any one target culture. (This change in perspective parallels the
shift from NS to proficient NNS as model discussed in Section 2.2.1.) As
most students offered more than one aim or reason, these categories are
not mutually exclusive.

Table 5. Participants’ motivations (N=44)

Work 27

Interest in/enthusiasm for English/ language(s) 26

Reasons | Travel/living abroad/family abroad 11

for

learning

EFL Anglophone/other culture(s)/film/reading 9

Communication/social use 8

World language/importance of language 6

Also related to learner motivation, an item on activities that required
English outside the classroom generated a wide variety of responses (Table
6). Thirty-five reported they watched English-language television/cinema
(one noted sci-fi series) or listened to English-language radio/podcasts.
Certainly, it would have been interesting to distinguish between viewers
and listeners here as FL viewing involves a range of aids to understanding
(e.g. visual clues such as facial expressions and gestures), while FL
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listening comprehension often proves elusive even to advanced FL
learners (cf. Graham, 2006). However, the aim of this item was to
ascertain how many participants exposed themselves to any sort of spoken
English input from afar, whether by audio or video, and this was achieved.

In addition, thirty-four respondents listened to songs in English (one
insisted that hip-hop was only good in that language). Thirty-three read in
English (one specified Poe novels). Twenty-three chatted in English on the
Internet. Twenty each had had private lessons and wrote letters or e-mails
in English. Seventeen regularly talked to a native speaker, and five had
lived in an Anglophone/foreign country. As students typically provided
more than one response, these are not mutually exclusive. Finally, under
the Other category, a range of answers provided by six respondents
included using English in part-time jobs, writing music reviews for a
website and writing dialogues about ‘almost everything’.

Table 6. Learning activities beyond the classroom (N=44)

Watch video/listen to audio in English 35
Listen to songs in English 34
Read in English 33
Chat in English on the Internet 23
Activities
outside EFL. | Have had private lessons 20
classroom
Write letters/emails in English 20
Regularly speak to NSs/foreigners 17
Lived in Anglophone/foreign country 5
Other 6
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Similarly suggestive of learner motivation, another item on number of
hours a week spent on homework or study tied to English lessons —
beyond the activities noted above — elicited the following answers: eleven
spent Y24 hours per week; 20 spent 5-10; five spent 11 or more; and eight
said that it depended on the week or that they didn’t know. Of the eight
English minors, three devoted '2—4 hours per week to homework; five
devoted 5-10; and none devoted 11 or more (Table 7). Doing homework
is a potential indicator of motivation. Indeed, as Dornyei and Ryan (2015)
and others have pointed out, motivation consists of not only the desire or
need to learn a L2, but also the effort put into it. However, as participants’
responses to this item varied greatly, no clear conclusions can be drawn.

Table 7. Engagement with homework (N=44)

-4 11
5-10 20
All
respondents
>11 5
Hrs/wk doing
EFL homework

Depends/don’t know 8
English Vo4 3

minors
only (N=8) 5-10 5

In response to the question of what classroom activities they thought
promote language learning most effectively, here too the learners
proffered a variety of ideas: talking/discussion (40); translating (18);
group/pair work (17); going over grammar exercises/multiple-choice tests
(7); watching films and discussing them (3); writing, listening, and games
(2 each); and, finally, singing, reading, reading a text and summarizing it,
and reading a play aloud (1 each) (Table 8). These answers are likewise
not mutually exclusive.

From among the most common responses provided here, it is
noteworthy that the vast majority of the participants (91%) saw the value

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use




EBSCChost -

Learner Expectations, Learner Interactions 81

of talking/discussion and a large portion of the students (39%) also noted
group/pair work as useful in FL learning, suggesting a clear appreciation
among these learners of CLT. Comments along these lines included:
‘Talking (!) and doing pair work, because I am not too brave, if I should
speak in English’ and ‘Talking as much as possible. It improves your
vocabulary and makes you braver. If you meet someone, you have to
speak and not explain grammar rules’.

At the same time, a substantial percentage of the respondents (41%)
also offered translating as a helpful FL classroom activity, implying an
affinity for a more traditional paradigm. Even more interestingly, it was
sometimes the very same learners who valued both types of activities. For
instance, one participant made the remark: ‘In my opinion talking is useful
to learn to speak nicely and translating is also important to build our
vocabulary.” More examples of this sort of pedagogic inconsistency in the
interview data are discussed below.

In sharing their views on what they felt worked well in the FL
classroom, respondents also offered criticism of what they had experienced.
According to one, ‘In Hungary sometimes practising grammar and doing
tests is taken more seriously than talking so people are afraid to talk and
they have problems with communication (however they might know the
grammar perfectly).” Two others were somewhat more blunt: ‘Unfortunately,
I didn’t have too good English teachers’ and °...at school the English
education wasn’t too good’.

Table 8. Useful classroom activities (N=44)

Talk/discussion 40
Translating 18
Activities
that work .
best in FL Group/pair work 17
classroom ) . . .
Review grammar exercises/multiple-choice 7
tests
Watch films and discuss them 3
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Writing 2
Listening 2
Games 2
Other 4

Thus the questionnaire reveals primarily quantitative data about the
learners as a group, though this is also rounded out by individual
qualitative information; the interviews, on the other hand, uncover mainly
qualitative data.

4.1.3.2. Results from the interview

Learner responses to the interview questions fell into a number of
categories. The most salient points could be divided into three groups:
Learning form; Classroom management; and Reflections on the TBLT
experience. What follows is a report on the interview findings within those
three areas.

Learning form
The learners generally described a learning experience in which
grammatical forms and correctness were in the forefront. Some thought
that this represented an important foundation to language learning, while
others found it dry and unmotivating. One learner, Attila, went so far as to
say it had done him no good at all. When asked if he felt that he had been
well prepared by classroom instruction in Hungary for a year in Australia
with his family when he was 17, he answered, ‘No, I wasn’t. I couldn’t
speak a word, literally, so I couldn’t understand what they were saying and
[it] just was confusing’ (see Appendix D, data file 4, 1. 21-22). Perhaps it
was a matter of an insufficient number of classroom hours before his
Australian sojourn. How much classroom instruction had he had? His
response was clear. ‘A lot! I started in Year 3 and finished in Year 11 here
and literally couldn’t communicate at all, so it was really hard” (Appendix
D, data file 4, 11. 25-26).

The learners generally reported that teachers used a focus on forms
approach that assumed an incremental mastery of successive forms. Albert
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explained, ‘When we learned a new tense, we came to know everything
about it. So I think it’s OK because for me I like to learn everything about
that tense and I like to know how to use it properly’ (Appendix D, data file
2, 1. 69-71). This comment speaks volumes. Learners schooled in the
classical humanist tradition, in which great stock is placed in a
demonstrated knowledge of esteemed facts, tend to value such an exercise
highly. It suggests completion, closure and a readiness to move on to the
next level. (This tradition is discussed in greater detail in Section 4.4.)
Similarly, Zsoka, a secondary school teacher assured me at a Budapest
conference recently, ‘Well, of course, my ninth graders know the present
perfect now. We covered it last month.” This reflects a common view in
this educational context that once material has been taught, it is known —
or had better be.

Closely tied to this notion of mastery is a near intolerance of errors on
the part of many teachers and an attendant dread on the part of learners
that goes well beyond a natural need to save face. Alexandra speculated
about learner anxiety in the following terms (see Appendix D, data file 6,
11. 143148, 151-152):

When we start to learn a language, we have to learn a lot of rules and we have
tests, and when we make a mistake, just a little mistake, they [teachers] don’t
want to help us in this way, so they don’t correct it but give a mark 1 if you
don’t know something. It’s so frustrating when somebody tells you this is not
good and this is not good and this is not good.... It makes us nervous and
anxious not to make a mistake....

The learners also reported certain other approaches to grammar
teaching in which form takes precedence over meaning. For instance,
Albert described a German class in which short dialogues were memorized
and recited in class as an aid to learning and improving grammar in
German or in other languages (Appendix D, data file 2, 1. 55-60):

It was just to learn how German grammar works, so it was like Anna ist eine
[sic!] ungarisches Mddchen. 1t was the first sentence we had to learn, and
everyone knew it because we had to memorize it. And it was good because we
remembered ... that sentence. If you forget [how to say] ‘Hungarian’, [you
realise,] oh, it’s ungarisches and we knew that from the sentence. So it was
good in that way....

Clearly, Albert felt this technique had been successful — although he is
the same student quoted in the report on the questionnaire findings as
having ‘forgotten almost everything’ in German after having taken it for
nine years. Likewise, another student described class work with fill-in-the-
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gap practice grammar tests as an effective way to improve grammar.
Indeed, the view that succeeding on a written grammar test — commonly a
context-free, discrete-item, multiple-choice test — signifies language
learning success was commonly held among the respondents. Translation
exercises were also considered to be an effective way of improving
language proficiency. This understanding hearkens back to Nikolov’s
(2008) study, in which ten out of 30 teachers observed in Hungarian
classrooms engaged in such practices as translation as a means of
teaching, practices which Nikolov has characterised as being less than
optimal (while another 12 out of 30 only relied on translation and
comparable practices sometimes).

In contrast, another student spoke of immersion French lessons in
which forms were covered as problems arose in communication, usually
through speaking. He described a very motivating and creative classroom
atmosphere. His account differed from those of most of the others.

Classroom management

The learners by and large described a teacher-fronted style of classroom
management. The teacher typically interacts with the students by asking
them questions, which are primarily of the display type, in which a simple
demonstration of previously taught knowledge is required. Conversely,
after a detailed explanation, a teacher might ask, ‘Is that clear?’, typically
eliciting a face-saving silence.

As for the methodological formats their teachers used, the respondents
offered a range of observations. For example, as Albert recalled, ‘We
rather worked individually. We got a task, we had to do it, and we spoke
about it, [but] I don’t remember that we did anything like this [pair work
or group work]” (Appendix D, data file 2, 1. 65-66). In referring to an
individually completed task that the class ‘had to do’, this student calls to
mind the findings on unmotivating classwork fastidiously micromanaged
by the teacher reported earlier (in Section 4.1.1.1).

Péter remembered his experience as follows (Appendix D, data file 5,
1l. 18-22):

We did group work ... more or less when we prepared for a final exam or a
language exam, for example, we were working in groups for [speaking exam]
practice, but sometimes we didn’t work in groups because it wasn’t needed.

This comment points to the power of the washback effect. In this
context, providing students opportunities to practise speaking in pair or
group work generally does not take precedence over other, more teacher-
controlled methods — unless an upcoming proficiency exam calls for it.
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As Attila put it, ‘I can’t think of any good activities that we did. Maybe
in the first five minutes of the class, where we would have a bit of a chat
with the teacher’ (Appendix D, data file 4, 1. 111-113). Here too little has
been done to inspire or activate this learner in the classroom, and the little
spoken interaction that did occur there seemed to be no more than a warm-
up centred on the teacher.

Alexandra offered this pithy remark: ‘Teacher talks and student listens
and you do work at home’ (Appendix D, data file 6, 11. 22-23). This
touches on no fewer than three characteristic elements of this educational
system: (1) the centrality of the teacher’s role in classroom activity to the
near exclusion of all other options (discussed previously); (2) the passivity
of the learner — indeed, tellingly, the word for student in Hungarian is
hallgato, from the verb hallgat, meaning ‘listen, pay attention, stay quiet’;
and (3) the primacy of homework — and no small amount of it at that —
even from the early lower primary years.

In contrast, several learners had been familiarized with independent
classwork. For instance, Anett described her experience with one
secondary school EFL teacher (Appendix D, data file 3, 11. 4042, 45-46,
49, 55-56):

We were given a topic and then we had to give our opinion, but in bigger
groups — I don’t know why, but it was always in bigger groups of four or five.
.. we had to talk about the topic and then we had to tell everyone what our

opinion is. ... for example, women’s role in society. ... And those were
motivating, I think, because everyone has a strong opinion on those kinds of
topics.

Reflections on the speaking tasks

Both in class and in the interviews, the learners by and large responded
favourably to the two sessions they had participated in. Clearly, there
could have been any of a number of reasons for this. Perhaps the sessions
represented no more than an enjoyable novelty. Possibly, the learners were
assuming that a positive response was the preferred one and wanted to
please their teacher—interviewer. Or, maybe, as many of them had
expressed a preference for speaking over other aspects of language
instruction or practice, it was natural that they would favour a speaking-
centred lesson over, say, one on writing.

The fact that they specified what they liked about the classes, and the
speaking tasks in particular, suggests that one can take their responses at
face value. In the main, they were stimulated by a good argument, by the
need to convince others of their view, by what they perceived to be the
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quirky, but ultimately real-world quality of the tasks, and by the challenge
of being forced to arrive at a difficult decision.

For example, Albert’s comment was typical of the positive reactions,
though his impressions might also have been coloured by previous
classroom experiences (Appendix D, data file 2, 11. 142—146):

Well, it was good for speaking because we could argue ... and we had many
options ... but I had always a strange feeling about working in groups because
my experience, especially in the grammar school, was that everyone started to
speak in Hungarian, OK, what did you see on TV last week? We didn’t do the
task properly.

Naturally, such a failure in group or pair work could have been due to
the task design or task implementation or both — or, indeed, the activities
in question might not even have met the criteria for a task at all — all points
which Albert freely conceded.

None of the learners raised the common objection of two native
speakers of one language perhaps finding it absurd to communicate in a
language which is foreign to both of them. This may owe much to the
design of the tasks. One naturally loses oneself in the work of completing
them and forgets one’s inhibitions. However, several learners expressed
the concern of two Hungarians not necessarily noticing each other’s errors
and certainly not correcting them if they were noticed. For such learners,
feedback must be immediate.

A complaint that a number of learners voiced was that their partner
was unwilling to talk and that the conversation was therefore one-sided.
Such reticence is not uncommon among Hungarians, and it surely cannot
be helped — and may even be promoted — by the common teacher pre-
occupation with errors noted above.

4.1.4. Discussion

The results of this part of the study appear to present a somewhat grimmer
picture of FL teaching in Hungary than the findings of Nikolov and her
colleagues. These learners seemed to have experienced less meaning-
focused, learning-centred, holistic, real-world pedagogy than those
researchers identified in their studies. This could be because arguably
successful FL learners such as the ones in this study who have personal
knowledge of several kinds of teaching techniques with several different
teachers are willing or able to speak more critically about their language
learning. It might well be the nature of young adults at university to speak
critically. (One would certainly hope so — though critical thinking and
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speaking skills are neither required nor encouraged in many quarters of
Hungarian higher education.) Or perhaps it is because the interview
questions seemed to encourage criticism of what most of them had
generally encountered in the classroom in the past.

Overall, the learners seemed positively disposed towards TBLT,
despite FL learning histories typically marked by the kinds of teacher-
fronted, grammar- and translation-oriented classroom environments
Nikolov and her colleagues described. Although some of the learners
expressed a preference for such practices as translation, form-dominated
exercises and text memorization, they also saw the pedagogic benefits of a
task-based paradigm. Indeed, it would seem that these learners’ scripts are
still being written or perhaps re-written, a possibility that certainly bodes
well for the potential success of principled, empirically backed classroom
practices that might as yet be unfamiliar to them.

A learner’s script is closely linked to a learner’s beliefs. After all, if a
learner expects certain things to happen in the FL classroom, they
presumably also believe that they will work. Alternatively, they might
simply have been conditioned to expect boring, unproductive classes. In
Vygotskian theory, their socially and institutionally defined motives guide
their thoughts and actions. At this point, let us recall Bernat and
Gvozdenko’s (2005) observation that learners’ views about language
learning may well affect their motivation and their experiences and
behaviours in the classroom and that these views could thus hinder or
boost their language learning success. If the learners in this study
generally both understand and accept TBLT, then this would presumably
suggest potential success with this paradigm. Hearkening back to
Abraham and Vann’s (1987) suggestion that learner beliefs might affect
specific learning outcomes, one is again heartened by the quantifiable
potential for a teaching technique in which learners actually have a certain
amount of faith. Certainly, this also highlights the importance of not only
teaching learners, but also training them to grasp the rationale behind a
new teaching technique like TBLT.

Finally, to the extent that many of these learners still held fast to some
of their cherished beliefs based on their own experience, as observed
above, it is entirely possible that with more exposure to TBLT, they might
have embraced the paradigm more fully. I also realise that only one out of
the nine questions, No. 9, dealt explicitly with TBLT and that this might
have coloured the learners’ sense of how important the researcher felt it
was. Although other questions hinted at TBLT fundamentals — e.g. No. 4
asked about group and pair work, No. 5 about learner responsibility, and
Nos. 6 and 7 about needs analysis and tailor-made instruction — learners
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who are new to this paradigm could not have been expected to spot this.
Even if they might well have caught the whiff of pedagogic novelty in
those questions, a more explicit reference to TBLT might have elicited
more support, as indeed TBLT-specific follow-up questions might have
painted a different, more favourable picture. My rationale in formulating
most of the questions in this implicit way was that | wished to steer clear
of unduly suggesting to the learners that they should speak approvingly of
TBLT, i.e. I was hoping to avoid ‘leading the witness’.

4.1.5. Conclusion

The findings from this part of the study may have implications for top-
down or bottom-up innovation in language teaching as well as for pre-
service and in-service teacher education. If effective, principled teaching
practices are to be adopted in the classroom, it starts with making clear to
both prospective and current teachers what their own beliefs are about
learning and teaching — beliefs that were set long before they entered their
first methodology class — and to encourage them to elaborate a principled
set of teaching techniques to replace the intuitive sense of what they think
works in the classroom, a sense that so many teachers have developed
long ago largely based on their own ‘apprenticeship of observation’. This
will make for more effective teaching and, presumably, more motivated
teachers — this being key because, ultimately, only motivated teachers can
motivate.

The findings also suggest that learners’ scripts and language learning
beliefs may not necessarily be carved in stone. A learner may well be open
even to a teaching paradigm to which they have only recently been
exposed if it appears to work and if the rationale behind it is made clear.

Indeed, this part of the study has described a general openness to
TBLT among a particular population of language learners: this, despite
language learning histories that bespeak beliefs that may be at odds with
TBLT principles. Certainly, cognitive dissonance would appear to be at
work in the mind of a learner who sees two largely contradictory language
learning paradigms as somehow compatible. Perhaps the contradiction lies
in the superficiality with which any layperson might approach a
specialized field like language pedagogy. At any rate, the openness these
learners demonstrate suggests the possibility of a paradigm shift in
language teaching in their context.

However, one wonders if the learners’ script that suggests a certain
reliance on tools like translation and an incremental approach to teaching
form should lead one to conclude that a task-supported programme (see
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Miiller-Hartmann & Schocker-von Ditfurth, 2011; Samuda & Bygate,
2008) should be implemented to ease learners and teachers into a sort of
merger between the more familiar and the arguably more effective or if a
bolder application of core task-based language learning and teaching (as in
Flanders, see Van den Branden, 20006) is in order to afford learners and
teachers an opportunity to develop a new script.

Finally, within an institutional context such as this one, that of learners
developing their L2 through content, the benefits of content-based
instruction (CBI) certainly bear mentioning. With its focus on relevant
class material, learner engagement, hands-on learning, flexibility and
adaptability, CBI shares a number of attributes with TBLT. Thus, learner
openness to TBLT would also suggest openness to CBI as well.

This section has demonstrated the link between learners’ motives in a
particular language learning environment and the complex beliefs they
have formed as products of that environment. The next section explores
how these same motives inform their choices in contributing to task-based
spoken interaction.

4.2. (Re-)shaping the task: Learner unpredictability in
speaking task performance

It has been nearly 30 years since Breen ([1987b] 2009, p. 334) made the
crucial distinction between ‘task-as-workplan’ and ‘task-in-process’ and
the observation that ‘any language learning task will be reinterpreted by a
learner in his or her own terms’. Still, in that time, research on task
performance has shown little vigour in responding to the challenge these
points offer. Instead, as noted previously, much research on tasks has been
conducted from a (laboratory-based) psycholinguistic perspective, which,
while useful for a better grasp of the cognitive processes involved in
language learning, tends to focus on the learner as a data processor.

In contrast, sociocultural research on tasks — particularly the
classroom-based kind — has provided opportunities for more nuanced
understandings of the diversity of learners’ task performance. It is in this
vein that this part of the study analyses the task-based spoken interaction
of Hungarian students in the first year of an English/American Studies
Bachelor’s course and explores the unpredictable variety of approaches
they take to meeting the demands of the task. This part is informed by
three specific, complementary research perspectives: that of the language
learning task and activity theory, discussed in Chapter Two, and
classroom-based research, discussed in Chapter Three. It seeks an answer
to the third of the six research questions listed in Chapters One and Three:
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RQ3: In what ways do these learners contribute to the implementation
of speaking tasks in the classroom?

It is anticipated that the findings will have implications for task
development, lesson planning, and teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of
classroom power relations.

In what follows, I point to the three perspectives that inform this
portion of the study. I review relevant studies that have gone before. I then
discuss my own research and findings and conclude with thoughts on the
implications of such work.

4.2.1. Relevant studies

Though not abundant, a number of studies have been conducted on the
role the learner plays in (re-)shaping the task. Several studies are covered
here with a particular focus on Kumaravadivelu (1991) and categories he
has proffered toward a clearer understanding of the gap between what
teachers intend and how learners interpret the task at hand. Like the
interaction studies discussed earlier (Section 2.2.3), this research generally
focuses on post-puberty learners, not children, and thus researchers and
practitioners with a primary interest in younger learners should bear this in
mind when considering the results for their own contexts.

4.2.1.1. Learner contributions

Allwright (1983) has made the important distinction between the ‘syllabus
as plan’ and the ‘syllabus as reality’. In her study of classroom interaction,
Slimani (1992, p. 209) has defined the former as ‘a syllabus which
attempts to predict what is likely to be learned from a planned learning
event’ and the latter as ‘what actually happens in the midst of interactive
work done by the participants’. She has concluded that ongoing interaction
work creates a diversity of learning opportunities, which are formed (a)
from the teacher’s plan, (b) as a by-product of the teacher’s plan, and (c)
perhaps as a by-product of classroom interaction — independent of the
teacher’s plan. Indeed, Corder (1977, p. 2) has described lessons as ‘co-
productions’ and ‘socially constructed events’ brought about by the
‘cooperative enterprise’ of both parties, where it is not merely what
learners do in interaction that may come as a surprise to the teacher, but
also what they take away from it. These points are fundamental to our
understanding that what teachers — and materials developers — envisage for
learners may not be what learners actually do in the classroom. A number
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of studies have explored the contributions that learners make to the task as
they plan and perform it.

As noted above, in his seminal study, Breen ([1987b] 2009)
distinguished between the ‘task-as-workplan’ and the ‘task-in-process’. He
found a disparity between what learners derive from a task and what
teachers — and task designers — intend the task to achieve. As he observed,
‘Learners are capable of playing havoc with the most carefully designed
and much-used task’ (p. 333). However, beyond simply tolerating this, he
pointed out, teachers must see that diverse outcomes are exactly what
tasks were designed to generate. Coughlin and Duff (1994) demonstrated
how the task-as-workplan is interpreted and re-shaped by learners in actual
performance. In a similar paper, Murphy (2003) has pointed out that
learner contributions increase the authenticity of the task by reflecting
learners’ personalities and interests and by potentially boosting learner
satisfaction and motivation. In her study, Slimani-Rolls (2005) has
stressed the importance of ‘learner idiosyncrasy’ over commonality in
dyadic task performance and the inclusion of learners in a more thorough
understanding of classroom life. In her study of learner task adaptation,
Gourlay (2005, p. 209) has pointed out that a task cannot be understood as
a ‘static entity’ and that we must also take active learner decision-making
into consideration as well as the nature of the classroom process. She has
observed that individual learners may interpret the task differently and
thus use different language to interpret it, a situation that could stem from
misinterpretation, but also from a deliberate strategy. Gourlay (2005, p.
215) has therefore suggested that an ‘implicit procedural negotiation’
between learners and teacher could represent a more constructive way of
viewing learner task adaptation, thus suggesting ‘a more fluid conception
of “the task” in which the students’ active choice of enactment determines
exactly which skills and focus it will allow them to practise’. Finally, just
as Breen has urged teachers to embrace a diversity of outcomes in
learners’ task performance, she too has encouraged teachers to see learner
task adaptation ‘as a sign of success in terms of learner—teacher
negotiation, not a failure in teacher instruction-giving or learner
comprehension’ (Gourlay, 2005, p. 216). Alternatively, Samuda and
Bygate (2008) have pointed out that the disparity between what it is hoped
that learners will do with tasks and what they actually do may provide
insights into possible improvements in task design, alternative ways of
using tasks, and ways of briefing learners on task implementation in
future.
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4.2.1.2. A tentative taxonomy of sources of mismatch

Along the lines of the studies described above, Kumaravadivelu conducted
a small-scale study (1991) that investigated potential sources of mismatch
between teacher intention and learner interpretation in classroom task
performance. He found that ‘learner strategies and learning processes
shape the final learning outcome in ways not fully determined’ (p. 98) — an
observation that still holds true today. This is particularly significant in
task-based pedagogy because teacher and learner enjoy far greater
autonomy than they do with conventional syllabuses that use linguistic
items as building blocks, and thus the ways in which this autonomy
manifests itself must be better understood in terms of its effect on

language learning.

In this study, Kumaravadivelu collected data on learners’ speaking task
performance and created a tentative taxonomy of ten sources of mismatch,

which is outlined in

the figure below.

Table 9. Ten sources of mismatch in task performance (Kumaravadivelu,

1991, pp. 101-106)

Type Source Example
Mental processes or | Learner does not see how a
Cognitive understanding of home made of wood would be
the world of additional value
Skl} Is through Learner has difficulty
Lo which learners .
Communicative explaining a concept because a
exchange . .
. . word is lacking
information
Syntactic, semantlc, Teacher does not anticipate
L and pragmatic .
Linguistic that learner may be unfamiliar
knowledge of the . o
with a common abbreviation
target language
Teacher/learner Teachers and learners differ on
Pedagogic perceptions of task | task purpose, i.e. what is being
objective(s) learned or practised
What learners do to | Teacher envisages long
Strategic learn and to regulate | discussion, while learners take
learning short cut to conclude quickly
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Prior knowledge of | Learner cannot see why
Cultural relevant target anyone would rent something
cultural norms as personal as a wedding dress
Measures used by Learner and teacher are at
. learners to monitor | cross purposes as learner
Evaluative
own language attempts to check
learning understanding of grammar rule
Paths chosen by Learner explains how to solve
Procedural learner to solve problem instead of providing
problem actual solution
. Underst.andlng of Learner misunderstands key
Instructional instructions for o .
. word in instructions
performing the task
Learners’ attitude to
nature of L2 .
lea;lnin Jteachin Teacher and learner disagree
Attitudinal & & on word use; learner finally
classroom culture, :
defers to teacher as authority
and teacher-learner
relationship

Kumaravadivelu (1991) stresses that these categories are neither
exhaustive nor mutually exclusive. While most of these categories are
clear, the difference between the strategic and procedural sources of
mismatch perhaps requires some clarification. Kumaravadivelu (1991)
contrasts the procedural, which involves ‘locally-specified, currently-
identified, bottom-up tactics which seek an immediate resolution to a
specific problem’ (p. 104), with the strategic, which ‘pertains to broad-
based, higher-level, top-down strategy which seeks an overall solution in a
general language-learning situation’ (pp. 104-105). The distinction
becomes important when one replicates the original study.

4.2.2. The study

This part of the study explores how the 57 learners described previously
contribute to a speaking task in a range of ways in line with Breen’s
important point about the change a task may undergo from the point it is
designed to when it is implemented in the classroom to when it is actually
performed by learners there. The task being implemented in this case (and
described in Chapter Three) is called ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’; it has
learners review a list of several less-than-perfect candidates to arrive at the
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difficult decision of which of them should inherit a fortune left behind by
a recently deceased millionaire who neglected to write a will. (The three
samples below are taken from learners performing this task.) The purpose
of the task — at least for the task designer and teacher — is for learners to
argue for their own choice and against those of others so that they
converge on a single candidate. Indeed, the learners were briefed
accordingly in class. However, as this part of the study shows, learners
may have different plans.

4.2.3. Results and discussion

Many of Kumaravadivelu’s (1991) mismatch types could be identified in
the speaking data in this part of the study — though, interestingly, some
could not be (as I will discuss further below). In sample 1 below (which
can be found in context in Appendix E, data file 3, 1. 50-63), the learners
in the dyad are uncertain about the best candidate to inherit Lord
Moulton’s millions (a task briefly described in Section 3.6.3 and found in
its entirety in Appendix B) and end up arriving at their decision with an
unexpected twist. They have managed to short-list two candidates and
seem a bit too eager to draw the discussion to a close.

Sample 1: When cons become pros

Tim Brodie and Miss Langland.

Miss Langland is 40 years old. She can still go work.

Maybe they can half the money.

The others think Miss Langland have enough.

I think it’s important to help young men to study and I vote for
Tim Brodie.

He can change and be honest....

Lots of girlfriends, it’s a good thing, I think. I want lots of
girlfriends.

Yeh, yeh, he can support study to go abroad

He wants to

And maybe he will change the world one day

Tim Brodie won.

Tim Brodie’s the winner.

Yeh.

bl oalill eulibe

=

bl ol bl e

In the task-as-workplan that J and L are working with, Ur (1981, pp.
76-77) has listed some of Tim Brodie’s pros and cons as follows: ‘An
attractive and popular young man, drives a motorbike much too fast, lots

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Learner Expectations, Learner Interactions 95

of girlfriends, not very honest’ (emphasis added). Here, having a large
number of girlfriends is clearly presented as one of a litany of cons, one
which this pair have already understood as such (earlier in the discussion)
and have made light of as such. However, at this point, having been
influenced by a decision made by a neighbouring dyad, J and L have
turned this con into a pro so as to justify selecting the candidate. They
have even added further justifications a posteriori (Tim Brodie’s being
able to study abroad and changing the world one day), all in an effort to
move along to the end of the task as they interpret it. Thus, these learners
have ultimately implemented the task in a way that the task designer
would presumably not have envisaged. Certainly, it was not what their
teacher was expecting.

In the next sample (Appendix E, data file 2, 1. 1-10), the participants
have chosen to perform the decision-making task as if the text in front of
them were not actually there, as if they had come to know the facts
through an imaginary grapevine and were discussing the matter naturally
over tea.

Sample 2: The tea party

A: So [Vera], have you heard about the death of Lord Moulton?

V: Yes I heard about it.

A: It’s so sad. And I heard that he had a lot of money but he didn’t
leave a letter how—who to leave the money. What do you think?

A% I think Lady (inaudible) should got the money [A: Mmm]
because she is the only living relative of him. It’s very
important.

A: Yes, it is true, but I heard that they had a huge fight and they
haven’t talked in years. And I also heard that there is a boy
called Tim Brodie, who had a good relationship with Lord
Moulton and he paid for Tim Brodie’s education for one years
and ...

Rather than the teacher-anticipated discussion aimed at reaching a
decision, the task performance in sample 2 represents the sort of role play
the participants would have had experience with in previous language
learning and testing. It is the sort administered on Hungary’s Matura exam
in English and on other proficiency exams familiar in that country, such as
the ORIGO exam. This sample illustrates Vygotsky’s (1978, 1987) point,
noted in Chapter Two, that our learning is intermingled with motives
formed by our social and institutional experience.
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The sample also exemplifies the imaginative and creative activities
that are seen as facilitative of learning in Vygotskian theory. As Sullivan
(2000) has pointed out, ‘The role of play in the development of language
is viewed as one that creates a zone of proximal development in which the
child behaves “beyond his age, above his daily behaviour”™ (Vygotsky,
1978, p. 102). Similarly, Lantolf (1997, p. 32) has observed that playful
activities ‘seem to have a positive effect on the learners’ confidence to use
their second language’. Other learners that were observed likewise joked
and engaged in light banter.

Sample 2 is ultimately a relatively short dialogue. The participants
arrive at their final decision very quickly without appearing to consider all
the choices, as the task instructions have made clear that they should. This
thus represents a strategic mismatch in Kumaravadivelu’s taxonomy in so
far as the teacher imagined a discussion that considered all the points
available, while the learners chose to take a shorter route which better
suited their script.

Similarly, in sample 3 below (Appendix E, data file 5, 1. 1-15), one
learner applies his own strategy of meticulously reviewing each item in
the task, actually reading it aloud, taking notes, and categorizing each
candidate’s pros and cons.

Sample 3: Chairman of the Board

Z: OK first let’s check the pros and the cons. All right, with the
first. First one. Here’s (reads) ‘Lord Moulton’s widowed
cousin’. Well he’s eh oh no Lady. She’s a Lady (laughs), so a
relative to Lord Moulton. So that’s pro. (Writes it down as he
says it.) Related ... to ... this ... guy. All right oh she’s 66 years
old, she’s pretty old. I don’t know if it’s a pro or a con.
Probably she would like some...?
Well this is true. (Laughs) All right it would be a con. (Reads
on) ‘living alone in a small village in comfortable but not
luxurious circumstances’. Well I think that’s—that’s—that’s
common. No, you don’t have to be in—live in luxury, so that’s
no problem. Write it down. (Writes it down.) ‘The money
would enable her to hire a nurse..., travel, move into pleasanter
surroundings’. Well 1 would like to travel a lot and move to
pleasanter surroundings, but I don’t have such, I don’t know,
uncle, not, it’s cousin. So that’s a con.

N g

Here Z seems to take the lead, actually describing what he is doing as
if engaged in a think-aloud protocol. He uses lines from the text verbatim
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in his decision-making process as well as correcting his own language use
in the process. This facet of the discussion represents another strategic
mismatch; it is a rather one-sided discussion which both largely excludes
the other participant in this dyad and which only seems to lead to a
decision with M’s good-natured acquiescence in the end. Z’s effort to
work toward a decision largely on his own also strikes one as illustrative
of private speech (as described in Section 2.3.3). Further, this putative
failure to engage in the intended even-handed exchange may be seen as an
attitudinal mismatch inasmuch as the learner’s (Z’s) previous educational
experience seems to suggest to him that a speaking activity is meant to be
task-oriented, not goal-oriented, thus again pointing to the Vygotskian
notion of socially and institutionally defined motives guiding our learning.
As Slimani (1992, pp. 197-8) has put it, learners may have
‘preoccupations or goals on their personal agendas that they attempt to
clarify during interactive work’.

Other incidents of strategic mismatch from the data include the
following: learners listen in on other dyads instead of engaging in the task
at hand as if perhaps to trawl for ideas or strategies (as in sample 1 above);
one participant readily defers to the other to end the task as soon as
possible; and learners ask the teacher for the ‘right answer’ — indeed, this
is what they typically expect of the teacher in this context (as discussed in
Section 4.1.1.1). Beyond Z’s reading the text aloud, some learners
demonstrated an overdependence on the text, reading out long parts of it
instead of interacting naturalistically.

I also observed procedural mismatches, such as learners deciding on
more than the required single choice and learners adding one or more
conditions to the final choice. While these two examples may appear to be
failures on the level of arriving at no decision at all, in fact they represent
innovative ‘stated or unstated paths’ (Kumaravadivelu, 1991, p. 104) to
solving the problem at hand. While not entirely in keeping with the task
designer’s or teacher’s intention of the dyads selecting one and only one
candidate under the conditions given, they have in fact made a choice.

Other unexpected learner interpretations include marking time (‘I think
it’s been five minutes.”), an attitudinal mismatch that suggests task
orientation and an effort to make the teacher happy as opposed to
engaging in the task toward a goal. Other participants became side-tracked
in the discussion, and finally, one relatively tacit learner physically
pointed to the task sheet in making his point (‘She’s not as old as this
one.”), a metalinguistic tactic that may suggest a reluctance to speak. (This
learner’s tacit tendency was certainly not discouraged by being in the
same dyad with a highly dominant interlocutor — the lesson for the teacher
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perhaps being that dissimilar personality types should not be assigned to
the same pairs or groups.) Certainly, the learners may simply have
understood the task differently than the task designer or teacher had
intended — despite efforts on the parts of both to make their intentions
clear in the instructions provided.

Perhaps even more interestingly, some of Kumaravadivelu’s mismatch
types were not observed in the data. I experienced no cultural mismatches,
for example, a fact which may owe to the fact that Kumaravadivelu’s
learners represented a multilingual and multicultural group in an ESL class
in the US, while the learners in this study were all Hungarians in an EFL
class in their own country and the teacher was relatively familiar with both
cultures — and therefore able to anticipate any potential puzzlement. Thus
clashes of culture are relatively improbable in this context. Such
disconnects are also prevented because, as noted earlier, EFL teaching in
Hungary usually consists of instruction in the culture(s) of the Anglophone
world (as pointed out in the discussion of the choice of task type in
Chapter Three), and thus situations such as one Kumaravadivelu (1991)
described of a young Malaysian learner being at a loss as to why an
American would wish to rent a wedding dress as opposed to making it
herself and keeping it become far less likely in this context.

While the dyads displayed a range of mismatches, as illustrated above,
such mismatches were relatively uncommon in the data. This suggests that
the learners were generally able to implement the task as the task designer
and teacher had intended. They discussed the pros and cons of each
candidate and managed to arrive at a single choice, while allowing each
interlocutor a chance to participate.

4.2.4. Conclusion

According to Vygotsky (1978, 1987), and indeed as noted above, spoken
language is a key mediator in any learning. Specifically, as concluded by
the metastudies conducted by Keck et al. (2006) and Mackey and Goo
(2007) (noted previously), spoken interaction clearly aids in language
learning. This being the case, successful language teaching would
certainly involve ample speaking tasks that provide opportunities for
learners to interact. If we are to design and implement such tasks as
effectively as possible, then the field would certainly benefit from further
research on the wide range of learner interaction that naturally occurs in
task-based/task-supported language classrooms around the world.

Carried out in such a classroom setting, this part of the study has
explored some of the ways learners may surprise — and confound —
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teachers in the way they perform tasks, e.g. by creating their own playful
role-playing variation of the standard argument structure, as A and V did
in sample 2, and by dominating the interaction, as Z did in sample 3.
Kumaravadivelu (1991) pointed to the stress L2 pedagogy lays on how
learners and teachers perceive goals and events in the classroom, while it
deemphasizes the roles of the syllabus designer and materials producer —
thus expanding the possibilities for both misunderstanding and
miscommunication in the classroom. This holds no less true decades on. I
would agree with Kumaravadivelu (1991) that a clearer, more specific
understanding of potential sources of mismatch will (a) sensitize us as
teachers to what he aptly referred in the abstract for his paper as the
‘interpretive density’ of language learning tasks and (b) aid us in working
with learners to achieve desired learning outcomes in our classrooms.
After all, as Slimani has pointed out,

The discourse is not something prepared beforehand by the teacher and
simply implemented with the students. Instead, it is jointly constructed by
contributions from both parties so that learners are not just passively fed
from the instructor’s plan. (Slimani, 1992, p. 197)

I also wish to reiterate Kumaravadivelu’s (1991) point (above) about
the relative learner autonomy afforded by task performance. Such research
provides a deeper insight into the constructive possibilities of learner
autonomy. Given the wealth of evidence that relative autonomy leads to
superior results not only for language learners, but for all learners — as
indeed it does for their teachers and institutions as well — it is all the more
urgent to fully grasp the pedagogic importance of autonomy throughout
the educational enterprise.

This section has examined learners’ contributions to speaking task
performance vis-a-vis the socioculturally formed motives they bring with
them to the classroom. The following two sections will explore how these
same motives appear to prompt them to produce collaborative moves in
their interaction. The first section (4.3) covers the variety of such moves in
the task performance data, and the next (4.4) offers explanations as to why
the learners seem to prefer these to more halting negotiation moves.

4.3. Beyond the black box: A sociocultural exploration
of speaking task performance

Learning and communication are collaborative undertakings. That is the
fundamental understanding of this part of the study, which explores the
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‘constructivist’, or collaborative, processes (Samuda & Bygate, 2008) that
take place as the 57 participants described in Chapter Three engage in
spoken interaction in the classroom. This section points to earlier research
on negotiation for meaning (Long, 1981, 1996) and stresses the need to
explore and better understand learners’ constructivist processes. It points
to a sociocultural theory of mind (SCT) (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987), discussed
in greater detail in Chapter Two, as a theoretical framework within which
to more fully grasp these processes. It also presents new data that
illustrates the working of such processes in a particular sociocultural
context. It seeks an answer to the fourth of the six research questions listed
in Chapters One and Three:

RQ4: In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?

At this point, I wish to reiterate that the research referenced in this
study and, indeed, the new data presented here centre on interaction
between post-puberty learners, a point that may be particularly important
for those engaged in teaching younger learners with different expectations
and needs.

4.3.1. Negotiation for meaning

As discussed in detail in Chapter Two, negotiation for meaning (Long,
1981, 1996) has long been held to be at least conducive to classroom
language learning. This is an effort on the part of two or more
interlocutors to overcome a breakdown in their communication, e.g.
through confirmation checks and clarification requests. An example of a
clarification request would be as follows:

A: The door has hinges.
B: Hinges? I don’t know what that means.
A: Like hinges hold it together
B: Uhuh
(Pica, 1993, p. 440)

As also reported in Chapter Two, the concept of negotiation for
meaning is central to Long’s Interaction Hypothesis (Long, 1981, 1996),
which holds that learners acquire language forms as they attend to them in
solving a communication problem. Relevant investigations of negotiation
for meaning produced in talk involving learners (e.g. Gass & Varonis,
1985a; Long, 1981; Pica & Doughty, 1985; and Pica, Kanagy, & Falodun,
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1993) are credited for having provided a richer understanding of the role
of naturalistic talk in promoting language learning.

4.3.2. Beyond negotiation for meaning

More recently, Samuda and Bygate (2008) have observed that classroom
speaking produces a greater variety of moves than has been described
before, such as prompting, -eliciting, responding, questioning and
elaborating. They use the term ‘constructivist processes’ to cover ‘all those
processes whereby individuals work together to develop and clarify their
own and each other’s understandings, whether of background knowledge,
of previous and current situations or of their intentions’ (Samuda &
Bygate, 2008, p. 117). Studies have been conducted in this vein (Blake &
Zyzik, 2003; Donato, 1994; Foster & Ohta, 2005; Swain & Lapkin, 2000,
2001), but more work is called for to gain a clearer grasp of these
processes and their role in second language learning.

Unlike investigations into negotiation for meaning, which have
proceeded from a cognitivist view of language learning that focuses on the
mental processes involved and favours quantitative analyses of data,
studies of constructivist processes tend to start from a sociocultural
perspective that sees language development as a social process. As Foster
and Ohta have put it, ‘Language development can be studied by examining
distributed cognition — how a learner makes use of the L2 in interaction
with other people and artefacts’ (2005, p. 403). This approach involves
smaller data samples and thus endeavours ‘to preserve the human
experience and to avoid reductionism’ (Foster & Ohta, 2005, p. 403).

Ohta (2001) has referred to such processes as peer assistance, which
include directly requesting and receiving aid, continuing an utterance with
which one’s interlocutor has been having trouble, making suggestions,
offering and accepting corrections, and waiting for a partner to complete
an utterance. Foster and Ohta (2005, p. 414) have pointed out that
assistance offered and accepted ‘creates a discourse that is a joint
performance, something that can be seen as an important precursor of
individual production’. The Vygotskian concept of the zone of proximal
development (ZPD), introduced in Chapter Two, is used among
socioculturalists to understand how peer assistance is linked to language
development. Ohta has defined it as ‘the distance between the actual
developmental level as determined by individual linguistic production, and
the level of potential development as determined through language
produced collaboratively with a teacher or peer’ (2001, p. 9).
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Finally, such processes differ markedly from negotiation for meaning
in that, far from hinging on a breakdown or blockage in communication,
they preserve the flow of the conversation and save face for learners. This
promotes an atmosphere that is conducive to learning. In Chapter Two, I
discussed sociocultural theory (SCT) and its application and relevance to
learners’ task performance and how this approach differs from a cognitivist
paradigm.

4.3.3. Results and discussion

For this chapter, the spoken interaction data has been analysed from the
perspective of SCT. It is believed that this perspective can provide new
and nuanced understandings that can be beneficial to task-based
interaction research and to TBLT generally. This will include the central
SCT concepts of activity theory, mediation and the ZPD. This section also
explores the ‘constructivist’ interactional strategies used by the
participants.

Swain (2000) has made two key points about learners engaging in
collaborative dialogue. First, this ‘collective behaviour’ may be turned
into individual mental resources, i.e. they are creating individual
knowledge, and this ‘knowledge building ... collectively accomplished
may become a tool for their further individual use of their second
language’ (p. 104). Second, such dialogue draws attention to problems and
enables them to verbalize alternative solutions (Swain, 2000). In other
words, the verbalization provides an object for the speakers’ consideration
(Swain, 2000). Drawn from my data, the three samples below illustrate
this well with a peer offering assistance in the form of missing lexis and
her interlocutor accepting the offer toward the completion of his assertion.

Sample 4
P1:  Lord Moulton should have written a (pause) paper...
C: Yes he should write a will.
P2:  Yes.

Sample 5
R1: But the evidence could be fake. So an expert should be (pause)
J: hired
R2:  hired yes to prove that she is the daughter of late Lord Moulton.
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Sample 6

KI1: Yes, if 'm not sure that this charity will use my money for ...

B1: for good reasons

K2:  for good reasons then you know it’s sad because if — OK I don’t
know what its name is you know when 1% of your tax is for
charity — there were a charity for children with cancer and it
turned out that they spent the money for their...

B2:  Well that’s why I don’t like charity cases.

K3: Yes, that’s why I don’t want to give my money.

B3:  Yes, I must admit that you are right. But what about Lady
Searle?

K4:  1just can imagine her as hysterical or too much, you know.

In sample 4 (Appendix E, data file 10, 1. 42-44), C is helpfully aiding
P by providing the appropriate noun will, but in focusing on this word
does not attend sufficiently to verb form and thus says should write
instead of should have written, a form which P has produced accurately.
The two interlocutors here appear to be on a path of learning from each
other through this collaborative dialogue. As Swain (2000) has pointed
out, ‘Together their jointly constructed performance outstrips their
individual competencies’ (p. 111).

Additionally, in sample 6 (Appendix E, data file 1, 1l. 30-39), in
engaging in the task of discussing who should and should not inherit Lord
Moulton’s millions, K chooses to argue against the money going to a
dubiously run orphanage and, in so doing, draws on her strongly held
personal belief that donations intended for those who need it may well be
misused. K is clearly working hard to explain herself, and, as van Lier
(2000) described the efforts made by a learner in his own data, ‘there is a
personal investment in the information she constructs for her interlocutor’
(p. 250). This represents a particularly personal meaning-making and thus,
potentially, language learning.

Thus, in these three examples of peer assistance, participants in each
of the three dyads collaborate to construct meaning. (Sample 5 can be
found in context in Appendix E, data file 9, 1l. 40—42.) All three samples
illustrate a speaker hesitating on a particular lexical item as if searching
for the right one (in turns P1, R1 and K1). His interlocutor then volunteers
a suggestion (C1, J1 and B1), sensing a need for help. Indeed, Foster and
Ohta (2005, p. 422) have found that ‘hesitation may be seen as an indirect
request for assistance’.

That the initial speaker understands and accepts this suggestion is
indicated by the word ‘yes’ in the follow-up move (P2 and R2) in samples

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

104 Chapter Four

4 and 5 and, in samples 5 and 6, by the immediate use of the suggested
item (R2 and K2). Also, in these last two samples, the speaker, now
supplied with an appropriate lexical item by his interlocutor, is able to
forge ahead and finish making his point (R2 and K2). Such helpful
suggestions that serve to move the project forward abound in the data,
indicating that this is a common type of move among the participants.

Another recurring strategy can be found in B3 in sample 6. Prompts
such as But what about Lady Searle? suggest a concern about getting on
with the business at hand or an interest in one’s interlocutor’s opinion and
also serve to maintain the pace of the task towards arriving at the final
decision. Similar prompts from the data include What about local
orphanage?, So next, and simply Jane?, which suggests moving on to the
next candidate in question. These are examples of task management.

Certainly, as we saw in the previous part of the study, an important
part of meaning-filled conversation is play, a key element of learning for
Vygotsky (1978). Here too I refer to Sullivan (2000), who has drawn on
Vygotsky’s (1978) point that play in language learning, being a form of
creativity, enables children — and indeed any learner — to create a new
zone of proximal development. In sample 7 below (Appendix E, data file
1, 1. 17-26), play in the form of humorous exaggeration, strengthens the
conversational bond between the interlocutors and thus the possibility for
learning.

Sample 7

Bl: Yes, and when we arrive to town, maybe Tim Brodie should get
the money, but I don’t think so.

K1: Yes, because he’s (inaudible).

B2:  Yes, I don’t like him from his description [des-].

K2:  (laughing) Yes, why?

B3:  Not the kind of people I usually get on well with.

K3:  You mean the motorbikers?

B4: No, motorbike is not a problem. I have many friends from
school that usually motorbike. They crashed into a tree
sometimes, but it’s not a problem [K laughs].

Here, the two learners appear to have veered off task, yet the genuine
interest shown by B in K’s objection to Tim Brodie not being ‘the kind of
people 1 usually get on with’ and K’s amusement at B’s observations
represent mediators of learning. As Sullivan (2000) has pointed out, such
‘playful exchanges serve as tools that result in awareness of language
meaning and form’ (p. 123). As in the previous section, Lantolf’s (1997)
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observation that playful activities appear to build learner confidence in
using their L2 certainly applies here as well. While he was referring here
to individual play, this could certainly also apply to play in pairs or
groups.

In terms of interaction strategies, B and K are discussing a particular
candidate, whom neither appears to support as the final choice (see turns
B1 and K1), but, instead of dealing with the next candidate and moving
swiftly toward their final decision, they linger and engage in an exchange
that appears relevant on the surface but is ultimately off-task. In K2, the
speaker is amused and offers a continuer to encourage her interlocutor to
elaborate on his previous statement. Provided with a response, she then
makes what would appear to be a confirmation check (in K3) but could
just as well function as another continuer to signify that she is genuinely
interested in her interlocutor’s opinion. This reflects the point raised by
Foster and Ohta (2005) that we must delve beneath the surface form of a
negotiation move (such as a confirmation check) to ascertain pragmatic
function (such as expressing interest rather than confusion). Indeed, like
other dyads, B and K require no confirmation checks or clarification
requests because they seem to understand one another’s interlanguage.

Donato (1994) has reported on learners’ jointly scaffolding each
other’s talk in a variety of ways, including prompts, directions, reminders,
evaluations, corrections and other contributions in productive interactions,
examples of which also emerged in the speaking data in this study (e.g.
sample 6 above contains the prompt ‘But what about Lady Searle?” — with
a number of other learners in the data relying on similar ‘what about?’
prompts — and samples 8 to 10 below all contain corrections). Ohta (2001)
described learners taking risks and attempting new language forms and in
so doing creating a sense of movement and improvement for themselves.
In the diverse samples below, learners permit each other the space and
time to negotiate both meaning and form.

Sample 8
B1:  Well, who [wu:] do you think should get the money?
K1: Well, hard question. I think Miss Langland (pause) deserves the
money (pause) much more.
B2:  Yes, the most.
K2:  The most, thank you.
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Sample 9
T1: What about Miss Langland, the nurse who attended Lord
Moulton?
R: Oh, It can be because she likes work and she’s not too old and

she’s well already.

T2:  Yes, I suppose because she treated well Lord Moulton and he
was affectionate and loyal to him — she was affectionate and
loyal to him — in his last years. I guess she could be the one who
will get the money because she deserves it and yes she made—
she made some things to get it so it’s not just—it’s just a waste
of money, but it will go to—it will go to a person who works for
it. What about Tim Brodie?

Sample 10

A: The orphanage, it would [not] deserve it, as the text says the
money may find its way into the pockets of officials and not for
the orphans.

Bl: Yeh.

C: Yes, maybe, but if they keep the money for themselves, the
orphans get less and less money but [if] the orphanage get the
money the orphans can get more from it. Well, I say that not all
of the money. Maybe the officials are corrupt, but they will get
nothing if the money don’t—doesn’t go there.

B2: 1 see your point. You mean that even though the part of the
money will be the officials’, the orphans will get some as well.

Samples 8, 9 and 10 all illustrate either correction directed at one’s
interlocutor when it has been sensed that assistance is needed (e.g. because
of hesitation) or assistance directed at oneself (though it is certainly true
that the learners do not address all the lexico-grammatical errors in their
talk, e.g. in sample 10, C says ‘the orphanage get the money’ and B2 says
that ‘the part of the money will be the officials’’). In sample 8 (Appendix
E, data file 1, Il. 1-5), B provides K with the opportunity to complete her
thought, pauses and all, and then gently corrects B even as he agrees with
her point. In 9 (Appendix E, data file 11, 1l. 11-19), T is allowed to keep
the floor while he self-corrects (e.g. his pronoun use). In 10 too (T.
Williams, 2013, p. 11), C is permitted to complete a relatively long turn
and thus make a point, with which B agrees and which B validates further
by offering a confirmatory summary. These samples show the give and
take of a productive interaction with even uncertain interlocutors feeling
sufficiently safe to assert themselves and affording others the opportunity
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to do the same. As Samuda and Bygate (2008, p. 119) have pointed out,
the quality of jointly constructed talk depends on the interactive
involvement of the participants. Here we see that involvement entails
more than taking the floor and may include simply listening and gently
recasting an interlocutor’s inaccurately expressed utterance.

Sample 8 would appear to be an example of other-correction (in B2).
While the speaker’s utterance in K1 is perfectly clear, her pauses may
suggest uncertainty. The speaker’s reaction (in K2) to what her
interlocutor has offered seems to imply that this was indeed what she
would have wished to say and that the correction was therefore useful to
her.

However, participants typically caught and repaired their own errors.
Samples 9 and 10 both illustrate self-correction (in T2 in sample 9 as well
as in the last line of C in sample 10). The latter sample also provides an
example (in B2) of an interlocutor restating the previous speaker’s
utterance in part to demonstrate that he has grasped his point and perhaps
also to clarify the point for the benefit of a third participant. Self-
correction was quite common in the data, perhaps more than other-
correction, a fact that seems to reflect Foster and Ohta’s (2005)
observation that learners prefer to modify their own utterances. This could
be a matter of not wishing one’s interlocutor to lose face. Possible
explanations for this and similar tendencies are explored in Section 4.4.

In the final two samples below (Appendix E, data file 7, 1l. 27-31
(sample 11) and 1. 51-56 (sample 12)), each learner is stretching their
own boundaries to find the right lexis for their dialogic purposes.

Sample 11
K1:  Yeh that’s true, but then why would she got the million?
Gl: Idon’t know.
K2: [I don’t know.
G2: Maybe she could find a—a (pause) health care centre, I don’t
know.
K3: Oh.
Sample 12

KI1: Yes, maybe that lord will give the money to him because er he
paid the education, he loves that boy.

Gl: He’s the son of the gardener.

K2: OK, but maybe once in the future when he—he has the I-don’t-
know-what—the lehetdség—the possibility to learn—to study he
will become a good part of the society.
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As Swain (2000) has pointed out, such language-related episodes
(LREs) — the points in the interaction in which a lexico-grammatical item
becomes the focus of attention — ‘may be thought of as serving the
functions of external speech in the external speech stage’ (p. 110) within
the learning model explored by Talyzina and her colleagues. Swain (2000)
observes that, as each interlocutor speaks, ‘their “saying” is cognitive
activity and “what is said” is an outcome of that activity. Through saying
and reflecting on what is said, new knowledge is constructed’ (p. 111). I
would suggest this also holds true for a word or form that a learner already
‘knows’ — in the sense that they have encountered it before and thus feel it
is familiar — because it is only through regular application of knowledge
we have gained that we can internalize and sustain that knowledge.

In terms of interaction strategies, these two samples illustrate a form of
tacit cooperation that enables a speaker to resolve his own temporary
shortcoming. In both samples, a speaker is searching for a lexical item and
is given the space by their interlocutor to do so. This waiting for one’s
interlocutor is another example of peer assistance (Ohta, 2001) and can be
seen as tacit cooperation. Sample 12 also contains yet another example of
self-correction (in the last line of turn K2), where the speaker realises it is
study and not learn that is the more appropriate verb in the context of
higher education. Turn K2 also illustrates a word in one’s L1 triggering an
item in the L2. Uttering the Hungarian word /ehetdség aids the learner in
remembering an English-language equivalent within his interlanguage,
possibility. Although opportunity would have been the more appropriate
choice here, the learner’s existing lexis was reinforced as they called to
mind and made use of this rough and ready English-language equivalent.

Finally, the reader may have noted the unevenness of the learners’
speaking task performance in this study. As noted previously, these
learners were preparing for an upcoming C1 speaking exam, and yet many
of them do not appear to be exhibiting the fluency, accuracy or complexity
in their speaking that this would presuppose. As pointed to in Section 3.4,
there could be a number of reasons for this. Certainly, their language
learning experience has not included much practice with speaking or
writing. Recall Attila’s comment from Section 4.1 about his plunge into
Australian society after years of English language learning in Hungary: ‘I
couldn’t speak a word, literally, so I couldn’t understand what they were
saying and [it] just was confusing.” It is also possible that, since the
learners were aware that they were not being assessed and that the main
purpose of the task was to communicate their thoughts on the task, this
might have affected other aspects of their performance. Or maybe they
were not sufficiently challenged by the tasks and thus produced talk of a
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lower level. The question of why so many of these learners appear to be
falling far short of the C1 mark would certainly be worth exploring in
another study.

In sum, these extracts illustrate a range of processes: collaborative
dialogue, which creates a space to build individual knowledge and to
verbalize alternative solutions; personal investment, which stimulates
meaning-making; play, which builds confidence and strengthens interpersonal
bonds; joint scaffolding, which encourages risk-taking and experimentation
with new language forms; and strong participant involvement in various
forms, which promotes a relatively high quality of dialogue. Importantly,
as has been pointed out previously, these processes facilitate language
development (though it is not the purpose of this study to demonstrate
this). It is thus in providing opportunities for learners to participate in such
processes as often as possible that we aid them most effectively in
enhancing their own learning.

In addition, the data provides evidence of a variety of constructivist
processes, including continuers, co-construction, prompts, self- and other-
correction, and simply allowing the speaker to keep the floor. An analysis
of the data indicates that co-construction and self-correction were more
common than other-correction and other collaborative processes, a
tendency which is comparable to those of other studies. I also found very
little evidence of negotiation for meaning, as will be discussed in Section
4.4.

4.3.4. Conclusion

In this section, I have analysed the second language task performance of
young adult learners of English, whose first language is Hungarian. I have
moved beyond more established task-based research paradigms to explore
the data from a sociocultural perspective. The data I have collected and
presented is certainly not unlike that of other learners of English elsewhere
in the world, yet researchers and teachers familiar with Hungarian and
Hungarians will instantly recognise the unique composition, flow and even
content of the conversations. This manifests itself in a number of ways,
including characteristic lexico-grammatical errors (e.g. ‘has the

possibility’ (sample 12, K2), ‘arrive fo town’ (sample 7, B1) and ‘the part
of the money will be the officials’” (sample 10, B2)), pragmatic tendencies
(e.g. the repeated, self-effacing use of ‘I don’t know’ by the dyad in
sample 11) and local-knowledge references (e.g. the mention of a 1%
income tax deduction for charitable giving in Hungary that may not be
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entirely clear to the uninitiated but would certainly be familiar to a
listener/reader at home in this context (sample 6, K2)).

However, whether the data is familiar in a more universal or specific
sense, it is in appreciating the sociocultural nuances of the collaborative
efforts of our learners that we can hone our own intuition and skills in
researching, teaching, teacher training and materials development so that
we can ultimately provide learners with optimal opportunities, both
quantitatively and qualitatively, to engage in similar task performance and
thus enable them to build their knowledge. Indeed, when we move beyond
the black box, that is, beyond a construct of learners’ merely processing
lexico-grammatical items, we avail ourselves of the chance to more fully
understand the wealth of speaking processes in which learners engage as
they develop both collaboratively and individually. These are certainly
among the lessons I have taken home from analysing this data set.

As noted, this section has investigated the collaborative moves made
by learners in task-based interaction. The next, and final, portion of the
study seeks to understand the motives that lie behind such moves.

4.4. A dearth of communication breakdowns: ‘Can we
have a ... question?’

How do learners develop their L2? As discussed in Chapter Two, Long
(1981, 1983) has argued that L2 input and interaction lead to L2
development, for example, in performing speaking tasks in an ESL/EFL
classroom. He has also hypothesized that negotiation for meaning, which
takes place as learners attempt to achieve understanding during a
communication breakdown, plays a central role in this development; he
has supported his hypothesis through a metaanalysis of previous studies of
NS-NNS interaction (Long, 1996). Examples of negotiation for meaning
include comprehension checks, such as “You know what [ mean?’.

Subsequent studies have demonstrated a range of results with regard to
the prevalence of negotiation for meaning among particular sets of learners
(Eckerth, 2009; Foster, 1998; Gass, Mackey, & Ross-Feldman, 2005;
Harris, 2005; and others). This section reports on the final, classroom-based
part of the study in this chapter. Despite Long’s stress on the prevalence of
negotiation for meaning in spoken interaction, the learners in this study, in
line with those in some of the studies above (Eckerth, 2009; Foster, 1998;
and others), opted for different interactional strategies.

In fact, the qualitative data in this classroom portion of the study
suggests that, with rare exceptions, these learners tend to eschew
negotiation for meaning in favour of interactional strategies that are less
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confrontational, more face-saving, and, indeed, co-constructive. The
research explores the potential reasons behind this phenomenon.
Specifically, it seeks to answer the following research questions, the final
two of the six listed in Chapters One and Three:

RQS5: To what extent and why does learner interaction actually break
down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation?

RQ6: To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon in this
context, what might explain this phenomenon?

The findings may have implications for language learning, language
teaching, language assessment (and speaking assessment in particular),
and teacher training.

This section is structured as follows. Samples are provided from many
hours of transcribed data, first, of ‘constructivist’ moves (discussed in
Section 4.3), which were common in the learner data in this study, and,
second, of some of the very few negotiation moves that did occur. A
discussion follows of possible reasons behind the relative dearth of
negotiation moves in the data. These potential explanations focus on
learners in general and on these learners vis-a-vis their cultural milieu.

4.4.1. Results and discussion

As discussed in Section 4.3, the learners’ interactions were characterised
by collaborative processes. This point bears repeating before the analysis
shifts to moves that more closely resemble Long’s negotiation for
meaning. First, two further examples of learner collaboration: the first
sample illustrates self-correction; the second demonstrates both self-
correction and a continuer. (These two samples can be found in context in
Appendix E, data file 4, 1. 29-30 (sample 13) and 11. 25-27 (sample 14).)

Sample 13
K: ... it would be a highlight for her life, but I don’t know if she
use it well ... uses it well.
Sample 14
K: Erm in my view she doesn’t deserve that possibility because he
had er she had a mental breakdown and she’s not able to do this
task.
D: [Yeh, she’s

not so.... Yeh.
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As noted previously, self-correction was very common in the data,
more than other-correction, a fact that seems to reflect Foster and Ohta’s
(2005) observation that learners prefer to modify their own utterances. As
for D’s encouraging continuers in Sample 14, Foster and Ohta have
contended that such peer assistance creates ‘a supportive environment
which encourages L2 production’ (2005, p. 421).

A great deal more data illustrative of the constructivist processes
described above is discussed in detail in Section 4.3. The many instances
of such moves include collaborating, providing mutual assistance, creating
playfully, using humour, constructing knowledge together and engaging in
a host of other dynamics that facilitate language development. We have
seen many of these in the analysis so far. Importantly, these examples also
demonstrate a general tendency among these particular learners to eschew
negotiation for meaning.

The few examples of negotiation for meaning among the data were
rather unique. Sample 15 below (Appendix E, data file 12, 1l. 58-66)
involves uncertainty about the gender of a particular character in the task:

Sample 15

M:  (reading) Da-Daphne ... Braun ... 21 ... single ... and her
family ... or his? Is that a boy or a girl? (laughs) Daphne
Braun?
(laughing) I think he’s a—she’s girl.
(asking teacher) Can we have a ... question?
Daphne is a ... girl.

[...girl

A girl. Cool. [A laughs.] Good to know. Erm.
(reading) ... the daughter...
Yeh, the daughter (laughs).

EZERZEZ

Here M requests clarification from his interlocutor, A. Given the
uncertainty of her (otherwise correct) answer, they then both turn to the
teacher to repeat the clarification request. This breaking out of the bounds
of the learner interaction to check with the teacher as knowledgeable agent
is unusual in data I have seen elsewhere and, indeed, in this data set as
well. Certainly, the teacher as ultimate authority is a role with which
Hungarian learners would be particularly familiar in the largely classical
humanist education system in which they have been socialized (see the
discussion on educational value systems below). Toward the end of the
exchange, as A reads on to find that the answer to their question has been
right in front of them all along, their laughter is certainly one of slight
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embarrassment, but it is shared laughter, nonetheless. A camaraderie has
emerged that suggests the sort of encouraging environment conducive to
learning noted above. (The question of whether familiarity with a cultural
element like a personal name is an essential part of language learning or
not is debatable, but certainly these learners felt this was something they
needed to understand better to complete this speaking task.)

In sample 16 below (Appendix E, data file 13, 1. 133—143), when he
has a question about lexis, the speaker, N, immediately bypasses his
interlocutor, A, and turns to the teacher.

Sample 16
N: (reading) ‘generous’, ‘good friend’. That means that er she can
know his er ... not assistants, but er ... I don’t know what is er
erer ... (to teacher) Can I have a ... question?

T: Yes.

N: What is the zigyfél in English?

T: Er client.

N: Client. (Turns to his interlocutor) So—so she can know er her

clients to be more—more er better and, no not more better, better
and better, you see?

A: Yes yes.

N: She can find things that can help them...

In addition to this clarification check with the teacher, it bears
mentioning that, while N’s message might still not be entirely clear to A
(despite his efforts to make it so), A offers an encouraging continuer in
“Yes yes’ instead of asking for clarification. A appears to want the
conversation to continue toward its goal in the hope that all will be
sufficiently clear by the end (see the explanations offered by Foster and
Eckerth below).

Finally, in sample 17 below (Appendix E, data file 14, 1. 5-19), as B
and K engage in the shared work of determining the pros and cons of the
various candidates on the task sheet, B suddenly realises that he is at a loss
for a lexical item, and, instead of using a different word or asking the
teacher (as in the samples above), he asks his interlocutor, K — but he does
S0 in an unexpected manner:

Sample 17
B: ... according to this small article, he’s not really talented
person, so... er ...
K: Why do you say that?
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B: Because er the article mentions that he’s not—‘not of
outstanding natural ability’.

K: Uh-huh.

B: So maybe he’s not that kind of intellectual person who ... can

er finish, or who will, law school.

But if he’s hard-working, he can learn all these ...

(interrupting) ...he can — he can — he can learn all these things.
He must have worked to ... (whispers) Hogy mondjuk azt, hogy
eltartani? [How do you say ‘provide for’?]

Erm ... ahem.

...to make an appropriate ['& prow-] living for his family. And
he’s a taxi driver. And er taxi drivers should work in er — also in
the [3i:] morning and in the evening, so er I wonder how can he
do this.

w7

w7

One might call B’s question about a word a clarification request.
However, the fact that he has whispered it and asked his question in the L1
he shares with his interlocutor suggests a certain ‘under-the-radar’ quality.
This is just meant to be between the two of them. Even here where there
appears to be evidence of a negotiation move, an interactant seems to be
taking great pains to avoid a clear and obvious interruption of the
conversational flow — though, certainly, they knew the teacher-researcher
would be listening.

Thus, it becomes clear that the few negotiation moves these learners
may use are far outweighed by the range of constructivist processes they
tend to prefer instead. This stands in stark contrast to the data in so many
other studies. So now Can [ have [ask] a question? Why is there so little
sign of negotiation for meaning in this learner data?

4.4.2. Insights into the dearth of negotiation for meaning

This section explores a range of possible explanations as to why learners
would avoid breakdowns in communication in task-based interaction.
First, insights will be offered into learners generally, followed by a review
of factors relevant to learners’ motives in this cultural context in particular.
Importantly, as noted previously, these findings and observations focus on
post-puberty learners, not children, a distinction I wish to reiterate in
particular for peers who primarily deal with FL learning among children.
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4.4.2.1. Learners generally

In her groundbreaking study noted previously, Foster (1998) reported that
learners interacting in both dyads and small groups produced far less
negotiation for meaning that led to modified output than earlier studies
had found and less than had been assumed by SLA researchers and
theorists. The participants in her study were lower-intermediate learners of
English aged 17-41 (with an average age of 21) taking classes part-time at
a municipal college in Britain and representing a diversity of L1s.

Foster (1998) has offered compelling explanations as to why her
findings have run counter to those of other researchers. Her first point was
one of context. She observed that a great deal of the negotiation for
meaning research had been conducted in an ESL context at US
universities under laboratory conditions with volunteer participants who
had been loaned out by their teachers for the purpose of the experiment.
She questioned whether those findings could be extrapolated (a) for ESL
environments outside the United States, (b) for EFL settings elsewhere in
the world or (c) for normal classroom conditions.

With regard to the classroom conditions in her study, Foster (1998)
suggested that both the relative informality of the setting and the lack of a
strict requirement to complete the task prompted participants not to attend
to form very much. In Foster’s view, this would explain unanswered
signals of incomprehension. For example,

A:  ‘the sports field, swimming pool and equipment may be used free
of charge.’
B:  Free of charge? What is that?
C: (laughs) Yes.
A: sports day
(Foster, 1998, p. 15)

A: There is this one, this one, and after to camping site near
Oldfield.
B: Oldfield?
C:  Anyway, the best thing I think is er camping.
(Foster, 1998, p. 16)

Out of the 918 c-units analysed in Foster’s study, there were only 87
negotiation moves (Foster, 1998, p. 15). Of these, modified responses
were only made 20 times — and 13 of those were concentrated within three
particular dyads (Foster, 1998, p. 15). The examples above are typical of
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the negotiation moves in Foster’s study that fell by the wayside during
interaction, mostly in small groups, but also in dyads.

Another point raised by Foster is that of the differing effects of NS—
NNS dyads vs. NNS-NNS dyads with regard to communication
breakdowns. She referred to Pica et al. (1989) as observing that in the
former type, NNS partners might experience an unequal status with regard
to the language. Thus, they might feel that they were to blame for any
communication problem that has stood in the way of task completion and
that they are therefore responsible for making any repairs and for making
language more comprehensible. According to Foster (1998), however, no
such tendency was in evidence in her study. Indeed, I would suggest that
in such a scenario, the NNS partner might feel motivated to downplay the
relative shortcomings between themselves and their NS interlocutor, not
highlight them by making repairs.

With regard to NNS-NNS dyads/small groups, Foster (1998, p. 17)
referred to Gass and Varonis (1985) as observing that they have a mutual
responsibility for communication breakdowns because both speaker and
interlocutor(s) are mutually incompetent in the language and thus would
both/all feel prompted to negotiate meaning. However, according to Foster
(1998), in such a situation, NNSs might rather feel discouraged from the
challenging and possibly frustrating job of modifying their lexis,
morphology or syntax to render it more comprehensible. Similarly, Foster
(1998) has pointed out, a NNS speaker who has concluded that their NNS
interlocutor is responsible for a communication breakdown might not feel
the need to hazard a repair. Similar to my comment above, I would add
that a NNS who had come to see their NNS interlocutor as more proficient
would be more likely to press on instead of stressing their weaknesses
relative to their more proficient interlocutor. Furthermore, a momentary
lapse in total comprehensibility might be glossed over by both NNSs in
the interests of keeping the conversation moving along and thus saving
face for one or the other — or both of them, in what I call a ‘conspiracy of
solidarity’ among learners — particularly in the shadow of the teacher—
researcher hovering nearby.

Foster (1998) also suggested that holding up an interaction whenever
there is a problem utterance and going to great lengths to repair it simply
make the task frustratingly slow. Likewise, according to Foster (1998),
making it clear to others that one has not managed to understand them
tends to make one feel and look incompetent. Aston (1986) observed that
speaking tasks designed to prompt a great deal of negotiation for meaning
could well demotivate and discourage learners in that it makes them feel
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unsuccessful and incompetent. Further, Pica (1994) has admitted that one
too many clarification requests can be ‘downright annoying’.

In contrast, Foster (1998) has suggested, learners may use a different
communicative strategy when they encounter a gap in understanding:
‘pretend to understand and hope a future utterance will cast light on your
darkness’ (p. 18). This way, Foster (1998) has pointed out, a learner will
continue to feel they are playing a part in the interaction even if their
knowledge is not complete and their contribution is limited; they will
continue to experience a sense of accomplishment.

Foster (1998) has explained her findings in part as the outcome of
certain learners’ adapting a strategy that ‘could reduce some information
exchange tasks to a format whereby the side holding the information need
only answer yes or no to the informed guesses of the other side’ (p. 11).
From my own experience, the interlocutors of such speakers appear to be
quick to pick up on such strategies and enable their partners accordingly.

Thus, with only 87 out of 918 c-units representing signals of problems
in understanding in Foster’s study (1998), it seems clear that some learners
prefer the ‘pretend and hope’ rather than the ‘check and clarify’ strategy (p.
19). As Foster (1998) has put it, ‘learners appear to choose not to negotiate
for meaning’ (p. 20), and has concluded that we teachers/researchers should
not attempt to make them do so.

In a study replicating Foster’s research (1998), Eckerth (2009) added a
stimulated recall protocol to the original design to record learners’
accounts of their own performance. His participants were similar in many
ways to those in Foster’s study: they were at the lower-intermediate level,
they represented a similar diversity of L1s, and their age ranged from 20 to
42 years (with an average of 23). However, while Foster’s participants
were ESL students in Britain, those in Eckerth’s study were learning L2
German at university in Germany. Eckerth’s findings confirmed many of
Foster’s (1998) assumptions about why many learners eschew negotiation
for meaning, for example, that ‘learners will put up with partial
understanding in order to keep the task interaction moving forward’ and
‘how learners will smooth over the bumps rather than make explicit their
lack of complete understanding’ (Foster’s comments following Eckerth,
2009, p. 130). Eckerth (2009) also observed many of the same results, for
example, interactants’ adapting to their lack of full understanding.

Eckerth (2009) has pointed out that a relative lack of negotiation
moves may be a product of the multifaceted nature of task-based learner—
learner interaction. According to Eckerth (2009), such an interaction
seems to be more than merely a cognitive language learning activity; it is
‘a communicative event and a social process that is mediated by socio-
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affective variables’ (Eckerth, 2009, p. 122). It is possible that interactants
sometimes ‘react to social motives at the expense of their own pedagogical
achievement, to preserve their social relationships’ (Slimani-Rolls, 2005,
p. 208).

Furthermore, Eckerth (2009) has explained that comprehension can
take place with relatively little input processing. He also made reference to
research that points to a range of strategies that aid learners in understanding
their interlocutors’ utterances: top-down processing of existing linguistic
knowledge (Ellis, 1994; Faerch & Kasper, 1986); guessing from linguistic
context (Frantzen, 2003); guessing on the basis of what is socially
appropriate (Hymes, 1972); and feigning comprehension and trusting that
further clues will be forthcoming in the ensuing conversation (Firth, 1996;
Hawkins, 1985). Eckerth (2009) also cited previous studies as suggesting
that, far from pursuing a ‘the more, the merrier’ principle (Allwright &
Bailey, 1991, p. 145; Aston, 1986), learners tend to make only moderate
use of requests for clarification and confirmation or comprehension checks
in an apparent reflection of the social nature of what Seedhouse (2004, p.
123) has termed the ‘interactional architecture’ of the L2 classroom.

These insights into the collaborative tendencies in learners engaged in
spoken interaction generally may well apply to these particular learners in
Hungary. But are there characteristics specific to Hungarian learners that
may also be germane here?

4.4.2.2. Learners in Hungary

This section provides insights into culture-specific factors relevant to these
particular learners: the educational value system, the notion of saving face
and other pragmatic phenomena, and characteristics associated with
willingness to communicate — all socially formed motives.

At the heart of the educational context in which Hungarian students
find themselves is the value system with which it is imbued. This may
well explain some of the assumptions and reflexes that many students in
this context share.

But how can this ideological system be characterised? R. White (1988)
described three distinct value systems on which education systems are
built: progressivism, reconstructionism and classical humanism (cf. also
Csap6’s (2004, 2010, 2012) comparable goals of learning and organisation
of knowledge). The first is characterised as ‘problem-posing education’,
which ‘extracts a concern for the real-life situation of the learners as well
as a perception of the student as decision-maker’ (Crawford-Lang, 1982,
p- 88). Central to progressivism are the two pedagogic notions of praxis
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and dialogue, praxis being a matter of reflection and action on the world in
an effort to transform it (Freire, 1973, 1976) and dialogue being ‘the
educational context, the place where praxis occurs’, the purpose of which
is ‘to stimulate new ideas, opinions and perceptions rather than simply to
exchange them’ (Crawford-Lange, 1982, p. 89). With its focus placed
firmly on the growth and self-realization of the individual, progressivism
is associated with J. J. Rousseau, J. H. Pestalozzi and Friedrich Froebel.

Reconstructionism is tied to a systems-behavioural approach to
learning based on Skinner’s ([1968] 2003) application to education of the
ideas of operant conditioning, where the stress is on incremental and
mastery learning, in which each step is founded on the previous one and ‘it
is assumed that, given appropriate learning activities, all students can
achieve mastery if they have enough time’ (Crawford-Lange, 1982, p. 88).
With its emphasis on education as an instrument of social change,
reconstructionism is associated with the work of John Dewey.

Finally, classical humanism stresses the ‘transmission of an esteemed
cultural heritage’ (R. White, 1988, p. 24) and is tied to the work of T. S.
Eliot and Matthew Arnold. It regards learning as an analytical, rule-
oriented, scholarly undertaking and knowledge as encyclopaedic. It is
therefore often accompanied by the rote learning of large quantities of
material, and a high value is assigned to complete and precise mastery of
such material.

Generally speaking, it is this last value system that dominates in
Hungarian education. Little wonder. As Csap6 (2010) has pointed out, this
approach to learning enjoys a particularly strong standing in Europe with
at least half a century head start over the other two systems in terms of
tradition and infrastructure. It is thus common, due to the importance
assigned to a declarative mastery of predetermined knowledge, for
teachers to engage in rigorous, tightly controlled classroom practices in
this context. Duff (1995) found that history teachers in a dual-language
secondary school in Hungary commonly engaged in initiation-reply-
evaluation sequences with students in class and also regularly had their
learners recite the material from the previous class meeting, a practice
designed to produce fluency, academic register and content mastery —
though it typically represented a stressful and authoritarian experience for
students. While Duff made these observations in content classes over two
decades ago, these pedagogic practices persist in this context and the
teacher-fronted exactitude and emphasis on regular displays of incrementally
and flawlessly learned material are very much present in FL classes as
well.
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Csap6 (2012) has also found that Hungarian schools concentrate on the
promotion of expert-like knowledge in each discipline and focus less on
applying knowledge outside the strict confines of the discipline. In this
context, ‘teachers themselves point out clearly that, in their opinion, “our
schools train ‘little scientists’”’ — that is, their aim (conscious or
unconscious) is to groom future members of their own field (Csapd, 2004,
p. 41). According to the PISA 2000 survey, Hungarian learners viewed the
reproduction of teaching material as the primary aim of learning and
memorization as one of the primary learning strategies (OECD, 2003).
Indeed, Németh and Habok (2006) found that learners actually prefer
reproductive learning strategies in the earlier stages of schooling as well —
certainly a product of socially constructed motives. They likewise
demonstrated a prevalence of rote learning in Hungarian education
(Németh & Habok, 2006). In a study of Hungarian students’ writing, Godo
(2008) has pointed to this educational and intellectual tradition that
prevails in Hungary as essential to understanding the rhetorical structure
of their argumentative writing and how it differs from that of North
Americans. (She has also noted that the same tradition can be found in
other systems in the region, e.g. the Czech and Polish contexts.)

Perfectionism among students (discussed below) is common in this
system; as Furka (2011, p. 71) has observed, ‘In Hungarian cultural practice,
trying and not succeeding is generally considered a failure’. Competitiveness
(also discussed below) prevails among students as well. On the other hand,
so do collaboration and peer assistance — both in terms of students’
academic work and their spoken interaction. Another aspect to this is a
highly pragmatic, efficient, goal-oriented approach (Irén Annus, personal
communication, 22 January 2015): just as, say, thirty pages of a history
text must be committed to memory for next Tuesday, so too do students
feel oriented to move briskly ahead to the completion of a speaking task
without an undue number of questions, corrections or negotiations to
hamper their progress.

Pragmatics may offer some insights into tendencies among these
particular learners. For Matgorzata Suszczynska (personal communication,
15 January 2015), the key for certain learners in the classroom is to keep
communication flowing even at the cost of partial misunderstanding; for
these learners, communication breakdowns may be too costly in this
context and cause more harm than benefit in what pragmatists call the
‘cost-benefit dimension’. In Suszczynska’s experience, Hungarian students
often opt not to ask questions in class, even when encouraged to do so
because they may see it as face-threatening or fear that they might be
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positioning themselves as arrogant, unduly bold, lacking modesty or not
sufficiently humble.

In a comparative, small-scale study on pragmatic moves among
Americans, Poles and Hungarians, Suszczynska (1999) cited Wierzbicka
(1985b, 1991) as pointing out that speech acts (e.g. apologies) are ‘not
language-independent “natural kinds”, but culture-specific communicative
routines’ (p. 1058) and that conversational moves represent culture-
specific attitudes and ways of social interaction that characterise a
particular culture (Wierzbicka, 1985a). Thus, a Hungarian or Polish L1
speaker of L2 English may well draw on their L1 culture in engaging in
certain communicative routines in the L2 and this is likely to stand in
contrast to what many L1 English speakers in Britain or the US might
expect. Suszczynska (1999) provided the example of English-language
films in which serious offences seem to be resolved with a light apology,
which typically strikes Poles and Hungarians as somehow insufficient
(‘They just say, I'm sorry!” (p. 1059)); thus, from the point of view of
their culture, this formula proves relatively weak given the gravity of the
offending action.

Instead, as Suszczynska has pointed out, Poles and Hungarians would
tend to use more emotionally involved expressions, for example, a request
for their interlocutor to withhold anger (‘Ne haragudj!” in Hungarian,
which is approximately ‘Don’t be annoyed/angry’). These express greater
deference and indebtedness, but do not distance interactants from one
another or threaten face. Similarly, there is a tendency for the offending
party in these cultures to speak of themselves in an unfavourable way, e.g.
‘Szornyen iigyetlen vagyok’ (‘I'm terribly clumsy’) and ‘Borzasztoan
figyelmetlen voltam® (‘1 was terribly careless’) (Suszczynska, 1999, p.
1061). Suszczynska observed that ‘It is precisely this humbling of self that
seems to reveal a culturally important attitude’ (Suszczynska, 1999, p.
1061). Thus, it seems that these tendencies in Hungarian interactants to
wish to save face for themselves and their interlocutors and in each
interlocutor to retain an unassuming humility may explain why they would
not wish to stand out negatively, to cause their interlocutor to do the same,
or to slow or halt the flow of the interaction.

In their qualitative study on the motivational factors behind Hungarian
university students’ use of English, Nagy and Nikolov (2007) found a
great deal of evidence of reticence to communicate in English. This
certainly has a bearing both on the one-sided classroom interactions in my
data, where one or more learners remained relatively silent, and on the
disinclination of interactants to disrupt the conversation with questions.
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Of 64 English majors at the University of Pécs in southern Hungary in
Nagy and Nikolov’s study (2007), most (54) described contexts beyond
the classroom where they were most willing to communicate in English,
while four were most willing both inside and outside the classroom. Thus,
despite a keen interest in English, the number of respondents who wanted
to speak in the classroom was relatively low. This reluctance to
communicate among these Hungarian English majors is familiar to me in
my context at the University of Szeged as well. In Nagy and Nikolov’s
study (2007), the formal teaching context at university tended to be tied to
negative feelings for many of the students. According to one respondent,
‘I am very disappointed and sorry to say, but I felt least willing to speak
English first in my life at university’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 157).
Many of the students felt inhibited, perceiving that others in their classes
had more proficiency and experience in English, perhaps because they had
had the opportunity to live abroad. As one respondent put it, ‘I noticed that
many of my peers are better than me. Some of them seem to be quite
proficient, self-assured. This makes me feel inferior, so average’ (Nagy &
Nikolov, 2007, p. 158). As another student described it, ‘So I’'m afraid of
saying anything during classroom activities, especially when I see that
others have much better English’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 159). In fact,
their relatively fluent, more self-confident peers seem to intimidate them
in seminars and thus throw up hurdles to smooth group dynamics in the
classroom (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 159).

According to Nagy and Nikolov (2007), another reason for learners’
reluctance to speak was the extremely high anxiety they felt with regard to
English. They were ever at pains to be seen as perfect in front of their
peers and teachers in class (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007). A number of them
described concerns that they would make errors in speaking which their
fellows might notice — and, indeed, for which they might mock them
(Nagy & Nikolov, 2007). According to one student, ‘I was afraid, that
when I speak, they will laugh at me’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 160).

Toéth (2010) has pointed to similar phenomena among English majors
at the Pazmany Péter Catholic University in Piliscsaba (near Budapest).
Toth (2010) has attributed their strongly negative feelings to speaking in
English seminars to their transitions from secondary school to university
seminars with the more intensive and challenging learning context and
higher academic requirement they now had to face. Nagy and Nikolov
(2007) have observed that the constant competitive comparison that these
English majors make with others, this ‘desire to excel in comparison to
others’ (Bailey, 1983, p. 96, as cited in Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 162), is
common in second language learning research and has been tied to
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language anxiety (Bailey, 1983; Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002). Similarly,
in her mixed-method study of a similar population of university students
(at the University of Pécs), Dombi (2013) found that FL anxiety lay
behind certain participants’ intercultural performance. She characterised it
as debilitating as opposed to facilitating anxiety, noting nervousness,
apprehension, fear and even panic. As one participant even recalled, ‘I
hate speaking English in front of those better than me’ (Dombi, 2013, p.
168). Dombi’s research (2013) demonstrated communicative apprehension,
though generally less than that found in Nagy and Nikolov (2007) and
Toth (2010).

Both Dombi (2013) and Nagy and Nikolov (2007) highlighted the role
of learner confidence in communication behaviour. Dombi (2013, p. 225)
specified that perceived communicative competence probably has a
greater effect on learner communication than linguistic self-confidence.
She also noted that both perceived communicative competence and
perceived L2 proficiency aid students in feeling more secure in their
interactions (Dombi, 2013, p. 226). Indeed, Dombi (2013) pointed out, the
more learners believe they can communicate, the more likely they are to
engage in interactions in English (p. 228). Finally — in a very telling
distinction for this context — she observed that ‘there are students who
believe they are good at English, but fewer of them believe they are good
at communication in English’ (Dombi, 2013, p. 226, emphasis added).

Finally, Nagy and Nikolov (2007) also saw perfectionism as a
common personality trait among their learners, one also related to
language anxiety (Gregersen & Horwitz, 2009). Nagy and Nikolov
suggested such characteristics seem to be common for FL learners in
Hungary — but not necessarily for FL learners elsewhere. Interestingly,
however, this competitiveness and perfectionism were manifested
primarily in interactions with other Hungarians — but participants reported
not being averse to talking in front of non-Hungarians. Kang (2005) and
MacDonald, Clément, and Maclntyre (2003) report similar findings with
their varied learner populations. In Nagy and Nikolov’s (2007) view,

In foreign language education in Hungary (and most likely in other subject
areas in compulsory education) it is continuously stressed how important it
is to make no mistakes and to be perfect in every sense. ... It is a widely
held myth that the best and most talented students never make mistakes
and thus get the highest grades. (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 163)
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4.4.3. Conclusion

This section has reported on a study of constructivist processes in
learner—learner classroom interaction. It has also discussed samples in the
same data set involving negotiation for meaning and collected possible
explanations as to why such negotiation moves would have occurred so
seldom in the data. Ultimately, the apparent clash between (a) cognitivists,
who have focused on the primacy of communicative breakdowns in learner
interaction and the learning they generate through often quantitative data
sets, and (b) socioculturalists, who prefer to explore more collaborative
interactional — and thus acquisitional — processes among learners with
often qualitative data, may well be lost on the experienced ELT practitioner.
She might rightly ask, ‘If we’ve got the learners engaged, talking, asking
questions, helping each other, stretching their resources, getting creative
with the language, both trying out new lexico-grammatical items to
express their intended meaning and re-activating old ones, and generally
losing themselves in completing the speaking task, then where on earth is
the problem?’ Indeed, perhaps a more inclusive approach that places
pedagogic value on a wider range of interactional processes would be
called for.
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CHAPTER FIVE

CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

The research project that has culminated in this book has produced
qualitative data to establish (a) the socially and institutionally defined
motives that drive arguably successful English language learners at a
Hungarian university and (b) (the nature of) the interactional moves they
employ in a task-based classroom there. As Nunan and Bailey (2009, p.
434) have observed, such qualitative data are ‘powerful’ for their capacity
to ‘explain important concepts to teachers, administrators, journalists and
parents in human terms, while quantitative data sometimes seem too
abstract and detached or — conversely — too concrete and impersonal’. It is
this immediacy and clarity that the study has aimed for.

This chapter concludes the book with a summary of the main findings,
a brief discussion of the limitations of the study and thoughts on further
directions in this line of inquiry.

5.1. Main findings

The four interrelated parts of the present study have endeavoured to
answer the six research questions listed in Chapter One. Their respective
answers, provided in the foregoing parts of the study, are summarised as
follows:

RQ1: What is the view and experience of these learners as regards
English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary?

The learner—participants in this study have supplied a rich discoursal
tapestry of FL learning histories (Section 4.1). Overall, the data indicates
exposure to traditional classroom practices (featuring an overemphasis on
correct form and learner errors, with attendant learner anxiety, rote
memorization, grammar practice tests, translation exercises, and teacher-
fronted or individual work in class with little pair or group work) with a
few exceptions (e.g. David’s stimulating immersion French lessons). The
learners’ views of their experience also vary, with some recounting

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

126 Chapter Five

positive memories (*...it was good in that way’ (Albert)) — even of arguably
ineffective practices, such as a focus on forms approach to grammar (‘“When
we learned a new tense, we came to know everything about it. So I think
it’s OK for me because I like to learn everything about that tense...’
(Albert)). Others, however, had negative recollections (‘I can’t think of
any good activities that we did’ and ‘I couldn’t speak a word, literally, so I
couldn’t understand what they were saying and [it] just was confusing’
(Attila); and ‘It makes us nervous and anxious to make a mistake’
(Alexandra)).

RQ2: How does their view and experience inform their attitude to the
task-based language learning and teaching (TBLT) paradigm?

As reported in Section 4.1, the learners responded positively overall to
the speaking tasks and the task cycles they had experienced in class —
despite the seeming artificiality of two speakers of the same L1 interacting
in a L2. This general response is likely because their educational context
has predisposed them to completing the task at hand and because they
generally found these speaking tasks motivating, therefore explaining their
favourable view of TBLT. Certainly, the novelty effect of their brief
experience with TBLT might also have played a role. While the learners
were receptive to this paradigm, their views about language learning were
sometimes at odds with TBLT principles and thus that script would need
to be addressed, either with careful learner re-training or with a task-
supported compromise solution.

RQ3: In what ways do these learners contribute to the implementation
of speaking tasks in the classroom?

Just as the learners bring a range of socially acquired motives to the
classroom, so too do their motives drive them to perform speaking tasks in
a variety of ways that neither the teacher nor the task designer could
possibly anticipate. As reported in Section 4.2, these ranged from (a)
playful role plays and shared humour — examples of the sort of creative
work that leads to learning in Vygotskian theory — to (b) modifying the
task instructions to (c) allowing the interaction to veer away from the goal
ahead in favour of other topics. In these various instances, and many
others, the interaction represents a constant and thus learning is
presumably facilitated, from the perspectives of both Long’s interaction
approach and Vygotskian sociocultural theory. While the data also
includes cautionary tales for the teacher — such as Z’s idiosyncratically

printed on 2/9/2023 3:47 PMvia . Al use subject to https://ww.ebsco.conlterns-of-use



EBSCChost -

Conclusions and Future Directions 127

dominating the interaction with his think-aloud approach to the task
(Section 4.2, sample 3) — no teaching paradigm or classroom is free of
such challenges. Even examples of learner—participants carefully studying
the text for the speaking task and reading it out loud or simply pointing to
it — instead of interacting naturalistically — illustrate comprehension and
engagement with a FL text, which suggest learning and perhaps a chance
of interactional involvement the next time as anxiety is hopefully allayed
and confidence boosted. The lesson for teachers and task designers would
be to understand when this diversity of contributions should be embraced
and when new strategies should be employed to guide learners’ task
performance more effectively.

RQ4: In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?

As reported in Section 4.3, while learners’ contributions led to a
number of ‘mismatches’ in task implementation (Kumaravadivelu, 1991),
these learners also cooperated toward joint learning in a diversity of ways,
including collaborative dialogue, personal investment, play, collective
scaffolding and strong participant involvement in a range of forms — all of
which represent fertile soil for learning in Vygotskian theory. A host of
constructivist processes are also in evidence in the data. These include
continuers (e.g. ‘Yes, why?’ (with an encouraging laugh) and ‘You mean
the motorbikers?’ (both in Section 4.3, Sample 7)), co-construction,
prompts (e.g. ‘But what about Lady Searle?’ (Section 4.3, sample 6)), self-
and other-correction, and actively allowing a speaker to keep the floor —
despite their hesitation.

RQS5: To what extent and why does learner interaction actually break
down, as generally assumed, for meaning negotiation?

As pointed out in both Sections 4.3 and 4.4, communication breakdowns
and thus negotiation moves were relatively uncommon, contrary to the
findings of early interaction investigators. While breakdowns did occur —
learners searching for the right word or checking on the gender of a
character with an unfamiliar name in a task — even here learner idiosyncrasies
were in evidence, as when B asks K ‘How do you say “provide for”?’ in
whispered Hungarian — as if this breakdown would somehow be off the
record this way.
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RQ6: To the extent that negotiation for meaning is uncommon in this
context, what might explain this phenomenon?

As elaborated in Section 4.4, a range of possible explanations exist,
both for learner—learner interaction generally and for the Hungarian milieu
in particular. First, Foster (1998) suggested context, specifically the
possibility that an EFL setting (as opposed to an ESL environment) and
actual classroom conditions (as opposed to laboratory-like ones) would
produce different results. She also pointed out that NS-NNS dyads might
operate differently than NNS—NNS pairs. She further posited that interactional
holdups and repairs make the task frustratingly slow, while a learner’s
owning up to a lack of comprehension may suggest incompetence. Instead,
learners opt for the ‘pretend and hope’ strategy to maintain the flow of the
interaction and to remain a part of it.

Eckerth’s (2009) findings reinforced those of Foster. He also observed
that learners may see their own immediate pedagogic needs as less
important than the social, communicative project in which they are
engaged. Indeed, Seedhouse (2004) envisaged an ‘interactional architecture’
of the L2 classroom that implies a moderate use of negotiation moves.

With regard to Hungarians’ learner—learner interaction in the L2, the
classical humanist ideology that generally characterises schooling in
Hungary suggests a host of learner motives, which favour such tendencies
as collaboration, peer assistance and an orientation toward swift and
efficient task completion without undue interruptions. Suszczynska (personal
communication, 15 January 2015) also referred to a ‘cost-benefit dimension’
to learner interaction — especially in this context — with frequent pauses due
to misunderstanding being seen as too costly. She further pointed to the
importance of saving face for oneself and one’s peers and of maintaining an
unassuming humility (cf. Suszczynska, 1999), which translates to a mandate
not to (appear to) stand out negatively in an interaction, cause others to do
the same, or halt the progress of the interaction.

Similarly, Nagy and Nikolov (2007) reported a great deal of reluctance
to communicate among similar populations of university language learners
in Pécs (southern Hungary). Toth (2010) has made similar observations
elsewhere in Hungary as well (in Piliscsaba, near Budapest), thus, in my
view, explaining the relative silence displayed in class by some learners
and a general aversion to interrupting the discourse with questions among
most of them. High learner anxiety was likewise cited in these studies, and
this was tied to perfectionism and competitiveness, also hallmarks of the
classical humanist system described above.
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These findings strongly suggest the importance of a broader, more
open and inclusive approach among researchers and educators to
understanding learner interaction, in its many forms, as a powerful tool of
learning. The results also clearly point to the significance of learner
autonomy in the classroom learning process. Further, they urge us to
implement paradigms of learning and teaching that are not only
theoretically and empirically sound, but also attuned to the needs of
particular learners in particular contexts. Given the dire figures for FL
learning discussed in Chapter One, the need for real change in this context
along the lines described here is all the more imperative.

5.2. Limitations of the study

Like every study, this too is marked by certain limitations. Since, as
Dornyei (2007) and others have pointed out, qualitative and quantitative
research designs complement one another, the results of this qualitative
study would thus certainly have been rounded out by quantitative data. For
example, a count of c-units in the speaking data would have provided
statistics to confirm my conclusions about the dearth of negotiation for
meaning in the learners’ interaction. In addition, the relatively small
sample size, while typical of qualitative studies, can be seen as restricting
the generalizability of the results. However, according to Dornyei (2007)
‘even if the particulars of a study do not generalize, the main ideas and the
process observed might” (p. 59).

If we take a closer look at particular parts of the study, only one of
the nine interview questions mentioned task-based language teaching
(TBLT) explicitly in the questionnaire/ interview phase. If more questions
had focused more explicitly on aspects of TBLT, this might have affected
the responses in the interviews. In addition, in all three of the studies in the
task performance phase, a stimulated recall protocol among the learner—
participants would have provided further information on the speaking data.
Similarly, a video recording during that same phase would have supplied
valuable information on the learners’ nonverbal communication during
their task performance.

5.3. Directions for further research

The study provides a natural springboard for further research. One line to
follow up on would be to gather similar data from a comparable
population to check the findings of this study. Another line of inquiry
would be to compare the Hungarian learner—participants and the foreign
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students noted in Section 3.4. Data was collected from the latter as well
(though this was not used in the study). That data could certainly be used
for a comparative study of cultural differences in terms of learner beliefs,
learner contributions to task performance and/or types of interactional
moves. In addition, the task performance phase could be reproduced with
a small population of pre- or in-service teachers. This could be followed
up by a modified interview to elicit their responses to TBLT and
classroom-based research. If this project were done with in-service
teachers, a classroom observation of their actual practice could follow to
compare their stated beliefs about language teaching with their actual
practice (cf. Basturkmen, Loewen, & Ellis, 2004).

A central assumption of this book is that interaction facilitates
language development (cf. Keck et al., 2006, and Mackey & Goo, 2007).
However, a sceptic may wish to see similar results in their own language
teaching context. A study of whether TBLT actually promotes language
learning in the Hungarian FL classroom involving task-based pre-, post-
and delayed post-tests would certainly round out the literature in that
regard.

As many of the learner—participants did not appear to perform at the
(near-)C1 level and one assumption was that a low-stakes classroom
speaking task may not promote optimum learner fluency, accuracy or
complexity (cf. Section 3.4), another follow-up study could compare the
difference in the task performance of a small group of learner—participants
on a low-stakes speaking task in a regular classroom setting compared to
that performed on a high-stakes task-based speaking test. A subsequent
interview with the participants would round out the findings. Another task
performance study could pair L1 Hungarians who are novice NNS English
speakers with expert partners to ascertain if negotiation for meaning is
more likely to occur than with pairs that are more evenly matched in their
proficiency.

All in all, the qualitative data gathered in this study has shed light on
these particular learners’ motives in terms of both their beliefs about
language learning and the types of contributions they make in performing
speaking tasks. It has also explored the range of interactional moves they
make in the process — and those they do not make and why. The urgency
noted previously of understanding these dynamics in greater depth and
breadth in the service of greater efficacy in FL teaching cannot be
reiterated often enough. This is important because a move toward greater
efficacy in FL teaching starts with a clearly stated emphasis on where we
might start on that journey — as teacher trainers, as pre- and in-service
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teachers, as experienced educators and as learners — before we head out.
And such a journey may also benefit from occasional confirmations of
whether we are still heading in the right direction.

Finally, throughout this book, I have cited evidence to support a
number of claims: on the centrality of spoken interaction in FL learning;
on language as a mediator in any and all learning; on collaboration not
only between learners in the classroom, but also between learners and
teachers in FL (and other) learning; indeed, on a range of twenty-first-
century skills in FL (and other) learning; and on autonomy among learners
(as well as among teachers and schools) for FL (and other) learning.

However, evidence in the service of more efficacious FL (and other)
learning matters very little in a policymaking environment in which it is
largely ignored. Given the dismal statistics for FL learning in our country
(cited previously) — and given recent PISA results that tell a similar story
for other learning here (OECD, 2016) — it would be incumbent on
educational policymakers to institute only those policies that have been
demonstrated to bear fruit in schools — and eschew all others. Otherwise,
far from making progress, our results will continue to sink in FL (and
other) learning — indefinitely.
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APPENDIX A

THE QUESTIONNAIRE
Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?
2) Are you a woman or a man?

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American
Studies), English minor—German major, Erasmus student (History
major at University of Reading (UK) etc.)

4) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?

(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Y our mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

5) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so,
which one/ones, for how many years and what level have you
reached?
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6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

English Language Learners’ Socially Constructed Motives 151
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Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially
5 =very much)

12345

How many years have you been learning English?

How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you
had in past years?

How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for
your English lessons?

Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the
classroom that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language
radio stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if
necessary):
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12) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in
learning English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating,
doing pair work, going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

13) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced
with English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only
partly, what other ways of learning have you experienced?

Thank you for your help!
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APPENDIX B

THE SPEAKING TASKS

The two speaking tasks, ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’ and ‘The scholarship’,
which are performed in dyads during the task performance phase of the
study require complex decision-making toward a convergent outcome.
They are borrowed from Ur (1981, pp. 74-77).

Lord Moulton’s millions

Convergent goal: To agree on which of the following potential heirs
should inherit all of the late Lord Moulton’s millions. There can only be
one heir, and Lord Moulton has not left a will.

Lady Searle Lord Moulton’s widowed cousin, his only living relative,
aged 66, living alone in a small village in comfortable but not luxurious
circumstances. The money would enable her to hire a nurse (she is often
ill), travel, move into pleasanter surroundings. She has no immediate
family, is not very popular in her neighbourhood. Has not been on
speaking terms with Lord Moulton for years, following a quarrel.

Miss Langland The nurse who attended Lord Moulton for the last four
years of his life, 48 years old, loves her work and is professionally very
able. Was very well paid by Lord Moulton, and her savings will enable her
to take a long holiday before taking up another similar post. An
affectionate and loyal attendant, she undoubtedly eased Lord Moulton’s
latter years.

Tim Brodie The son of Lord Moulton’s gardener. Lord Moulton took a
liking to him, paid for his education and took a constant interest in his
welfare. Tim, who has a flair for languages, desperately wants to study
abroad, but has no money so will have to get a job and save if he can. An
attractive and popular young man, drives a motorbike much too fast, lots
of girlfriends, not very honest.
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Jane Smith A penniless young unmarried woman with a small baby who
has recently appeared on the scene claiming to be Lord Moulton’s
daughter. Has a letter which appears to be in Lord Moulton’s writing and
signed by him, addressed to her mother (now dead) admitting paternity
and proposing marriage. Refuses to give any further details of her past life,
and has no references.

The local orphanage A charity which receives no help from the State,
though new legislation might change this. It has occasionally received
donations from Lord Moulton in the past and is certainly badly in need of
funds. However, it is badly run, and there is a possibility that much of the
money might find its way into the pockets of officials rather than being
used for the orphans.

The scholarship

Convergent goal: To agree on which of the following candidates should
win a scholarship to study law at your university. Only one candidate can
win it.

Albert Smith Aged 37, not of outstanding natural ability but very hard-
working. Married with three children; until now a taxi driver. His applying
was probably due largely to his wife’s ambition. Albert made a good
impression, but seems a little nervous at the whole idea of law school and
the effects his new career might have on his social life and family. If he
fails the scholarship he will go back to taxi driving.

Basil Katz Aged 19, brilliant but not very hard-working. A likeable
personality, of left-wing sympathies, has taken part in some more or less
violent demonstrations and has been in prison at least once as a result.
Lots of girlfriends, has a reputation for treating them badly. Very musical,
has founded and runs a pop group. Will probably make this his career if he
fails the scholarship, which would be a ‘terrible waste’ according to his
school tutor who recommends him.

Carole Anderson Aged 20, a quiet, attractive girl, responsible and able,
but rather pliable in character, engaged to be married to a doctor, would
like to finish her university studies before settling down. Her fiancé says:
‘I want Carole to fulfil herself in every way, but of course once she is
married, home and children will occupy her first and foremost.” Her
parents cannot afford to finance the course.
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Daphne Braun Aged 21, single, the daughter and granddaughter of
lawyers. Enthusiastically Women’s Lib., ambitious and career-minded.
Academic record erratic, some very good results, some mediocre. Had a
mental breakdown last year, was in hospital for three months but appears
to have made a complete recovery. Fined recently for being in possession
of marijuana. Parents cannot finance her studies. In character rather
aggressive and quick-tempered, but generous, a good friend.

Edward Mbaka Aged 24, has been in the Army and seen active service.
Divorced, no family. Highly motivated, wants eventually to go into
politics. ‘I want this course more than anything,” he says, ‘and only the
scholarship can get it for me.” While in the army he was once found guilty
of accepting bribes. Charming personality, fluent and eloquent speaker. A
citizen of this country, but retains the nationality of his native African
state, to which he may eventually return.
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE DATA

Data file 1

Questionnaire Code:_64 (o WG,CARO
1) How old are you? 42

2} Are you a woman or a man? e~

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.) Bt o it Sl

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical schoql (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have vou reached?

Canimmin 1 fovr e . Qe Inbupsloctnag Gl

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

fq"»v whote e bny oluna, W;MW Wil fL Coatiamod vl ige
Longag of Enytinin,
o oo sne b gyt wopelf [ s a.\i&waf-}( Ergiants tpeiing W,
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)
1 2 3 4 &

7) How many years have you been learning English?
1% Ltz

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years?

AT lengnn, b b B Gl e of Tgin it Fiowd ol fon Lo ¥
Cork ey o Sl onlq .
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Papendn ow {20 ameunt rzﬁ Mo ombi,

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

v read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
#1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
I have or have had private lessons.
1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
#] lived in an English-speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.
1 chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

| rpeate Wit ey ol G Bughonge, Bemmie B & uob oo nodde dpealin of
Buglint. Mol e S e o gl sy H b wor La peglor oot

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

Doty fnins winde Gt mok f ot bolidy entnely n Eogprg,,

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Da’hvﬁ %i'«‘»u.buao:t Londngt WM fextr

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 2

Questionnaire Code:. .
1) How old are you? | am -FWJZ ?.zwu o

2) Are you a woman or a man? /F adian .

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

M? 5 't!vlluj‘ - F,(,.’?J:nl. m(!'wn ( Eu?duﬂ j{w,f,ﬂ)
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

l‘ L\uuﬂ &uwo{ ?wm.um ’(m [ ?ﬂ-cmi ’ l£’l(/L¢€vf,V
ﬂ e pf.] sl en @.g,,qwtrl 21/07 )Qtlhi

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
[ loe U 51,‘7&)[4 !t‘"—?b'cjyl ks 1?‘ 1 ol lde # be
6t &g{!l’t Lﬂup‘v&véﬂ. & ’ )

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1234@

7) How many years have you been learning English?
I base  loped  Ew Lok - ,fCM 17;14% in M Second
lvingu Lljuoue Q j‘ftf} % r{{;“f’)ﬂ_ in #Q £M7{p,'(. QM:YJ”,
H

8) How many English lessons do you have no ow many bave you had in
past years?

[ lA(LVE, MLMLE 2 (mnwm‘cui{t‘ﬂm j{tf{gs v ({@, Lu“;uﬁm? _{I'{((‘ﬁ;[ / EV?L—J 11
ﬂ(“”"“{‘mh' b M 7“‘“‘“‘” sl bod A on Hlnce ﬂﬂw inash.
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

L{:‘;ﬂ{' par b ) fﬁ??t‘mﬂt o 1 b f‘mt‘ o ﬁv}mm
cli thadig i bt ot i-'b‘{fr wieitnl (wa | atung .
10) Have you' been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). o/

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. o~

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. .~

I have or have had private lessons. X '
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country. .~

I write letters or e-mails in English. _~

I chat in English on the internet. X’

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

Mﬁ_—.{-;—ri - He c’ﬁp’tfvr Hu ?M‘.WAM
__Mi—ﬁ_«?_ Communudsin j&l'ﬁ(

J;W.wnﬁ &«&ﬂz 2
12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with

English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

vocehdany  zaucites

Veo o M wf}awaiud Lace -

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 3
Ao

Questionnaire Code: ’ - "

1) How old are you? .7

2) Are you a woman or a man?

LR S
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

Frg @yl mg o (S oyl SEcolocs)
= i 4 o 7

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
B A4 geaws. Som, Bt i Wi {/.'Lx\./;: N

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
T i Etre, Cead - eitilan pm e sy S G e g’(}’ & f e

ARt it ol 7 o V2 4 Fompenge v ~ Tip Kigh e s

mad -

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)
1 2 3 a4 (&)

7) How many years have you been learning English?

Aot —F

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

Joree gy

V et o

- ,
P, Bgd s i g s gl
§ L, B, SR R = ]
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

FE ol enild Aons e £ ek S Feit

A s R

ray T < é}‘——rf

10) Have you been invoived in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
-1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

.~ 1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
-1 have or have had private lessons.

~ 1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
—1lived in an English-speaking country.

.~ I write letters or e-mails in English.

—1chat in English on the internet.

- Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning

English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,

going over multiple-choice tests et
g

c.)? Why?
Jadfovp or mack ar s EL8 T i pmmen g oo d«.c_aé_ Gy
mades oo P e vy"}.-:.. e e DI e AT A
Gread cut ot Cen face &le it e €y,

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with

English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?
\/?-q/ iy ehe e

% véeﬂ.‘./.,, Lo of fonwoe At Faxglhtial g
FEAn £ ELe G, Eous

e 2 en. O e

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 4
Jc

Questionnaire Code:_L DT £-
1) How old are you? ! a... cogutese

S SRl
ey v

2) Are you a woman or a man? e

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. Enghsh major (English Studies), English major (Amencan Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
n porornenn aukiesds U Leawnt Fraede {o 6 P Not 8 dodad bars ol ﬂ-f‘/&lv\b_}

AT ov  adked: ?u»’f\ wn Py b ogeaer s be He Blaat fus geawsm Yo

ek 1 aegtacbid

S FEOPRE. S S T

ank advaeid food  EEx

Bliopmt 9k Elle te sl

b wa paeledtn an pessinle Vo Cile 4o vae Ot in ey
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 (5

7) How many years have you been learning English?
£

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? 3
Tt dpwkie fuwh ot | ged. Lhoer Aoahbe sominay So 7 nee )L_v( ! Az,

T bl 3 whecag
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
»

T ohon b bmwe 3 A Lboopre A ~5 Boycencd, wwanh

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they? Dny ~y oliday \‘wn. 3 omidpesn
pash Cglenh, b b foreiys Emu-:.

~ 1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). |
/ 1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio -

stations.
/1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

v I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more ahout any of the above, if necessary):
i

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

S tln

T oAl

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Bl Lpethicol, Lt

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 5
A

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?
43

2) Are you alwoman| or a man?

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

qu NS mo.‘;cw
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school)(3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school ;4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what ievel have you reached?
French - h years = A1 lin grarmor scheetd
%ﬁ'\’mm — i yeaws - Az or B — Taiermediaie {in grammar schoel)
tatin = b ogears (W gvoeamar sduwel)
Serbian, - 4 gears (J've teayned wn elemenidyy Schoact £ v grammar
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations? SCLm“/)
When T storted the Sth dass | O had a 2 gqr=at Cagush
ier‘ckex/@:nd T tove learnang tanguages. 3 dfe‘;ﬂ‘if g,';‘ SR
befoe ihat f  hawen 't Leamvnt  Engush, se_ib wos _new dor
TE he me a bt wher T to o o 1 3 can $Pe{?&wcs\tl§e e - &
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = peogie.
very much)

1234@

7) How many years have you been learning English?
? %&(m’b
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years? )
% seminars and 3 counces

Vo
g - .
past’ Sor 6 ina week — \W gTammar  School (£ wog my M S wject)
L tesSons — i e)?_imc“ta/ﬁ school
lper weet)
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

”

English lessons? [ - 5 pouvs per daud &

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). il
1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. R e
[ listen to English-language song lyril?nd translate them, L~ —7 MYy gawewmie
I have or have had private lessons.
[ regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. v’
I lived in an English-speaking country.
[ write letters or e-mails in English.
I chat in English on the internet. .~
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):
Ry aqcimok\«ar and  her Jomi by fue w Canada and she sends some

Newss papes {0"' me  and I commurucate) tals withe m% e b
é-mﬁ,usrk_

11) What kind of classroom activities do yoﬁ think hﬂp the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
- taliing Hecanse it's
——dmng par worh 7 u\}\@w’.sbna and Jro

- wakeking fitems and after 1t discuss Lo

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Tt was a ey simi WGy chasgvoom ac,h'w‘a% , bux the Leachey Wwas

bav;hg and Sewmouws -+ S6  we dedn'l =njoy thax Vvewy much...
Buk thas  cRass—yaowm acbvities  are 8000{, '/

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 6
19

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?
A%
2) Are you a woman or a man?
Wohas jn_s

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major {American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

b major gk Siwlits)
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school {3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one /ones, for how many Zears and what level have you reached?

4 stndeed, eans tn Md Schaol, but I Mﬁf

~veak bt 7 L.{
U.k, m:L 'ﬁ: "t:j m Choose b mﬁ Ot;n.u\..

5
are you lcarnmg Engl:sh? What are your aims or motivations?

J wouh o o 2%6251-\, /\»ﬂf«ﬁdojo%. 4 ool Lie e a dvarslotp,

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

t 2 3 4 B

7) How many years have you been learning English?

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

5%”/!“—@’“ wans 3 had B lesors a werd | but I alse had an e
o, Riatise, &f Schaol gl @@4‘» eucubion t wasn 4
490 _aonl.

9.
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Abud 5 bouns

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary]
J wabel, MoucLs ca Losle wuchh, ov wobhoudt 7%’ st
Sudbidle, . y,

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
gomg over multlple-chmce tests etc.)? Why?

“7 Qﬁ““%v o %M @&,«aucc fsis ane
e T T

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

(/(.@,J\Ju'édocpaw' Saf\a!ux—a[%‘%%md,(un
had 4o ovs&é‘ M‘SW)/]%M' o Lacher aw{ skﬁ. WWMCJ-}
o

Uk lad A‘!‘ Plmgs. Tov 3 S evinbs,
Tt BTV Y S 9 don'é Joowy ubntaien 06 UJ”\S “ ov ot
s 4 can'y m«,% i, n_ .

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 7
44

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? /3

2) Are you or a man?

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.) E"‘S"“’“‘“ qm:‘f,{ [éimm Studic.s)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) _technical school (4 yrs.)
“grammar school | grammar school

college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

(Sedian, , bue 'S not o Km%bn%ugjl'mg J'mgmw
Serbia . J teowmed E dbs L geaxs at s gf_)
e & qeows: o < Bunk o the %wai Jr&ocﬁa)d,tsﬂwm.
Iy - 3 s ... po ommenk - (Al moube ...
o B wposs Y e
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations? )
T like %.calamgnﬁ’..ﬁm M%M.Namw
to "prgjenionate” my Englishs and. o leos rmoce clode Lhe
Mmeyieon  Gutture .
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very muchj

1 2 3 4 s

7) How many years have you been learning English?
b Hears J Hunk -
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years?
Y hove D seminess + Er\g&ﬁa‘w &'—’W“d'“m

T ?Mt wenrs I haels Fie%wmﬁ/wedz_,)m (,{ feton = U5 W)
bransiobion, L Lesons fweels
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? _
When, 7 have &\.ou_%ﬁv e, 4-5 bows / peeks

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). L/

1 watch Eysh-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. L/

1 have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

1 chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
Tats ; o nos . wabdu rovies o il i
que,m% oo Lm(—_avro:.hmé Elmg.s ) m"‘% L
Ef‘%i;‘h,-

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?
"{&\251 we did oo bt o Hungs (o Hie gfamman schac(.tpﬁif‘ e,
disewssing &iﬂm’a . usm,\% fo Music  2ke.) Mo were i&mk.ﬂ 3 bhine,
becaune  ouy feoacher Wah veolly  ofeakice. |

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 8

Questionnaire Code:_ —
1) How old are you? i}

2) Are you a woman Or a man? mJgi—oi—

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.}

English mafer (American Shadies)
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Fronch R du.wf: p R dock. ar- inkyme daake ,Lm»—-du“ﬂa- AL it

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
Decanse I Loz Ahis agd Q hase vl
Joiends frome other countnes oI he 4 communioade
W Crgashe. 3 olse a1 »@Md\-\uﬂ frovies and ~cad—

of <

wobclieq o amavicag s
veok s liahe  aud= : N ; -
mo;:: l:; m\»ﬂ = N’“M#_&L& - e ok 13 mZove Ujo,:ja)-;h_ |~\—7w—‘

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = Lo-ﬁﬂvm-ix. .
very much)

1 2 3 4 (& v

7) How many years have you been learning English?
Since A e 4o school | »&o.r 10 -\ ijt_.ﬂ-/); of s,

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
nowe * Yeadaa Skills, Cemmuni=aha 5liis, Eh%‘-ﬁ‘s\. :ch:ln.k{m)
Wt de Bmitviice Shedses YO R fn Ly kyaduns aede Gttt

Vrhve ke A -qr/»i'-h'(,s

w highe wobeck T classes | e
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
jg_hAw_\* Moot w.,‘ L lbux  avouwsd— S -6 Aowrrs C". g “d““"ﬁ:)

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). x

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. ®

I listen to English-language song lyrics a.nc(transl.ate them} *

I have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. x

I lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English. x

I chat in English on the internet. »

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary}:

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning

English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,

going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why? .

T vhink —‘md'vmj andh acinadiy Msing Wa Rowqerfe (g ahe weott

ms-_/ywl.' Y-St \C%f Lezwiming - [ Wrgom oM dNines pradisiryg
oANIOA P\E\,O\. Wi feshh s &gjuu- m_o:j &Mo»\-&u_a L A W a‘.-,_o

stk S0 Ta’%’\l aje Q_trmk te dolle axoe M P i"‘fObEU‘-—(a

SR LO)MMEWHLN (P mj might lnowd tha  grrammor

prrity

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

N~

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 9

Questionnaire Code: .
1) How old are you?
A%

2) Are you a woman or a man?

MAy
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

E b ! 0 - A
[ s rn paccoun
t;b., CL-:SO %Ld 24

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
{Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:
primary school primary school

_trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college
university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

5'?0\)/\»\:5‘3/\, A ted Lo, AQX_R/\AA_,;\.‘_E i B 20b ko

Yesrs - HOW RN, g Sposwcst s Siel

X

spod. M v b T e ook
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
1 '
)-3 ln QQQ.’I)—"«-“(\ - WEL LL Ligeny b’LUf\
MR 95%“9‘-"‘"‘{ auj){gz,{)- i, oy, ool
A wroudd W to =T o t\rytpmﬂ Lo\-fu'Li-nA,\

6) How much do you actually llke learning English? (1 = not especialiy 5 = 7\0”
very much) wﬁ.\hfq

1 2 3 (4) s
7) How many years have you been learning English?

AL

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? . 5 .
A voed L, Weye & QU(_,,% G Uoteh
(onlngum A4 v ewen WA o alive oy )
f\?{\_ S wab wf\q‘f\"'\ '5 Jmp Yanre
> Ev\fs Lost, Qi)%ovv‘n HAE e
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? "
Mb\/l‘ Lr =5 “‘}I,UUM

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

I _w_atch English-language TV channels orl hsten to Enghsh language radio
stations. P s
I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English- speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.

Ichat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

Tﬂ\@&»ﬂg iy admelacdela U%%J., s ot S

Unplore. b Celuunaiana Beihegans
ft{u&}\ipb, & Cpfbou:_,u fonta E w s e
|'~’\/\§v’wUﬁ, oy G}(,Mmmﬂv‘——

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Yor, , -W\u':‘*% M:‘; S Hig U @ 2 l Kok

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 10

Questionnaire Code:___
1) How old are you? 4
2) Are you a woman or a man?

th_o..nv
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?

(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major {American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university ‘:‘E'L"_‘Zf_sft_y

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

_“F‘.{.uuc))u‘_ &cr A \JEU"{S

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
A WO M 0 TLowd  WosTC outsouk DWEW Cuach G oo
B U e, Oun &+ ‘OLCIO\)\-ASQ— (r,«_\(g?_,;:g‘\ 5 rb MOel
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 @“ 5
7) How many years have you been learning English?

q

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? Wow SCowe & lsms a v

#\ﬂ f-uma&/' L lemous O VI
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
As-Lo [‘54 i Ao a f{J'; F’I""-'{' “‘nw‘l‘js)

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
watch Enéhsh language TV channels or listen to English- language radio

1__—;— ol =

——

Thave or have ha@pmtussons

I rcgularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

mm} —atly I el €0 U, fow fo sl Qv Tnguledge @

E’W’jc‘k‘\.—w Abaad oS

175

GLOU‘F pree ok = AT fwpodiut bo are “WWA%S%FM ¢ Ha0m  gna_

Po\.mi & vi,

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

>K\ Skw;g'

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 11

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? ]3

2) Are you a woman or a man? (Uonouny

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

£mamh Qgev (CH%UJ:H Smm[pe.a)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

P school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) _technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university : university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

SERBIAN) ~ 12 yeors (school) ) privote d@&&fd‘gﬁds)
GERMAN - Hyeors (schosl ), prusate cloms (Syears)

] hate tmettsiontil erettsdy ond b o o0 B2
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

W < Loe fo aud L wad cbways toguy,

d cotd Communi & J could moke new f'r@ndbh.m :

ardl I A deoidud o by it
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1235

7) How many years have you been learning English?

Wi

8) How many English-lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? :

D AUMINoUS aod # D Couases
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

2-3 o o moesd

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
_stations:

1 listen to English-lan, song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English [ know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.
/1 write letters or e-mails in English.

1 chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

{pﬂ&ux\% N mod«a‘bt moic)\\\md P‘dm’\): oA M}M\%

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

MMMMWM@M’\&KQQW\W fldeq
Codus Avq)g%ﬂ\e_;( % re rrode s @\aﬁm\n
Coamg JCD e ’S\uﬁ@m‘m w}:ﬂ@&r\m% %L(bmg ehe

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 12 _
M

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? »

2) Are you a woman or aman? ...,

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

Liglioh, weeycy r\'E-':rw,e;J,ch‘._, -?{u_gtue,.)
[ i B

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.}

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school _grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which

one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
Frrroekr T peornade Froncio ‘f!"‘r 1“;:_1_, ISR ok T
T covmnpliaihs Lha Teonche dehpel Loty k0 the ia

peslede el

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

Ly e A8 0l . _ -
[N TV (o oy 4 LA i"‘( (S EY STt B r: Tk, N
o Ly esaas ‘F L b L8 o2 L Lt

o vodaste koihad M

Crardirs | Gasube wle oo
¢

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)
1 2 3 4 5
S
7) How many years have you been learning English?

Aass

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

£5odemt piat u.u,i.,_lt
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

S o

Wl sk bk

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). 4

1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. 4o

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. Y&~

I have or have had private lessons. .

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. -~
I lived in an English-speaking country. r.

I write letters or e-mails in English. v

I chat in English on the internet. o~

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
Eng]ish or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over mulhple—chmce tests etc.)? Why?

i gl § po rowethe btousce thawe Gl help
LL*-P*W T oo | b petorrohobesieete urhit ooy CApping Otar
LA d

A OF A

Lt Clidy

Treaolating , ittoue U con duoch’ ws Wt

A y [y 5 5
o ol wa (P S PR s & s W EOTY O O o

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?
R e L e T
,Uj

ot \*mr?’\ ok J claeole )t ;,g\u‘\ Af

-5

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 13
M

Questionnaire Code:_-_

1) How old are you?
A8

2} Are you a woman or a@

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major {English Studies), ish major (American Studies];
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at ’
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school

college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

£ lave Lrowreah clation Aocfoep, Lok e PRttt 4
CaLt ey ol Lonwed oy el gotoeer.. % odudlik
it o helign feoclar 400 Loped

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
41_\6 fonente Lo punue Slow 4o~ o eLallinnd prela ol epalkkosny o Geek
PEUDUE PPN @ Aoe Pttt gl Aveenion Aofe et § L2t ol
Teabrgs Ao A sarea 4 orecd Ho Loow faih el olouk Ll .

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 &

7) How many years have you been learning English?
AD

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
¢ s o el adk & u\:-,Luc..Sc.i\<

fo 4G e it yaons 4 Mook cuousdl. G HaSlout & [y

1,1{»1 r.u.mdL o siows Louota &
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
4 Love (o octros-
Ll HO Casass 8 T Wb Thugs
10} Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

30 Soucal Onkad  Srh od Toted Fheee

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations. "
[ listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.—

I have or have had private lessons. <"
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. «

I lived in an English-speaking country.

[ write letters or e-mails in English. __-

I chat in English on the internet. ——

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

> ff B ewibs oot (Lo~ “es .

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
-/CL!-»\E : (—\aLrﬁc_L\L) —n dexds tetask T LL_‘EL_A—SF(&\% ("” Al

Shenotant <

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced? (/0.4 , sotetieat daee 4

ool ki BiudRs <€ Gebiwches Lus 4w b Wiy blan
{2 im0 cob be xest. 4 oot Liow  (Llak et R
L st g (e Lok e beecter L dacll il Mk o

Ln_,QJY Yo 59 Sty

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 14
b

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? _£.&

2) Are you a woman or a man? pn\

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Readin, te. , ! )

£y of Reading (UK) etc) j'mjloh e [oV { amew C‘”@

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school {4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4} Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

fcg

Ll Cr e

&z 5
evel - r\o\f he Fr'c

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
oviny p\g\“ i &I*‘wl'(’l?{ bfr'a.uoa &ﬂvﬁ (eim qf‘h/ eclUee \": e (C\kdbn(}p ;"3
%) 39\ 7
euD{CJL, vxo{t [ wamted [ oo o M@m?""”“"’
i ‘\M EJ"/‘-”‘L_‘J“’S ol Loawene | (ff,»\HS le

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very muchy)

1234@'2‘

7} How many years have you been learning English?

\10 f’nlz ,[;g,—p;- Py :j?q,r}% M(’ani[ i’?o”:hla')

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

in the f{.o* i of aéc'rucfu-'j cheol | hmot' 2,0 lwens aweed Ak Aheu 3/‘”'"4
[hawe abat 4-5 now.
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or studar at home for your {A
English lessons? [ 111,@” & pesaNwir ag bl fo be olome Fhew

£-2-3 heurn, .';[ fle ﬁu_ﬁf aw bhouy

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

1 have or have had private lessons.

- qig_%l_ajy;tal_kgy:sed-wmlk to a native speaker of English I know.
1Tived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

i c_h@tjn_@g_@on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):
1 wakeh mone _ameun } o{ POCTED tw eng) lish.

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

ct“:m -}i»\cuﬂ: L\ \rlanfo_)f al,\_g( { ecds Jo Le p zed 'EG/’(
Muﬂrpp i‘"“’ teok - h‘i/{f3 w.“f\ He ?MW!M%’ / v céitd '+ H’Ul’%&’iﬂ[
eameas — because nnei») awe -fumj - H,\:d s dhe wed ‘mfh}m}% i Jmil_ﬁj

-

/ 12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

LS Pn:ff’sz, anre -Hna ones

!q{:o l'uxu{ ‘iﬁc‘c b2 a[;elm fle US and };"j(a‘“’( ('L 8 “‘\'71“3)&@& cjﬂ:‘))

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 15

Questionnaire Code:_-
1) How old are you? o

2) Are you a woman or aﬁlﬂ?

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
{Underline the level,)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university University

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

5) Why are you learning E:r'Lglish? What are your aims or motivations?
@WJHJL s ['[fﬁ Fy 4, el o A Az Yoo AL
o Tayededor 07 <erenpd ‘445, //( 2 LT

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 5_

7) How many years have you been learmng Enghsh"
[ D‘ l(- s ‘~r l“rff”i:/"(— J/(’VVL/-/‘ L J V'/tl{n\ ‘YW
i

Soo | Zpad LA Nf{/{“’{ bow b

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many havc you had in
past years? o 7 L/-’y 1 I 5
i Jy AL Lot AN, Ay
PRGN ol RN R

f t oA
4{.{,4 /—\ («’/J’[“&"{ ] Lo £ A"”\'_ﬁmf\’ s UJJL“— p e
Wy
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? - ' o
Dapyds o T Aot

10} Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

_I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
T waich English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. Ty o
Tlisten to English-language song lyrics and translate. them.
I have or have had private lessons. '
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
[ lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

l . o
([ Trtar,  1m Mo o e b A o Y “Ef‘“’;'/‘“"‘ﬂ?f-
Wor (::!,{w’f Yoo At O Al o4 o, 4 - Ji/v‘*'w /‘L’E{L-)’?%j/

IC/MJ Q¢ /(Ig Tl ok }\(wh \ Alww‘m"‘w’" a/L/é{

12} Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

H ‘a v ‘F/u /{v’k/"L Wy, e Argene - oyt to A ip
%'q/i wthigh pd Teecdo-  gdare w(f{lf*f-‘f;ﬂ Lpdd peg
At /‘%.3 /ﬁﬂ/f'w" ‘?’{4_@»;'13 s

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 16

Questionnaire Code:_ . _
1) How old are you? (&

2) Are you a womarn or a man?  (UOwm.OAin—
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?

(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade schoel (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college coliege

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
Proncin for B gears ol - eee L
MLAoess  Fer 1 Rawrs PRl

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
d bowoe fouaileny s Bueytowel | Aunbratie, ok
ymone oo . %ﬁ achinaSecA . (A W\Q,é\()kc)bé-“'\%s [
NI g (m%o,\ucag & Ry [ coL,_b R Alea R
O uronlde Qe i el B 6L yun Roiko ey wrevh C:-‘U‘E\ﬁ_‘“‘“

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = ' (:\MRS.

very much)

1 2 3 4 &

7) How many years have you been learning English?

fua

Aot Ao Sk cers

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years? ) _ 4
} hach, wove MMasouws slocud AL~ 15 oo weel (wow { bowe

o | ot OB e mes, |
T buk  Hone one fo
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
Ploowk k- € wawns o clony

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). v

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. .

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. v

I have or have had private lessons. —

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English  know. v’

I lived in an English-speaking country. —

I write letters or e-mails in English. .~

I chat in English on the internet. —

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

"Lj Counlus froun Euglomot Ouok dopsralin afftw wiady wdl owste
Aoskdvuaens A Al Hhaeow

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking“ranslating-doing pair work,~
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
=5 e ) Yoy o e~ d”:"‘*«‘-—cu% Pl g (Ve dieot ¢a, Ok Wty €ot )
= FE-_D*%’L‘“%_) e Plutrns Vol Cuedigtie ov Achiod e Ewoa*(,ﬁdx
~ Qhaeck.  Guuphl Yo ki oloou A LOwbwevk. U~ eu«-.j £y ou -
- el | nrcoliuey afeud F,{cubs Csmpds)

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

& \L{ WD e O Dl Chice X Yoot ogf Jomch flou W
c»u.%,m_;k le o cAres (s'rﬂu« Ausrdton, | Clugh M\ orowed. us
o Gk of Wy lo Gan e, Cxgimape ro‘f_Cu_é-L‘)_;b scgekio,

’DM“/V\.'—\LD o C:l(vi.'b‘—\-“w‘i; cuuch € péneaniles

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 17

Questionnaire Code:_ '
1) H Id are you?
} How o ¥ 00
2) Are you a woman or a man?
o

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major {(English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yTs.)
grammar school grammar school
college coliege

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

li-r'\gofrﬁxnocb?ﬁ.ta T fouR mot .

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
T Qund. o Unterentimg omd Lronpmrdosnad .

6) How much do you actually like learning English? {1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 (@
7) How many years have you been learning English?
for eight yeors
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years? . .
New I Gavn Sermumans omd ColmskS Lm E.—.—,ao,..aﬂ_

Im pond Mears T had threo Qernang o veelh .
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

®I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
X1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
[ have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
[ lived in an English-speaking country.
[ write letters or e-mails in English.
[ chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
tofirng | dRimoy PO wm& o
GeLaume PaYhL cominuAwicod (@n o
Ty Weofk polmt . L
T woneed 40 proetied V0.

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Mo , T Rage mot nakul Emquuish teocher untll, mew.

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 18

A2

Questionnaire Code:_’
1) How old are you?  c,

2) Are you a woman or a man? i

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.) [Inq_,tio‘\ Shwhien) = -l Majoy
e - Ewnefth My
h)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
e, Fer §oaars - 7 amad bon Rt i P Qeeng e
ik urs o lamedd [ 2 gty Adedl amdd 7 AW XRC i eendl

Sl bo Uann Arabic add Toemd, o ey v, B Bl abacal ol b ala,
nenlf o Ayt oy a0 '3 e PR anine R o cal Alie b fuba) i o3
5) Why are you leammg English? What a.re your aims or motivations?

Frollibs n oot of Vet Jor b o Belep oo ey B ek 0 Bl s odalty
wiHA aaek g AR Yo bt el wk e Y ol Frgimy ey ookt
Y dhenlt kel "AULE glans ok wsk, GePiine, an n St e, Stadio,

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1234@

7) How many years have you been learning English?
D e Arended b Do Sk S Ao qeeety - H%"—-‘tu;,’.
Py Albas et nal e ke 9 o L agen el

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years?

A Rk ien ol 7 2y S L N Pt AR Bremany j":;“_ e

GLSE ey ok Qon adhe® et D ATddY Veom b aBied e
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

A mGeag e b o a&'}))_\

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). L/

[ watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. v’

I have or have had private lessons. |/

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. v’

I lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet. |~

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

(mnekin) Tl l’(‘t&"“z Pk et (bl i - Rawry wire |, couatng o

. oade s

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

AW orha of Comvc wrtnadlonn |, (o)
waiedn in alebly bl 6rA adled .

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

MNev axackio ;3 endy wclad A4 Lot Jovnny -4 Foudnlg PL P R A O

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 19

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? '1 3

2) Are you a woman or a man? Mar

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college . college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Wrgtg@a'of ~'€aw-' M

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

S worllh Lok Ao new B Lorguagy Jvoct a

!

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 & B
7) How many years have you been learning English?

A1 4ylors

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

Ty - fooduir | Cmmanical, 540, Englik Tucdile,

b groncr schng 9 Aoy H o wiih
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

2.3-4~5 Lo

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
*ngtc_h_Eﬂg]_igh;languagcJﬁLchaanglﬁ_or listen to English-language radio

stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English [ know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in Engli i

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

" ek WE&W wrty goutding,

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

by ranolati | oy 2icorots and G,
Becotu o %2’ &Q,_ yarr wrble ond gl W
12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with

English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?
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mw%u-@imﬁ%@%&%wzm'fwm

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 20

Questionnaire Code: s

1) How old are you? {4
2) Are you a woman or a man? . tuicin

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

Eu—s&xf—w wuajc\f ( Evujuit\ Shudse 5)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
{Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Sevlion AL feas sl
Labv-v\-o.u\ b Wv s Leasin i
Aallicee Z .ﬁwryﬁ L,tch‘ A visy

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
Ol B NS sk fie o P ey
B> e\,\f‘bt £acm g ﬁé' & \)C.:- ! I) . m &—.;«/ L tHaot
I AMe o Leoge o B dwaven' 4 deciald gk oV wout

o €1 o dbtode, o o baaaclodo,

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 (5
7) How many years have you been learning English?
? \3 Lo S

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

w6 ety

Pt gtess 273 ekl
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

L3 boowars @ J—«J—j

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers). v

1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. v~

I have or have had private lessons..”

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet...””

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multipie-choice tests etc.)? Why?

‘.S;JJ(,;wS o T \;LuchP; e pomvnasiuEiiion seliel,

B

195

Hoaz Jvummj 'ZJ;pmj paem wode - Gou wPan Lennn

LA é(.A&\MJJ ‘vacl,\’\ Hoe o+t j,,t‘/pjgm s

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

:)—buu:) and . e dood .S{'\-\;\t ot an wal !') V‘-éa—»\/\.wM (e -E S P'—""\

{7"/1134‘” VLALE LV*’ LA jrvw»u(: "j M

Jbﬁu}

\:')r\,o»u‘: s guand lod 4o

U 38 yoomn., We  wot dbad 13461,.15 onnd ol
o

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 21
12
Questionnaire Code:_
1) How old are you? ;-
2) Are you a@.or a man?
3) What is your status at the Institute of E ish and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), ! E‘mm

English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major a
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
won feut @ 4o A2 ':‘.(’.4’44,& et Pt £ Jeany rulsied, ik ;7(‘,4.! S o,

N H e
PRECL (k- QA 1 Ll b ouned  way o ta gl sl dco

5) Why are you learning English? What arc your aims or motivations?
> =S i s -’gn:L e suljeck Hlf ¥ lesloks Zcnnn 9 ‘-*’1 At L prscy

ety et OGO Uluanery

Lk wed Lo

Ltk 4wt miiaed [+ G U Fiindw by
A ke Hys L o Qued A wowlel hw do svnk 2 gt Wed of otinogel J,—|l’ “r:’u'ﬂ_(.,
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =4 ca,, use

very much)

i
1 2 3 4 (5
7) How many years have you been learning English?

Ty .0 ‘ A ”_ Ha L EoPa
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

- ~ . L o e
s Coite 5 B T i s Ao ) " Lo Ao Sl
bosrs Comun. Sictts, Cuadie | _,,3’[\5 Corvmdudim , Medvioly clish Av A Sradiots,

Odo Ry o Se &

¢ oyl | Tlhae ’nLJL\ Selbol 4
a8 lualed 5‘,“q_ TULY v Aved 1 Gatun 0 sk, mbmlgm ,"
e i B Rpdand B0 MeothS Uy RIS prad Wy Tovak Ty, Wan qi-o

v A & puad

ol

taans o ‘(‘f,.
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4.5 2 A ¢ | e Owd el an Eaeplale S

A Baoga il . faecilS &
3 D e meaion Bindowd) Sp dua  Gael 12 e, oRa
[ A IV (ks hion H2A0Ee) we Jue Baot C Gn, ’
fd, Ui o Gk Guviicn 0wl Alad o biak Sew of A W

A ot vy louguage stw w Yy Luel e € V( ch
"’9) How many  hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

(weli, A bewend o ik .

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
/ 1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

/ 1listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
I have or have had private lessons.
1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
1 lived in an English-speaking country.

/ 1 write letters or e-mails in English.
1 chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do  you thit the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. ta]lung;\translaung, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? y? /

uar veu bove B Usd P LOCLbuvy
Quel  Apead encngh Y Yo Colt C

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with

English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what

other ways of learning have you experienced?

% | Yor, Buwl e bod 40 diday o Ab
H r{y |‘ ke o -“{\ i —.f,w:(‘t“:{"vﬁ(: [ S T A

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 22

Questionnaire Code: !
1) How old are you?
AT

2) Are you a woman or a man?
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major {English Studies), English major (American Studies),
Enghsh minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Readmg (UK} ete) , i )

oo faning ame uv L.U\\"\ 2l
3) What is the hjghcst level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one /ones for how many years and what level have you reached?
g\;{ b L\U‘v‘tuk iTaliein rklhv- ju_\v A Loy l roer | e
3} )

f‘xi'\.,,\.k_ B, "'u‘._;\k k_se\r\i

5) Why are you learning Enghsh? What are your aims or motivations?

-

e Blmea te Chan Mobia, Vuleeiasl c_\_ L o

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 @& s

7) How many years have you been learning English?
E

-

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

.

| anan U T halasa Lnhotts o L
: J
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9} How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

L{ 'S' [r\ﬂi.«_{%

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
T watch English-Tanguage TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. S
[ isten to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English T know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pa.u' work,

gomg over mulnple—cholcc tests etc.)? Why? L
i o I
e S T . .‘\"‘“f' \.Cx,\ d;\—“'ﬁr‘-’f‘“ \vw-\J\‘,rl—\\\

d = et e ot it vt Hadk
an l;"***’y \ .

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

H“‘ [ -:ia;z Ot .“'5‘__‘ A O v plean B Ul
’ EL L : v
erine, adalitdy (“-"oﬁkll\w:\ et (haimg ~ aeg vam
S F g 5| Ji 4]
S Cr \a‘ oot anliad athelh .

3

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 23
72

Questionnaire Code: -
1) How old are you?
A%
2) Are you a woman or a man?
WS A

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major {American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK} etc.)

EJME,,}QLS&H woer - Cugiate Sudion

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

A booase.  Riowade T é&« L A@% A qh.u_nrb Ay ~eachel
Qe A0Sl Raae i

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

Alga, famtiv s, Gudisle comane. O sitnn; was, ACBocwacke

3 5 i
L&Luosw& (A Resndl e Aubeazativ g o anaTuea adbenk
Kar  qpovsscon . Aulshomy, Wt Bittvo Lane CA‘OC
PO W 0 - A, : ol do nhiax A ~ecu

H J T i et e
6) How much do you actually like learning English? {1 = not especiaily 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 @

7) How many years have you been learning English?
AD o

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

Au Ko paat oo A bod. 2ltmcun per o ual
Awdl wow A oone KT
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? &
/(0\4\.\.&75,{, AL Lown cLyuUJL Cudh A doidat couawt 'g_iu.\. ““a“kt“'m‘;)
an Lasudng but 4 dslxk%-ngm.»% auel A seadd Locka; aIpLpEs:

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, nwm}_

1 watch En!l‘(sh lanmam: TV channels or listen to English-language radio

I hshen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

i unvr. OF fiave had yuval.c iessons.

Mtaﬂ(orusedtotalkgoanahvcspeakerof_l;‘ngyshlknow
lr_ lived 1n an English-speaking country. \'
mtefethersore—mmlsmEngpsh AN gt whoat peeofly wiams, 4 amy if
IchatmEngb_shonmgmternct. 4 wearche K‘::’LW Vo Mg MCFHER® 2012:-:3 “
_Other [please explain, or say more ahout any of the above, if necessary):
Ouve poak TEE .69«,9,1“&0.‘.:,2&\‘.&&—«
llu ~_n %% f‘\-; - 8 Pre the LSk e

'—'T" '*'vv-!' we W, almcst f,in"/ujm’ :[ oa e duwiernet
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Data file 24
12
A HE
Questionnaire Gode:_ 7 .
1) How old are you? /7
2) Are you a woman or a man? Lo ALY
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.) L
Erbiig ITATeR ( Trttion SBIES J
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.) -
Your dad: Your mum:
primary school primary school
trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) . technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school /" wtict: 41 \ grammar school
college renbErE M eollege
university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

FLEALH | Fol SHEALS | UTPER - IMTERHEDAT LELE L

$PAMIL A Fop A YEAR ! CANSTEAL  GuiiE FUEATY
GELIan FOR L Uear:,;t Peac T FLUEATLY

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
BF [ chCse  TanLicy AS MY TIRiT Fopeitw (ARSUACE AT TRITARY
SEfwn ) ARD ) LEALLY preEd T Juwedlp | tied Te 2 A
. - : . frbdclete MY
g: f'{’Gif’f(th( TEACHE B 6T Fo AL GSH ALD ‘T'i-_ll\_(}fr i~ _'_Diﬂ;
Hobbu (< LEARL 6T JANCRAGES aip [RCL € M RO CEDOE
6) How muc s ou actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1234@:;

7) How many years have you been learning English?
Fu€ FTen LEArAE BLC-LSH FeR 9 WEARS

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

[ HALE 5 0ERILARS AAD 3 TASUSH (EXTueEs A wEEL.

a7 tdArA L ScHoit , THere ~TEE J - LB A wWEEC

Ny TeR  HAR YEAr s

(VAY

ANSD § ATERDE D PRLATE S e itoe (85
# L @i
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
| CAL'T SAU An EX ACT Awdafr T T PaT ! 7
paUDd AT LEAST -6 (ot 7)) pouts Teepapws Foke [
10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?
1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-lan e radio
_stations.
1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
1 have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
1lived in an English-speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.
1 chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):
11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over muitiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
) THit, TACeoe  ARD VTR geTE " TASE  HEeP
THE MegT. M My CRwicike, THE Moit 1 Mot AnE
SHIVE (¢ BT STUDEATS TALE A leT Arp TEATO
TWPLESS Hlcid CTHOKC TR
12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?
| HAVE & Xpes (EACED THise ACQUTIES ¢ AISTERLE
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Data file 25

2

Questionnaire Code:. . - -~
1) How old are you?

A

2) Are you a woman or a man?

W T
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?

(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
Ccollege college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Yporeorms fov U oan — Wiy

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
A Lt 4 4t oo L »J')C_,q_,_t,,.,y j A Loy
bhe Lopsungis g il

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 (5

7) How many years have you been learning English?
5

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years? .
w0 herl 3 drea on ok, 4 ke Tetlbis
P e i

Ao oot iy A AsrD O el (w\/n_.&, ﬁi’_-ck{}-e_})
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

TR B Y ey o [;\_R.A/’l!

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
T watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio.
stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

T have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, deing pair work,
going over muitiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
‘i‘ﬁ"’"ﬁf ]»-R/I;-r A AL A b e TG 11%:4%
o tralafo q Hetane peo i dono g5 racet iy e

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Yeo_d~ N s Y

AT C/{'\,Lf\% Flrr e Enaflonb

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 26

Ac

Questionnaire Co="
1) How old are you? 2o

2) Are you a WOman or a man? {fj Oy~

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK] etc.) ;

Ewa&\;abu N /éw:,e,;au Slu.ab-‘.?_l‘/ - R U—ry elons—

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

school primary school
trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs. )
grammar school grammar s school
college college
university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

{ bhoure Leo.rol G’meﬁ S Goabeimon seduagt of o

S€ oA Zwswagﬁ a{;“ /pu.j (Yda__,f
{Oucc— o g0 el wom bk fom o buige oy
oA
5) W'hy are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations? JAueed s
f woutoh Blle— do wede sloael 'me"d“ =

\JN.&QG‘ o CA At ot ppans <t

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 (B) 4 s

7) How many years have you been learning English?
lo

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

Now 4 loure @ detno—; /M‘V aungha b '/
s G cetincen an selios€ f bhadt oo Lol gcﬁ@udk &"few
£ qg‘ ;v{,_ ﬂ,u.a,.—f IR PO
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

I C(Aazcz—s-t’,abdzf, Lo f u,\pu-jbf— T o wree st

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

_I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
"1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
‘Thave or have had private lessons.
_I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary}:

Ly b‘(,hj{;wmd ol uu"hlr_guhﬁ ;_7—, T, 605 TEL CotuPocy oo
o bend lods of aldieemes (ocieacues Koo a_g,wa
espeCialdy Aou fwurco ool I Ll datbing to

ok G Clgllile vty wamehe .
11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

{ Kok doadkitg ool JLMJ&L.A&\? e oy, e sp

Compom baet  toSkd.

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

§ bave expoecced Kase acdullll i yoce <@, foo,
Head s b by { wor A bowe Ll fo quollt Gae.

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 27

40

Questionnaire Code:.. __ .

1) How old are you?

K 12 yuews old
2) Are you a woman or a man?

Ao o ampan

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major {(English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.

Eagliph wejor ( L,mgf&’b}” Scoolies)
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)

technical school (4 yrs.) Jechnical school (4 yrs.)

grammar school grammar school- . —--

college college k2
university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

H gl W n oWbMﬂ jDV Q%M;E&m o wed
Lot DaBwt fpus 6 bt Lelun auel A gt elopae K
oo hth aukx it $osn - Jurowlidd to & tasee of leark o
(leace %{;}%gﬁ?&pww M:Cw o the wfgld.xdm+ asdpnd X
5) Why are jou En, What are your aims or mou_vatxons?(ir% & B ok o
UL Luglish st 5 lebitve @8 hove o gt huowbolpe (2t o o pun
aﬁ{koﬂw f_\w m(’,a, l,m_dmr.stmwi k- Ml(ﬂ:-&&iﬂ.«/,o}&ﬁﬁfﬂ&,#}vm‘é Tk
0 0 Is 5 L
700 G Lo d{ L%Mwiw'ﬁ’ [Augets Ty &MWW' '
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 &

7) How many years have you been learning English? o _ ,

of g wbndy seages it well, 30 Letn @omuug T sunce ) got €om ek
by pﬁvtuu}-nnﬂ sebuso  bo abrouwé 10 LLoas W,

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past years? #* i "
A 'L‘«»&-\Jt € Euglinin fanoma '4u4'2ﬂ,"-‘7]th;l£( i&ﬂﬂ LD({(;/.)‘JD-.U: Q ;.p‘ﬂ/l
wn Seehutlovy “sohacd o weld fotually ot @, Ij-m‘ Tt youne Bont,
ﬁcﬁ«ﬂa lodl U Gessors 86 a wal

% Bed Uo) Haum vt thob octunlly benthea) Luproves s euglin,
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? ,

A lost 3-8 bowns o day, 3 woud 2 % oun oval - (ki g
(‘C\!-AAJ%M il Unss 0& c,ou/mq\
10} Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

Lread English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

aL g A s e ot i Ut
I have or have had private 1esSoms.
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
1lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
i i the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

b wes wobug ok U focod s 4 «f(,gw*'(m“ uposl W"),M
somchints s (ool fortign pistion, whe Sapole o [ taljpues e previdld
Lt <Aoo, ealeol G wch 0 o Citkin Bty ey )

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why? ’

oty 1 qrongs dhiseunding Unangs arpadeg ofeuct Lopicn,
“f o geed ey fo bomn Euglil, %w?oﬁlvwn

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

M%.%m&%w o Snlow o Win-

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 28
o

Questionnaire Code: |
1) How old are you? 43

2) Are you a woman or a man? WOM.QUL

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

Englash mofor (englisk. Studien)
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
{Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school gramumar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

§ fowt feamed French fov U geans .

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

%Jw@mma L MEN%MK,W

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 @

7) How many years have you been learning English?

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

54%5“5.\34,«3&,&@50@.
J e Aok & W&&Am oo uwreh
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? 4 4o Romeworfe. S Rowyd o weed

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that rcqu:..re Enghsh? If s0, what are thcy?

I read Englis (e g. novcls ncwspapers]

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

'Ea.ui’-utg/ ) doung Pour work

fow can kot o L€ from eur speaking Partatr .

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

be\ud,towa,ffw&du\ oh . W talbed
aleds fe-chogtons ondl § ol bhin | ackinky !

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 29

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? '(q

2) Are you a woman or a man? MAN

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

Englisl wayov (Evgisl Shudies)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:
pri school primary school
Er%g??cﬁaﬁ (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college
university university

S )

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Cbefmo.u. —/{% yeexs ( cAy
Serbiom AP veous

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

N wewk 4o e oo trowslokor or o teccher.

6) How much do you actually like learning English? {1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1234@

7) How many years have you been learning English?
8- 10 veors

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

AC

Y Lowe A SCWIASTS AOW Jn the gramwmor  school

S ool i A e week
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

D leoxi~ S-lo ‘unDurS o weel. |

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

/I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
V1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.
I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
VI have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
1 lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

3 Tcod ?D(, V\Q\IE,Q.S\ LuCltCL- w\_c\)ltefl e E\,\DGQ;SL&, i ilee
&c‘hu“'l"‘"% bip-lop wasic 5‘5“' w Englisle. .

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

Tojh-'”oé "‘QQ?S a et i Qscmwu\»\c‘a E_\Acg;ﬁh- Toir wokrs O
qOOA. ‘oo  lecouse we Coun ek atuex pecyle .

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

§ j 3 hove expenewcad these
gedivdes u e QO A cchool

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 30
40

Questionnaire Code: -
1) How old are you?
1§
2) Are you a woman or a man?
LE

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

Eplark bafs¥ ( pposeear SHdat) _
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?

{Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school {3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Gertilh, £ B preas | LA the citipihade Zeppiage ecatf

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
14, bide t fe ab tiderfroter o Yo an gaplot p_‘g,d@//
otz Aol ol Lk T s alsprad.

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 (B s
7) How many years have you been learning English?
Y fgosss <A el ol Aml o4 pf suhe .

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

1 Reve 4 opiiosss Wlmﬁwf@r%&%ﬂ#
I tnas A Lave 4 dbes a sl
od eagash  lacdorT

wd oA charn A
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

42 farrs

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

) RAR ety i Carobating ove Y net oAt owas
THHINGE . et dat It pacefiel 7S50k 24455

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

ot bty | @A Lol of Pumbitos pudpresel

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 31

Questionnaire Code: =
1) How old are you? 1§

2) Are you a womarn Or @ man? wo o

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.) Exaiinn magor (Awes o Stchies)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs)
grammar school grammar school

college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
Ataliowm. | i,cf\— h R A hooase o &énvv?y__ Lntenr -
eetioAl vt Lasgiaiop Lo { gums o wnleien
part)

M 4 sb:é{:‘x to h?_:;‘;. Spamiat | hart aial Bla
5) Why are you ing English? What are your aims or motivations?

A ik bhee W\Jcr,a%x_ wmd. A oA ko _.‘;Ev..w

Lo aadh  woondee Oetz. dtdl it w0 9P
A lao. ko ‘b«-db} o Loohe.

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 &
7) How many years have you been learning English?

hodr- Joesan.  leoa g b\a{l« Pl ‘f,;:rr O o

8) How many Enghsh lesscms do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? &

nc adin wi e
: ) ‘W ?"-’ L e
b%h _:::;M i

—

howe 5 Cine BMJ po-nt Yo
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
A st abowbed  wiluersih LEVE S P N v 9f oo, 3

3 Sawes  Eo  Aludhe m Aab | Ak 5 Lihe ok

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
/I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
1 have or have had private lessons.
1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
1 chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
A Lot DLDQV\.% o~ ok Lteaunt e can g b o
e anonar PPN NI S A (VWS PULY r.:’rcb.t.'c.-; [ "\4:) [= ’ﬁ‘e‘)\_%_ﬂ_?‘ .
A Loe- o o mv\—g Ooanch_ 'tQ_ilz.—L;vua ; cunoh
A et \OLD-«-Y-.\_SB PN %ﬂ.«\.v\d_ 94 %/Q.AN\M Cay an

)l\n_.'l'\‘o v ks,
12} Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?
We. owidue't bellh oo Lok el b et
rubeosl. omo FL LS eOullde e f,goock_ 0 9 coudol
)L_ly‘-u\nﬂf@\_r(f ey e Omeeeeonccndelon Allliis . We
wrroke e anch ket

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 32
7
Questionnaire Codl::;
/Yéow old are you?
A%
ﬁ{Arcyouawoman oragn}’

/3] What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (Enghsh Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK} etc.)
Egird, e (b ki)

ﬁr What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

,40/ Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Mot oot

%Vhy are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

t?— U\W“'L Q,,.a‘. y ,J" [L}L\J—tﬁ\l
't’ﬁflp.m%\&tw—f,mﬂunmﬁﬁp MM%’“‘-}M
T VO R W | TR | T [ty

/6)4;w much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very muchy)

1 2 3 4 (5

How many years have you been learning English?

O o *Q('%—\MJ\{W g?mh

ﬁ How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

F"‘f gy B - w ur=f
Moednr 2D w LA Ao
%w
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ﬂﬁ-low many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Lo b ity dong ol e w fad s bl e el
) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

1 watch sh-langliage-TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

Llisten to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons. o

1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

Tchat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

[ wihe o bt o) comvtrmabins o Cofid Dok nLinnt
et fhinsy

}/K What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning

English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doin, ir work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and /or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Exnille,

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 33

Questionnaire Code:  : - o« -u
1) How old are you? 45

2) Are you a woman or a man?
Im A N

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.) EngisH MR (gﬂ GLiSh qu!x&&)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.) C

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

GeRuAN (G veans)
CERBNAN (1L YeAnd)
Febner (1 eAR)

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
\i& { WHT  to BE A ARANSLAIR  gp teirpec coMEDAY.
PROY
f Moo WA 4o TRAIN meELE T m. Enguse | Fok €y M) PaghiT

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 [3a] s
7) How many years have you been learning English?

Provnd A,

MY Ports sy [ gpaattd SEAKNMG Ewcuss BT Tee e of b
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

3 (wrmc COMMUKICATION Favunmaom)
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

&3

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
watch English-language TV channels or listen Mﬁ{g@,
stations. U b fo)
T listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them,
I have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk 0@ native speaker of English [ know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.
I'chat in English on the internet.
Other {please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

I WRTE  pausy pewews Fore p webiTh (v Eneush

11) What kind of classroom activitics do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

T&Lm@ AoLdt. {“r HeLPy Wl wiTH  LEARNING Encitsn wEADED (v REAL~LFE
SItuftions INTERM‘HNG fthg  HELES iy My abinet

A NN

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Prony ves, W& TR vk g Dot MO LS el

221

Exbrodks  oud By Bubm GeAmean TEqY, Bt f Guess  THY'RL Mo nbcESaey

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 34

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?
74
2) Are you a woman Or a man?

aA
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g- English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
{Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Wi (?_ ‘13\11(19)
io«-’hc_ ((‘_ud

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

g’ (auu Cou [lrﬁ(l awch waut ‘lu \,{
a5 Gogok Tt S poible .

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1234@

7) How many years have you been learning English?
/H ’*\lGMLi,

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

6 loamsfunk T oty —
Z j@cms fa AU& gql-iu e ot 'P“ﬂu C'ct‘acl
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
TN

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom

that require English? If so, what are they?

M Uy
;r,eadlﬁng_ﬁsh (e.g. novels, newspapers). Y
Egtﬂ@ghsh:lanyage TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

1 have or have had private lessons.

1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
1lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

1 chat in English on the internet.

Other [please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

a:wti-«&h'du\ ot "kcxuuu, aloud D(-Q‘UHU"( 'H"(‘““l'; o aud
uat clmLiL‘ﬂ ot vy duy lile.

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Mpwe o legg
i
U..(;Clt[{‘\k:ﬁ l&,c)b.(-efp" ll’u’f{kﬂcj
b vadiy v am{{l'@[’\

‘Thank you for your help!
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Data file 35

Questionnaire Code: . R
1) How old are you? 1,

2) Are you a woman or a man? ..

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.) AT e Chitizsts gﬁ;«%\ﬁs)
4 e

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university.

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which

one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
- , 1 - R 2 £ P
Ctatin forv lin e, okt |y Gt | oo 20 of oo Bosic Jeinl.

- ‘ = ( Maser  6:Ged 5Qi;w_-wm)

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
| [PERRS '\‘»S_z ‘\5 Vst o Q"’“S-ﬁ- 3 ol 3-""‘-“" _Lu'J’QA"U-!(’ ) '-: ek, \ et
i-rir;. to (dndlod e L&""""‘* £ "“‘,}5 FMT\Q. bxwi.{! 4 so Rnd 022 |
olumt 13cd o Wa*m‘u: 'o\«ms. (et Rrlwosn J
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 5

7) How many years have you been learning English?
f"*’ Ak 4 t&\m
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? A -
s {"“é‘,’ Bsag, ord e dhav ) Wl & covembid. b t_ﬁ%[ri;k
o de -':'nwa‘\ o At chss « Gri.i’lm
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9) How many hours a week do you de homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
Aleond W S o 9{ Loy o

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

/I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
[ watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
¥ I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
/I have or have had private lessons.
'\/ I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
V1lived in an English-speaking country.
/I write letters or e-mails in English.
¥I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiplc-choice tests etc.)? Why?
JMS‘A‘ ,,“_d" (JD(»*I e I L"‘\& U{Xr\:ahj M{t i 'H«(..,?\)n
:ﬁmé- ok 2 T Go b Ut ol U oud by g Bt B
ooy hed t's futes D)

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced? ',

Y, e cmvioad o oY G %
A Lwﬁ,‘,;ﬁ LENSO u\,\m*m 2y \)
a4t baue foo ?ﬁc"i v%d\ +‘2.5-<1’\2vr &%
\cbhk Vs ok LLJ_(:\L o ov

- mﬁ-(qf(? 5

Thank you for your help!

Yoy wloot .
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Data file 36

Questionnaire Code:

1) How old are you? 19
2) Are you a woman or a man? et

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.) gﬂ,}tl'ﬁi\ mineg, — H s ‘}ﬁj w q_jc‘-r

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.}

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Ladin éa‘r o-nL ﬂf—f’-’f [ ijo»dz = :'1‘,

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
| dont word fo l2amn o new fm7!wfé, anct (2l [ds Fo he

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 @ 4 5

7) How many years have you been learning English?
12

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

Mow ?'uL rj-*-;]LZ ‘ CottS e ke 1‘&‘1 w«.c‘v;?#s.“?[?_
fﬂ. 'Huc 6s=r=.s+ :jAZamj ,f ,&zﬁf‘}-’/( ’L'Lj{‘SA G&OLW"L g o ? /45'561-3

Ta a4 weed,
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

i J\afwd;; on e fﬁf”" og; e Rowmewsd  Alaut & o T lors,

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.

1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons.

1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say morg about any of the above, if necessary):

v ¥ e e »
[ um.!!r_L Foa -TJV." [Py 2 Lﬂtﬂ- 5#‘“’?""{*, and fwcdl(,!i oI €s ‘s‘rj

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
]’;//Y’)_.(',tj ; hzccurse H‘ =?-4+ (‘: 2o tis iia C it s -uffl/‘"“r M(l ﬂ‘-&
’(Mﬂam_ . éma-f.m 2&‘3:‘(‘} L,L( fo ZM LAJ C‘é RObEag ok WJ‘“‘“‘ E
becase -]»Ll“{"-, ']L(\.f_ 5¢(o—m7( Aa‘ﬂ[ .u-rm..J o(.ir 12 omncs j i

fi;au’» 5/0\.7[(‘£sz g

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Lj‘e'j y ﬁuhj ane .

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 37

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? ZO

2) Are you a woman or a man? (LOWMAn

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major {American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student {History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

&3@« X A0 FU DA PSS %:oéoa»b i
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school _grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

Freuch - S‘» s rawa N C'_:z')i’dcf»uo(’_ (wéum le,‘C\E/-«-J
Fpmne - for 4 yeon (anet chee)

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

~ §aend do wale w?jpeﬁj cislioqfooal " gpdof coinéa”

s i &u\‘iuﬁ &ALWLﬁ of f”""j e b

- e Vol Gk fo kach A loder
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4@'

7) How many years have you been learning English?

dp cloxk AT qoes ( Siuce )

40

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

past yea‘rs?‘ Wg;ff}a g
G ol (D ieminan + 9 bohan) wow

J—/a;e‘i o @.,QSXSCZ-GOQ
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

ww:‘]ba, A3 leon

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom.
that require English? If so, what are they?

A read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

1 have or have had private lessons.

o1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

1 lived in an English-speaking country.

1 write letters or e-mails in English.

A chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why? -

IR C‘.""‘Pmﬁ"f) (ot cofioia $0302n Ja edetfel

i QWM‘«% ( {)k{u{'m‘wca okt EL_E)QCJU oAk L‘:“‘*%&m ?ML woceloe Eg:aa\

- el u:-o{,\w? ((mc.cx[c)-v&ua)

s uu,:l;.,._% c.\h'raumb-g)') ( (w\()m“‘; mﬂ-;‘._,‘_j fz;&’z:\)

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

3"“ Ucﬂ‘-,yzu_qai Hepe i & ok GL.;()E:;J_; e aLsl gllun teactan.

Thank you for your helpt
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Data file 38

Questionnaire Code __ _. i
1) How old are you?,
) How Yoz -

2) Are you a woman or a man?
lelei o
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)
En,ucrt(,q o e tgr~ — Pl cﬁcpwcf o,f’ A Lereof o
(@3 ta' i
3) What is the highest level of education your pa.n:nt.s completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

L o, Gricotn boid  Lolon't Pprak 5wv~u-1 o eetd

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
f.u-.“f!mt,{yam(q wk-] %‘L;\%L\ ol paw'd 4o @g@:x‘ T 4 Hawh
)dm_wak_ P, w{v}/fb-\.:,&-uk.#(_ 4 lanz_ tor une. El-\qkﬂk- [N

Viid W ] O Gonol A, hen, o ~aae| o Lobed phlonaphacal froks (i

6]MHow much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = €"‘Jf" Al
very much)

1 2 3 4 CE';\/

7) How many years have you been learning English?

@

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

:PQ.J'LVC‘:‘LM 2= }

ib(fuv i ?7 Alroas—
A iz b
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9} How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

afyt G

10} Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. X

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

[ have or have had private lessons. X

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.

I lived in an English-speaking country.

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

231

A

e {!
T&bh’u@ H aLadd Ci""‘;““r‘”‘ pac ok, S I dowa vt

fas o o=l J u_‘;f A dL‘—D-\.\%Ot qu_cuﬁ, i éu_q](:.k‘*')lz&,

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

L('(,b-fcf\u—&u GX}-/% W a“"dxu: "k tc"{/‘:\' ULA.\.\_,U(&- l’k’/e—— tt\é’-{‘
e C

Gl

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 39

Questionnaire Codes wo: }:

2) Are you a woman or a man?

e ML
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

%(:'a.v\,yﬂiu A crugﬁ-&\’fu kg

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
{Underline the level.)

1) How old are you?

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school ?_r_n\ar school

colle College

(Gversits> ity

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

NP S Uik e ke (ap)
‘@.:—‘-’ .~1) . L‘ "J’j/%.:f\ r')
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
/\) Lo ‘(',»L\,QJC( st W’LLJ’L( QL2 - ! .
A ik B W b e sy *\ifaﬁd kol

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 4 @j
7) How many years have you been learning English?

Y YAy

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? ;
l l(JLS L& 4 -lF Ve 1&‘\ka @

Likaer ?3 & I’T LesSsetg
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? A4 i By
i ‘ Yooy

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
_Llisten to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
I have or have had private les: o
Tregularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.

L chatin gl e et
Other (please explain, or 6re about any of the above, if necessary):
§ wodch, monies ust T CngRedf ‘
) Lived A Fetmmos— oy 4 wett
mhere D ‘;po‘&/ /3’1431 e g ligb

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,

going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why? Voce Ll
cbt»&x,\gd, W 7 et e &/c’{n“iﬁ{ ‘ﬁtﬁ_fm
m“‘h“'ﬁ% W Groips the offe ohe(s)

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

At e ede Andr L qreeeps (JEELQ cbe Sc,)
vl Al gt o YOG adl fabfs
f}vf\,p{t@ M-},(u N T AR -“ﬂb{mﬁ-'{’t\u v Ao

G gt (WEInyEnL (ondel Sewq A e,
Thank you for your help! v —% otdolan'f tetd
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Data file 40
72

Questionnaire P T -
1) How old are you? - 1

2) Are you a woman or a man? . -

W Dt

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
{e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.}

o . .
< “-ﬁ;:k SR B

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: o L Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college
university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

%e-\_._éx. i Bem s (1B oo P SN 05 ~‘\’q-)
g‘ ey ( Lfrgisne i ?ﬁ),ﬂc C wide keude E

G ersmn,

PP
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

“H‘J) by b2 'X_LQH« Higers  aud '&J'»x \Z\L\\'G«“\u‘)b wikh, bhe - twswu,L_
" lect  bedes

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 4 @\ s

7) How many years have you been learning English?
4

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

bae Mg gembes ) Routn n wuee C

o

Mok, Stioinba o ¥ Qo320
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

&
10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

I read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).

I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radlo
stations.

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.

I have or have had private lessons. )
1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. —
I lived in an English-speaking country. <«

I write letters or e-mails in English.

I chat in English on the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

chULm\ v Bl vonhe i \"*'-"ﬂ‘ Fhosva o e et Lo

G \‘IM”“ ot Gy P Hu_,a z oZ

)ir.\_(h R H’Jﬂﬁ Yaeve ko bt

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

P i e s s i ,#\_
Ve, wabchad ol ot (.51 we o Vi ik o £ 12 g

kaoc Lot 9*—*}‘« skl

Thank you for your helpl!
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1Y

Questionnaire Code:_ sy
1) How old are you? i3

2) Are you a woman or a man?

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.) g u_3§.L Bl

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

“university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?
(e wmbian edaol ¥ = L—:)LG—)( = owash A vroe bacl

Moo Lovrhr  QLaasl

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

< 3 o
B i sy L9 \q_\\;\E\_F_, e _\;‘,.,_L‘_L&M
o L

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5§ =
very much)

(a>
1 2 3 \4_/ S
7) How many years have you been learning English?

=N AD amena

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

b T Leasw S Lomaool® 5 Lok e
= Loos_ o Y ek i&..us,;—»-:x-'?‘g_ Re_nwown .
3

B Ly
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? Bt S ov 6 Bouas  lonk R

o P b wLane

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
~] listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
I have or have had private lessons.
1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
1lived in an English-speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.
1 chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):
O ST UL WL Wc““’é U‘”&W"u omaey lovoee B

o

s

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
A Saeanl (L RVET TS A € - “\‘ w. owse e
B ety RO pEA L WOPL S
TP mmoegte 3 veendn  Cany

bft LN
e woa s T Rlsusa. g i
e JES O N e

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

Thank you for your help!
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Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?

R : ol .
Z]Myouammanoh}am -*OU_{ W

wWom o,
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at

University of Reading (UK) etc.) . :
\k: WAfor & YRR O g L P R e
3) What is the“highest level of education your parents completed?

(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

i 4

[ haw. DamdGeruand  for e ~The Ll | Bast. atackeds  COmmLis oy

o a Fanl Lestly g | wwdergras w‘@"“(‘f UL germean.
Pl base B U MU, Ui &UH

. . . i a4 e S
| Ga Uo-wat tuguile sy meﬂ)}mt O

R s e

Qi
Jont

ol
5) Why are you learning English? What are you.’r ajng or motivations? y “\Ll ewh

£ N [ I.nay_, Pl T L & onptgb
J -NL,i '&g ?moﬁf ol Uty S ojﬁqhou, lf‘

L0 §

e R Ao Koack &»t!omm WA fokpgh, comny,

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 [@ s

7) How many years have you been learning English?

i &% giﬁ Lk, frose pney, Schot on
o Amerbo He Yuocdog Jb-sr'k ek _
8) How many English lessons do have now? How many have you had in

past years?
R s
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? . - .

ks \MK'tJMb a4 the lueh e G(f ()A};L‘»Jk/ iL-Od o :q .
Guy | bae a Lof o Provpsy fritiy vo | AT eupliil es 2 D&uy .
10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
Iwatch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
omehmey | listen to English-langua, i
I have or have had private lessons.
1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.

W
er (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary): )
| dase (/boadvd-’v Presas o Lo laspspe. we ur /S eppliit

7
|

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why? to 2o~
‘,{ai/k‘/“-?—’f&d 5 O‘da Nﬂ_é_d case y)t(, /44?09
’ ¢ = P o ora ¥
A b 30«,.@1/% Q At 4o have g ’f’f"’””ﬁ/‘" \ i
fo wik v own worsty by ot ik my o U g

Iy ”
12} Aré¢ these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced? . a
ifwg Lo lofe jchone s Mt gpaag o ket A< i “14}4’
tolfef Gramusy auwl practiie (¢ e Had a Lot of g
o Pt we ool it Wie A ﬁmmc iR gttt
e ke /Aﬂy{#_uf, e /(_,au;,,'q .

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 43

Questionnaire Code: .o ~
1) How old are you? 2/

2) Are you a WOMAN Or 4 MAan?  uvouus

3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major {American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.) ﬁﬁ?xmh_ o = Himoodiam  meago

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?
(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar schoaol grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

W‘.}W — Yhe laxe

Wooniomn A5 Mrod — Lol trase

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
A inF~enked u%ﬂp;kw § wread o e deocka .

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1 2 3 @ s

7) How many years have you been learning English?
AO

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

deotar 0§ babort couatts [urtah
Ame poombls W:S—& Dt /U.ru)\.
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

5 dorat

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

¥ read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
xI watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
%] have or have had private lessons.
%I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
1 write letters or e-mails in English.
I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

Soan Fiwmas A bad Lo ~tod bu}ﬂ_u\\»- Lle~a e opc:.n—wdi-«-s
fo Aowme QA'—?UJ'N vt fa Hu—w}e—r’\m wrnaQre .

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

tu.Wq LA WV Y Yo com Pl Aol Atuadiowh .

lm&mn LReouAnt HOw LA A€, AT UWLOMC\/"\J

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

241

Sevstivasn  we wokehaol Qi sl wot ‘avk oluxA(u'oM odrok A -

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 44
72
Questionnaire Code:’ _
1) How old are you?
A8
2) Are you a woman or a man?

Ve O
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), English major (American Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
University of Reading (UK) etc.)

EJJ._%A,SE)_ WAty - W&'u- Sudhien

3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?

(Underline the level.)

Your dad: Your mum:

primary school primary school

trade school (3 yrs.) trade school (3 yrs.)
technical school (4 yrs.) technical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar school
college college

university university

4) Have you learned other foreign languages besides English? If so, which
one/ones, for how many years and what level have you reached?

A duane. Aiowad, Trewcto fev L\A&% /Sotu.m Alve ~eachedd
Avey A Raae &

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

A v ch\ Q_,\_gﬁ&:&_ Re_comsne. AN s, v tc,l_ockuu.\-t,.

&% At | 4'4&@‘ B ik Auteeafiu g o ReaaulTuwiee albont

Hir Gas o | Hre Aulstomy Mok Toterafone o Ak

¥ \ > . 3 oudh, do

B N '/5 W&P‘M M,_;:dj;{h'u iﬁm
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = ﬁ;%sgéﬁemaﬂy 5=
very much)

1 2 3 4 @
7) How many years have you been learning English?
AD  atle

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
A Hor gaat yeans A Rod. 28mcun po- o wiil.
Awde voow A tone BT
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? & .
AQ AL Lo an weik dwdh A dddlat counk woa b

n Riaws lut A do Lk ’}'e"a&-v'r‘u.)"‘% cuol A secel Leooka kﬂ"”’f)“'fﬂw

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

1 read English (e.g. novels, newspapers).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
1 listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
[have or have had private lessons.
I regularly talk or used to  talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an Eng].lsh—spcakmg country.
1 write letiers or e-mails in English. Yootk soa, avlas wpann, 4w arsg i
I chat in English on the internet. funcle Hie sctat e Hie TPOFHERY COLDUA.
_Other (please explam, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):
Cue ok QEIM; Wae M uSA = A Rocpon bewdle Lt
we., +

Voo m M\Aﬂ@i{f omest ey dogy o M et

11} What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning

English or any foreign language (e.g. talking, translating, doing pair work,

going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

A R o;‘:.\‘_-u\',c\.n.. tu_k_/‘i.w—f-s Vs \.L-’L&.%_;JL fo  Raoona— o 5?6:;;):‘2 MUZJ‘-&B Stk
Jv‘bﬂmﬂ,a.mi\ vy akao A.uLA-PC‘UfM i Rehd oww voocl ﬂr««l’

12) Are these the kinds of classroom activities you have experienced with
English and/or other foreign language teachers? If not or if only partly, what
other ways of learning have you experienced?

'& boaue %?JM,_.‘ 4 . Soiaee. GocBiiahee.

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 1: Lili

T:

Have your teachers done any speaking and writing in classes?
Yes, they have. Mainly my English teacher, not my French teacher.

Have they focused a lot on grammatical correctness?
Yes, they have.

How did they do that?
You mean with speaking or writing?

Both.

In primary school we had to write a lot of compositions. Yes. So the
teacher correct it and she gave it back and that was the way in primary
school. In high school it was the same with my teacher and when we
did a speaking task in high school she corrected it. She corrected us if
we did any grammatical mistakes.

: With the speaking, did they correct you after a few minutes?

No, no, she let me speak and after that she corrected or if I did a big
mistake she said no no no it’s not ‘do’ it’s ‘does’. But she let me speak
after my mistakes.

: It didn’t get in the way of communicating?

No.

: What about group or pair work?

Yes, we did because we learned the book called Headway, and there
were a lot of tasks like this. So we did.

. Was it useful?

I think it’s useful if you have a partner like you, if she doesn’t want to
speak, then I can’t make the task with him. I cannot make him speak.
So it’s a good way to improve if your partner has the same level of
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knowledge as you. So I think it’s good, but in other ways not really.
And it’s not good either if I speak a lot and it’s OK for me, but it’s not
useful for him or her.

: Or maybe they know as much as you, but they’re very shy.

Yes, that’s why I was afraid of the language exam when there are
some, for example, two strange people went in and they have to do the
tasks with each other and I was afraid so what kind of people should I,
not should I, what kind of people will I get? What if I get a people who
doesn’t want to speak any words but I haven’t done this exam? I did
another one.

: How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major

grammar point, say, the present perfect, have the students practise it,
and then move on, assuming it has then been learnt. Is that familiar?
No, my teacher gave some material and after that we did tasks and so
we did practise this grammar point, and, after that, when we went on—
on the grammar rules, we revised it. So we did tasks with that we
learnt, so we revised all the time everything.

. What was the first handout?

The teacher was speaking and writing on the board, and we have to
take notice and that’s it. We didn’t get handouts. So she explained it
and we had to write it down and when we were just practising we
could use the grammar exercise book so what we wrote down we could
see it and for the big test we had to know it.

: Did you teacher cover everything about a grammar point at once?

Yes. So we didn’t do the exercises in the Headway book. She gave us
other sheets for the grammar. She made those. We were just reading
the texts from it, we were learning the words but we didn’t use the
grammar in the book because she taught us in another way.

: What was different about it? That she wanted you to know everything

about that point?

Yes, yes. So if we were learning about the present perfect, she told us
everything about present perfect so we didn’t have to go back and
again tell everything that, OK, you use present perfect for this, this,
this and this, so she did this way.
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Your grammar seems very good so did you think that was a good way
to do things?

Yes, I liked it because my sister has another teacher but she’s learning
from Headway and they are doing that way which is in the book and
she’s confused about things. And I can help her to tell her about things.
It’s like this and that, and it’s OK for her. But the book is not really
understandable on grammar.

: Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside

and outside the classroom. What do you think of this statement?
I completely agree with this point.

: Have teachers encouraged this?

Yes, she did.

: The English teacher.

Yes. She recommended us films, for example, to see or she said that
we should listen to songs and we should read articles on the Internet
and I did those what she recommended us.

Did she ask about them?
Yes.

What did you do on your own then?
I read novels in English, for example, Harry Potter. I read those in
English.

After having read them in Hungarian?
The first four I read in Hungarian first and then in English. And the
fifth, sixth and seventh, I read it in English.

Was it hard?

Yes, a little bit because there were many unknown words for me, but
the teacher said you don’t have to look everything up in the dictionary
because you can get through with it. I learnt it and I read the books. So
it was OK. And I liked the English one more than the Hungarian one. I
think it’s better.

How do you compare?
So I wouldn’t say it’s better. I liked the English phrases and the
English grammar. I mean like conditional and passive, like these, I
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liked these very much. So that’s why I would say I liked the English
more.

: Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? Or has she shared

other materials?
She gave us other texts, for example, about economy, about science,
yes. She gave another topics and another text—other texts.

: Were there photocopies from other books or something she had

created?
Yes, it seemed.

: But I guess the science texts were from the Internet or something. But

did she add questions?
Yes, so we were sort of doing reading stuff with questions and with
summary and we had lots of tasks we did.

: Were the materials and topics useful and interesting?

Yes, I liked them very much.

: Were the vocabulary and grammar useful?

No, we had to learn the vocabulary from Headway. I think it was a
good stuff. Because in the texts there were so many unknown words
that we had to learn and my teacher gave us another vocabulary—other
vocabulary sheets.

: What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you

think it was fun? Do you think it was effective?

I think it was interesting. I like doing argumentative tasks when you
have to convince the other partner of your opinion, so I liked it. But it
was a bit hard because in every person I found good and bad features,
so it was a bit hard to choose with that one, but I like it-but I like this
kind of task.

: Were you really arguing and trying to convince each other?

It was a little harder with one partner. He didn’t want to speak a lot. I
listed my arguments, and he was like, yes, OK, but I think. So it was
not really useful. But with the other girl it was really good to speak
with her and it was fun. I liked it. I liked it and we were practising a lot
for the Matura examinations in English because I had to do so the
upper level. And there was a task like this when you have a statement
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and you have to argue about it. So we were practising a lot. With
phrases, like I completely agree with you, I can only agree with you on
this with reservations, so we were practising a lot.

: Do you think a class made up of such tasks would be effective?

I think it’s better if you learn a little bit or so a little bit of everything
because we shouldn’t go at the edge.

: What do you mean?

A végletekben gondolkozni.

: Oh, so go to extremes.

I think it’s better if you learn grammar, you do activity and speaking
tasks, you do listening tasks, but they have to be the same quantity.

: In the same proportion.

Yes, I think that’s the best way.

What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for
you?

I mentioned a lot. I liked her vocabulary lists and I liked her grammar
tasks. They were very hard and difficult but it was good. We got used
to that level. And maybe these. I can’t say another thing. I liked
everything. I liked vocabularies. I liked speaking tasks. I liked them. It
wasn’t boring. So we always did something different from the other
lessons. So I liked it.

These vocabulary lists, were they based on some story or text you had
covered?

Both of them. I mean we got gerund lists or infinitive lists and we had
vocabulary lists from the texts and from other topics I mean family,
education or like these, so we had all kinds of lists for vocabulary.
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Data file 2: Albert

T: The first question is that you said it on your questionnaire that you

think that grammar tests are useful to develop grammar, and, when you
said that, did you mean ABCD multiple-choice tests?

Well, either that or the fill-in tests or anything that is with the
grammar.

: And when you’ve had language classes in the past, you said you had

German, you said that this wasn’t so successful, why was that?
Because you weren’t so interested?

Well, I think the main thing was I wasn’t really interested, yeh, but 1
learned five years in my school and then in the secondary grammar
school I learned four more and I got a really good teacher and I liked
her and everything but German language is not for me, I think. After I
learned five years of German, I learned two years of English and I
understood English better and I spoke English better than German, I
think. I just like English, not German.

: OK, a lot of people have a good feeling about English and a kind of a

negative feeling about German. OK. And in the language teaching that
you have had, how important was grammatical correctness? So if you
made a mistake in speaking or writing, did the teacher talk about it
right away, point it out? How was that generally?

Well, it happened that I learned English four lectures per week and
three lectures per week German, so, if I can say, English was my major
and German my minor in secondary grammar school. In the German
classes, the teacher didn’t really care about it, so sometimes when I
said a very, very bad sentence she corrected me, well, put a little word
order in it, so it was so bad she corrected me. But anyway she didn’t
really care because she knew that we learned rather English, but on the
English classes I think the teacher—the teacher tried to keep a level.
She wasn’t so strict, but if we made a great mistake she corrected us.

: So you’d say something and would she sort of tell you in the middle of

your sentence or after you’d finish speaking or....
After I’d finish speaking, but she told me, put a little word order into
it.

T: That was the English teacher...
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No, that was the German, but it was because I couldn’t speak German
SO....

: And you thought that was OK because grammar is important and it

was OK to correct you.
I think that I was lazy to learn it. I could have had a certificate, but I
was lame.

: We did this speaking task in class. How much have your foreign

language teacher used group or pair work in the classroom?

Don’t really remember if we did things like this. Maybe in the English.
In German sometimes we had to memorize some conversations and we
had to perform it in each class.

: So it was all written down. You had a script, you had to memorize it

and then you did it.

It was just to learn how German grammar works, so it was like Anna
ist eine ungarisches Mddchen. It was the first sentence we had to learn,
and everyone knew it because we had to memorize it. And it was good
because we remembered always that sentence. If you forget that how is
‘Hungarian’, oh, it’s ungarisches, and we knew that from the sentence.
So it was good in that way, but we were always afraid that we can’t
perform it, forget it or something. It was a burden. Actually, it was
good in one aspect.

But the kind of thing where you worked in pairs ...
We rather worked individually. We got a task, we had to do it, and we
spoke about it. I don’t remember that we did anything like this.

How was grammar taught?

When we learned a new tense, we came to know everything about it.
So I think it’s OK because for me I like to learn everything about that
tense and I like to know how to use it properly. But I think it’s also a
little bit confusing for someone who didn’t even hear about it and we
use it then and then and then and these are the definitions and
everything and that’s too much for once. But I think we used it after
that so it wasn’t that we learned it and just leave it so we used it
continuously so once we learned then we read a text and in the text
there was something about that tense we just shouted that’s a use of it
and that’s great.
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T: So if you were to become an English teacher, would you cover

grammar that way?

I think I would gather all the information and just put it here or just
give a handout to the students or I just say to them write it down and
then we practise and if they don’t know anything then they can see
what they wrote down or look at the handout but I wouldn’t just leave
it I think practicing is really important.

: Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside

and outside the classroom. What do you think of this?

I think it’s perfectly true because that was the problem with my
German so | was lazy to do anything outside the classroom and that’s
why I don’t speak German now but with English it’s the opposite so
when I don’t know a word I try to look it up and try to get to know it
how do I say it or what does it mean exactly. And I listen to American
music, I watch films in English, so I think it’s really true and because
of this a student can really improve himself.

. Is it that there is more English out there and not a lot of German?

I think I can gain access to German things if I really want to but I don’t
really want to.

: Why are you motivated in one and not the other? Is it about English

speakers vs German speakers?

No, I think it was just the learning of the German. So I have a friend
from Germany and I like her a lot because she’s funny and we can
speak about anything and we speak English through letters but
sometimes | use a German word and make her laugh because I know
now that word, so I don’t have problem with the German language. So
if I got to Germany and I had to live there I think it would be OK, but
to learn it with a lot of articles, der die das, it’s too much for me. So
that’s why I prefer English. I think English is better for me because my
favourite band is American, my favourite series is American ... | also
like to watch that in English they use a lot of phrases that I don’t know
and I look them up in the dictionary. I try to memorize it, but I think
it’s good that I can work on my own.

: Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?

Headway and the exercise book for Headway.

T: Do you think that’s good or bad?
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I think it’s a great book and it can teach a student everything then it’s
OK, but of course every book has benefits and drawbacks so once we
finished that book I think it’s good that we got some handout. Maybe
that OK these are materials that are not in the Headway book, for
example, I think it could be a way of teaching.

Do you find the Headway book and the other materials and topics
interesting and relevant?

Yes, there were many different and great stories. I don’t really
remember, but it was about Indians and a burglar and an old lady who
lived in an airplane, funny stories, and we loved to read them.

: So they were motivating.

Yes, they were interesting.

: So the vocabulary and grammar were stuff you would need. You say

you want to translate books?
I’ve felt that everything I’ve learned in English was useful in one way
or another.

The speaking task, what did you think of it?

Well, it was good for speaking because we could argue about these and
we had many options about that but I had always a strange feeling
about working in groups because my experience, especially in the
grammar school, was that everyone started to speak in Hungarian, OK,
what did you see on TV last week? We didn’t do the task properly.

What was the task?
It was like this. I don’t remember, but I know if we had to do
something it was like that.

Why didn’t people speak Hungarian here?

Here not because everyone came here to learn English and it’s much
better here but in a school where students don’t really want to learn
languages they don’t have the inspiration to speak so it would be better
if the teacher would tell them, OK, you and you, just go and speak
about something and if they made a mistake or something then the
teacher could just go and correct them. I just mean that they should be
watched what they’re doing because sometimes students tend to forget
their task and speak about anything else and they comprehend that it’s
done.
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. But I wonder if it’s the nature of the task?

It’s the nature of the students.

: It’s the nature of the students? OK, because I've given students tasks

to do because they were in the book and this is what’s used on tests
and this is what everybody knows and I realised years later that the
task is simply crap, you know, and no wonder people start speaking
Hungarian or start saying, Hat, mit kellene csinalni? 1 mean it doesn’t
motivate them, it doesn’t inspire them. That could be a point. So
students’ motivation is very important.

I would emphasize not here because everybody came here to study
English also not in the Communication Skills course because when
people came here they have something to study and not here but I
think that’s in secondary school that it’s a problem where they can’t
work in pairs.

: OK, you said that tasks like this work here because people here are

motivated to learn English and they’re here to communicate. Is there
anything else about this that worked for you or you think works?

I think it’s good that we argued about things that OK, I like it, [ don’t
like it, I got an idea about already about five. A not so good thing is
that we are both Hungarians and if we make a mistake then the other
think it’s good that’s why I prefer to speak with a teacher because he
or she can correct us and if we speak with another Hungarian we can
make mistakes and nobody to watch, OK, that was a really worst
sentence.

: OK, but I suspect that if you’re partner made a mistake you noticed it

and if you made a mistake he noticed it because presumably you make
different kinds of mistakes.
Of course.

: Yes, but yeh then who’s going to tell you? Mm hmm.

And we won’t correct each other.

: That’s right. So it’s practice, but it’s not necessarily checking the

grammar.
Yes, but it’s indeed good for speaking and for arguing, I think. If that’s
the point in this task, then it’s a really good task.
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What has been the most successful technique/activity/approach you
have experienced?

It’s a very good question. Poo. I don’t know. There are many kinds of
tasks and each is good for something so what I said that this task is
particularly good for communicating and arguing but a grammar test is
good for improving grammar or reading a text is good for
pronunciation and vocabulary learning so I think it should be a collage
of them.

: I wonder, though, are grammar tests good for improving your grammar

when you speak or when you write or are they good for improving
your test-taking ability?

I think it’s good for writing skills because we see it again on the paper,
I mean for most people but not for me because I forgot everything
when [ filled the gap in this task and I check it and I wonder I do it
right or I do it wrong what’s the problem. I notice that but after that I
forget it sometimes so that’s why it doesn’t really work for me so I
would prefer for myself to learn or read English texts or books because
maybe I can memorize. I think it can improve either writing skills or
probably communication skills too because if we see it a lot of times
put on paper, then we can say it if we communicate we just need to
read, hear it.

You want to be a book translator. You’re not planning to be a teacher,
is that right?

I would like to because I like books, I like to read English texts and I
also like to work alone and I think it would be nice just to sit down, get
a book and translate it and when I translate it I get the money for it. I
think it would be a nice job for me, and I even have a dream that I
could work at home and I have a little office or something because I
like that way of working it will turn out.

It sounds good. Why not?
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Data file 3: Anett

T:

How important has the correctness of grammar been to your foreign
language teachers?

Yes, I think it was so important I just learned English so it was very
important for my English teachers and I learned Latin but it’s a kind of
different language because it’s a very hard language and it’s a dead
language so it’s not the same as English but it was also important.

: Do you think learning Latin helped you with your English.

No.

: How has grammar been corrected?

When I said something they corrected me right away or when I wrote
something down she or he corrected me in tests and if the problems
were too much with my grammar then I got a bad mark and everything
else.

Was that useful or productive?

Erm yes, sometimes because it was productive for some types of
people and it wasn’t productive for other types of people who couldn’t
really speak English anyway.

What was the difference? They weren’t as interested in learning
English? Why didn’t they speak as well?

They didn’t have the talent for learning languages and it was much
harder for them to learn these things and they couldn’t learn it anyway.

Have your teachers used group or pair work?
Yes, we had these kinds of lessons.

Did it depend on the teacher?
Yes, one of my teachers really liked these kinds of things.

How was it? A pair would work together and then report to the whole
class?

Yes, and sometimes it was bigger groups and we have to do some kind
of presentation five of us or something like that and then two of us
(inaudible).

Can you give me an example?
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40 We were given a topic and then we had to give our opinion, but in
bigger groups — I don’t know why, but it was always in bigger groups
of four or five.

T: Did you work together in English?
45 Yes, we had to talk about the topic and then we had to tell everyone
what our opinion is.

T: And what kind of topic was it? Public transport?
I don’t know, for example, women’s role in society.
50
T: This is when you were in secondary school.
Yes.

T: So young adult kinds of topics.
55 And those were motivating, I think, because everyone has a strong
opinion on those kinds of topics.

T: How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major
grammar point, say, the present perfect, have the students practise it,
60 and then move on, assuming it has then been learnt.
Yes, most of the time in secondary school that was the normal way of
learning grammar. [ learnt the grammar of verbs and these kinds of
things like present perfect and everything else in a language school
because they were teaching in a different way. They taught us, OK,
65 here’s the past, the present, future, present perfect and the present
simple. And I was, oh, now I understand it because in secondary
school and in primary school.... So at the language school they
showed us the logic of these things, but in secondary school they
didn’t show us the logic of the verb tenses and everything else.

70
T: But you had learnt all of those things or some of the things.
We did but one month we learnt the present perfect and then two
months later we learnt the future perfect continuous or I don’t know so
it was really a random thing.
75

T: And when you learnt the present perfect, say, in school, you learnt
everything there was to learn about the present perfect and then moved
on to something else.

Yes.
80
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: Did you ever go back to the present perfect?

If we had some serious problem with these things, then yes.

: At the language school it was good (yes) because they reviewed

everything and put it into a neat logical structure.
Yes.

: And why did you feel you needed to go to the language school because

you felt you weren’t getting enough at school? Of the grammar?

Yes, and I wanted to take an advanced language exam and that’s why I
went. It was the IELTS. I learned English in England for 1% months,
and they said that IELTS was really good.

: That’s good. Did you think so?

Yes, I learned to speak in English but not so much so ...

: Did you think IELTS was a good exam?

Yes, because it’s international and it’s not like ORIGO because you
can go to the advanced level exam and if you don’t get the points you
get nothing but if you go to the IELTS and you can’t get the points for
the advanced then you get the lower level.

: That seems fair. What do you think of this statement?: Learners should

take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom.
I think it’s good.

: What do you think it means?

Maybe learning some language in the classrooms is not enough to be
really good at that language (inaudible).

: Some teachers will say, Find what you’re interested in, action films,

comedy series, etc., go for it.

Not just the homework, you can watch movies. Nowadays I always
watch movies in English or in English subtitles if it’s really hard I
mean some art movies are not for my language skills and I have to use
subtitles for it and I read some things on the internet.

: Have you had teachers say that?

Yes, one of my teachers said it’s really practical to watch movies or
something on TV in English and she said that if you like something
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very much and you watch it in English then you will learn a lot about it
and that’s why I started to watch Friends in English because I'm a
really big fan of Friends and I know the subtitles and everything else in
my head and I could realise that Oh, that’s the word in English or I
don’t know what because I knew it from before.

Have your teachers generally used a set textbook or other materials?
A textbook plus other things. Copies of other materials. And stuff that
they created.

: Why depart from the textbook?

Not everything was in the textbook.

: Did you find the topics and materials that the teacher used relevant and

interesting?
Yes, these talking tasks were always interesting.

: Did they teach you vocabulary and grammar that you felt you needed?

Sometimes no. I had to learn words about ships in the language school
and I thought it was really useless. I still don’t know why. Sometimes
on the advanced exam we can get really stupid topics and they can be
really (inaudible). Like ORIGO or Euro language exams.

What did you think of the speaking task?

I think it was interesting and if someone is communicative enough it
was a really good argumentative topic or something like that because a
lot of these characters are really good like an angel or something like
that so we could argue about them I think that was good.

Yeh, that makes it more difficult if there was one angel and the rest
were awful then it wouldn’t even be worth doing. The point is that this
is real world or real life. Do you feel it’s like real life?

When we did this task I didn’t think about it, but now I think so. Like
no one’s perfect. Many things depend on luck and anything else.

And how does luck enter into it here?
I think in the class many people voted for Jane Smith or Tim Brodie,

and you never know who takes the decision about your life.

Can you imagine a language class made up of such speaking tasks?
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Yes, but it has some dangers because if we do it in pairs there’s the
risk that it’s half English and half Hungarian speaking. When the
teacher is there, it’s English. ...

. Although no one was doing it in the group.

No, it’s just a danger when we had these pair tasks when the teacher
was somewhere in the place then we spoke in English, but when he or
she wasn’t there then we spoke in Hungarian and she or he couldn’t
realise that.

: What are the most successful methods/approaches/techniques for you?

It’s a hard question because I think the most successful in the
classrooms were when the teacher was speaking and he or she gave us
questions and all of the class was working together and speaking
together and writing, that was the best in the classrooms. In my
language learning, in my speaking, the best thing was when I was in
England and I had to speak English because I didn’t have any choice
because no one was Hungarian there. I was there for learning English,
but the classes weren’t really good. I speak much better now than
when I was in England, but that’s not because of how I learned but
because of how I had to live.
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T: How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign

language teachers in either the speaking or writing of their students?
I’ve had that experience and I think it helps you. But I don’t think
teachers should correct little mistakes. I think they should teach you
the grammar and the way you should speak the language, but if you
make a mistake I don’t think it should be such a huge problem. They
still understand. I don’t think they should focus.... You know,
Hungarian teachers tend to focus extremely hard on the grammar and
these technical things, and I think they should focus a little bit more on
speaking the language and just having fun with the language.

: You had English before you went to Australia right?

Yes, I think nine years.

: Where did you go to school?

Deék for two years and then we left. In Year 3 I started in Tisza parti.

You say that you think that Hungarian teachers spend a lot of time on
grammatical correctness (yes) but with that approach weren’t you
prepared pretty well for Australia?

No, I wasn’t. 1 couldn’t speak a word, literally, so 1 couldn’t
understand what they were saying and just was confusing.

And how much had you had here?
A lot! I started in Year 3 and finished in Year 11 here and literally
couldn’t communicate at all. So it was really hard.

When you were over there, did they put you in an ESL class for a
while?

Yes, I was in a grammar school for three months and then started the
actual high in Year 11 and then graduated in Year 12.

And in the classes that you had here, did you do group or pair work?
Not so much, I don’t think. I can’t remember actually doing group or
pair work.

But in the ESL class in Australia?
There, yes.
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T: How was grammar taught?

It’s familiar. I’'m not an expert in teaching but they teach you the
grammar, but it doesn’t mean that you can use it in real life. You can
use it in a test and you can get a good mark but it doesn’t mean that
you can use it like if you go out you can’t use it in the streets in a real
conversation because you forget a lot of things. I don’t think it’s the
best way to teach a language. Of course you have to learn the grammar
first because you can’t use the language if you don’t know these
technical stuffs.

: How would you cover grammar?

I’m not sure. I think I would use a couple of techniques first and
whatever works best I would use it. I’m not sure...

: Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside

and outside the classroom. What do you think of this idea?

I think that would work. The topic that they would choose they would
probably like so they would get into and enjoy it and probably learn
more than in class where they don’t pay that much attention to the
teachers because they’re not that interested at all. If they found a topic
that they’re interested in, they would probably enjoy it more than
sitting in class and doing some stupid exercises.

: Have your teachers encouraged this?

No, not at all.

. Even the ESL teachers in Australia?

We had excursions and we went out to the city and we had fun. It
wasn’t like sitting in a room and studying for hours. It was a bit more
fun and playful. We had a lot of group work as well, and we actually
went out to see movies at the theatre so it was fun.

: Have your teachers generally used a set textbook or other materials?

We usually had one book for each year; we went through it and then
had some tests in the lessons. They didn’t develop their own materials.

: Did you find the topics and materials that the teacher used relevant and

interesting?

Yes, they had some interesting stuff, but basically it was focused on
the grammar so it was basically a little bit boring. The way we learned
English we would read a short text, just analyse it, do the vocabulary
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thing, write out the words we don’t know, check them in the dictionary
and basically that’s the way.

And what did you think of the speaking task?

Definitely interesting. I loved that we discussed it in class and had a
little bit of a debate. I think it was fun. It makes you think about things
you wouldn’t naturally think about. It’s a good text. You actually get a
lot of information.

. How is it real world?

Basically, the text is using today’s language so it’s not Shakespearean
language, that’s one thing. And it’s real life because the people are
living right in today’s world and you know you can get into a situation
like that anytime ‘cause you know somebody dies and they’re going to
have a will

: Can you imagine a language class made up of tasks like this?

I think that would be useful. Anything with speaking, having a
conversation in class would be useful. That’s what makes up most of
our English, speaking with people, and any communication would be
useful ‘cause it can prepare you.

What are the most successful methods/approaches/techniques for you?
What teachers would do they would have a class where they tell you
everything they have to tell you and you just sit there and listen to the
stuff till the class is over and then you go out we didn’t have activities
that much where you would have a conversation with people next you
maybe just sit there and write the stuff that wasn’t boring I can’t really
think of any activities I really liked. In Hungary. But in Australia there
was lots of group work we had to essays and speeches there was a lot
of interaction between students in class but in Hungary I can’t think of
any good activities that we did. Maybe in the first five minutes of the
class, where we would have a bit of a chat with the teacher.
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Data file 5: Péter

T:

How important has grammatical correctness been to your teachers?
Well, they usually gave you fewer points if you made grammar
mistakes in the test but they didn’t take it very seriously so you had a
penalty for making mistakes but it wasn’t that serious so and when we
were correcting the tests together we revised them and the teacher
repeated it and so it could be understood.

: Did your teacher correct you right away in speaking?

Sometimes, but she usually waited for us to finish the sentence.

. What kinds of errors did she correct?

She usually let us choose our own words. If she wanted us to use a
synonym or a phrasal verb then she wanted us to use that, but she
usually corrected all the grammar mistakes so verbs which wasn’t
correctly used or things like this

Was there group or pair work?

We did it every ... there were 15 units in a year we did group work in
every unit sometimes more or less when we prepared for a final exam
or a language exam, for example, we were working in groups for the
oral practice, but sometimes we didn’t work in groups because it
wasn’t needed.

Was it the ORIGO exam?
Erettségi and language exam as well. I did the TELC.

Did you use a set textbook or additional materials?

Channel your English. We also used GCSE and Oxford exam ExCels
but we used GCSE and Oxford Exam ExCels for the final exam and
final exam and we used Channel for studying English in general.

How was grammar taught?

Yes, our teacher used examples, sketches, drawings and examples
from books and all examples, and she, well, we had to do tests from
each of the units and sometimes there were more units in a test, but,
yes, we had to learn all of them and write a test.

Did you find this helpful?
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Yes, because if I don’t know which tense to use and if the sentence
that was mentioned over and over again comes to my mind it is much
easier and I remember that sentence was attached to that tense and it is
much easier.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside
and outside the classroom. What do you think of this?
You mean teachers don’t have that much?

: I’m thinking of your responsibility and not just in the classroom.

You mean own practice at home.

: I mean doing things like watching films and reading books in English

that you love.

Yes, they can be very helpful. I rarely watch a film in English. Well, 1
don’t watch television that often, but if I play a computer game, for
example, I play it in English so I don’t use Hungarian texts.

Have teachers encouraged this?

They asked it but not very often so if the topic of that class was about
that the teacher usually asked who read what in English and watched
that film in English and so on. Or when the conversation had that topic
so maybe we started from a very different topic but then we ended up
there and then the teacher asked. If we said we saw that in English then
we had to tell what it was about and what we liked about it. We could
also talk about a film we saw in Hungarian but we talked about it in
English.

Were there other materials like handouts?
She usually brought us thousands of handouts, but we used books most
of the time. Both her own handwriting but mostly from books.

Did you find the topics and materials interesting?

Yes, for example, at the beginning of each unit, there was a
conversation about, for example, films or anything else that was
interesting and there were short stories in it and the book was quite
interesting and made it easier to learn English and to help you have
more fancy to learn it—it was interesting.

Were the vocabulary and grammar you were taught something that you
felt you needed?
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We didn’t have that many quotations, but as I said already, it was, for
example, the activity started as a conversation. It was that are usually
based in the present time. It had phrasal verbs and words that we use
nowadays, and we usually had to learn the most important of them.

: The book that you used had texts and things that used everyday

modern language.
Well, of course, there was future science fiction and stories about the
past as well.

: And what did you think of the speaking task?

I liked it as it was. I like, for example, work that is done in groups so
you have to persuade others and listen to their opinions and share your
own ones as well. It helps improve your speaking skills as well. It is
interesting what others think of certain people in this example.

: What purpose do you think it serves?

Express yourself and your opinions and what counter-opinions others
have and what do you react to that and well we don’t meet these
people very often and we are almost strangers and I think it is a
different story if you have this exercise with my secondary school
classmates. It is different because I had known them for a long time, so
here we had to talk to strangers.

. Do these tasks seem like real-world tasks?

It is easier to imagine this than a story that is based on another planet,
for example, but we don’t have many connections with these people
and their homeland and it can happen anytime so it can be real as well.
We might have read about similar stories or seen them on TV so we
might have experiences with it.

: Can you imagine a language class made up of speaking tasks?

I think it’s good as every other English class we have is about writing
or re-writing, but here we can practise our speaking skills and if you
write down what we did well and what we did wrong and if examples
follow them we can learn them immediately, for example, but if we
write it down as well, I usually write them down and then you can
learn it at home and hopefully you don’t make that mistake again.

: What are the most successful methods/approaches/techniques for you?
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She used easy and very common sentences as an example for certain
tasks, and we used them very often. She used it if we learnt a new
tense and we didn’t understand it then she used easy and not
complicated sentences.

So she explained grammar in English also?

Yes. If it was very complicated and we didn’t understand it or
someone ... even if she explained it earlier then she usually said it in
Hungarian but mostly in English and we had to learn many texts in
school she often brought in some handouts which was all about the
texts or some books that had some texts in it. Well, I didn’t understand
why she wants us to learn it, but later, when I was going for my
language exam, I was practicing for it, I realised and my classmates as
well that it helped us a lot, for example, with letter writing or in the
general tasks we had to learn many texts but in the end it’s worth it so
we just realised it. We always thought, for example, a conversation has
nothing to do with us if two people are talking about something we
didn’t know or something like that but it’s worth it. She used drawings
if it was possible or sketches. She organised them well, so it was easy
to understand.
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I had French for five years and Russian for two years. For Russian one
teacher for French three. I had relatives in England and Australia
visiting us since I was little. And I learnt English in school for about
eight years, with three or four teachers in primary school, 11 teachers
in all. I moved around a lot. 12 hours a week. Five years in school in a
program with different teachers.

: Did your teachers think grammatical correctness was important?

They didn’t correct us but we wrote a lot of grammar exercises and we
exercised and we exercised a lot our own grammar.

. In speaking?

In writing, not in speaking.

: Why?

There wasn’t so much speaking in classes. The classes were mostly the
same in teaching us. I think I had one teacher in one class where I had
to speak, but nobody wanted to speak so ...

: Was their pair or group work in those classes?

Most of them used it because we didn’t want to work alone so we had
to do it in pairs. ... Teacher talks and student listens and you do work
at home.

: Gosh! How much have you actually experienced that?

Maybe there was two or three teachers who do it this way but most of
them prefer working together.

. What kind of work?

We did exercises together, grammar exercises or activities together,
not with the teacher, but together or summarizing the video. We had
grammar books and we could do exercises, but the teacher was very
creative. One coursebook, one grammar book and one exercise book.

: You feel that worked?

Yes.
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Do you feel you would have learnt as good English without all your
relatives coming? Would you have spoken as good English without
your relatives?

I think because when I went to grammar school there were a lot of
students and they were not on the same level of English, of course, but
there were total beginners and there were, we, and the teachers started
to teach English from the beginning and it was (inaudible) and they
promised us that in two years we would have a language exam and
there was nobody who could do it because they were starting from the
beginning.

: ORIGO intermediate?

Any intermediate one. And I was the one in five years to do the
advanced English language exam. Maybe there was a guy in another
group to do this in the whole school, so it was...

. Where?

In Csongrad.

How did teachers teach grammar?
This is the way mostly every teacher does.

Russian, French too.

No there it’s a bit different. Because in French on the first day the
teacher came in and she was always speaking French and we had to
communicate with her in French so she wouldn’t listen to us when we
talked to her in Hungarian which is a bit different but I love French
and I learned it well from her and this was a very good way to teach, I
think, because from time to time the same words came again and it was
good.

She wouldn’t cover grammar in this way?
No, she had a lot of exercises, but we didn’t use the book so much. She
was very creative in teaching French.

What about Russian?

I’ve been learning Russian for two years and it was very difficult
because we had to learn the whole alphabet and it took us a year to
learn to read and write and we go through elementary book for little
children to learn the alphabet and after one year we had some proper
books to learn from. Then we could learn how to read them and then
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we could start the grammar. We read texts and little exercises and
there were small parts and when we didn’t understand something we
asked and our teacher explained. When we reached a certain level, we
learned some grammar and then we had to discover what we don’t
understand and we had to think about what that is and why we don’t
understand because we haven’t learned that part of the grammar yet.

: Why do they teach grammar in English the way we spoke about?

I think that it’s because people in Hungary have to learn English for
about 10 or 20 years and before that they had to learn Russian and
there were many Russian teachers and just suddenly they had to teach
English so they had to learn English and they had to learn how to teach
English and there’s many teachers who teach Russian or English and
it’s a kind of the effect of the previous system.

: Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside

and outside the classroom. Have you been encouraged to think this
way?

I don’t think so. Well, I always love reading English and watching
movies and I had to because some parts of the year my cousins come
to—to us to have parties, and they just speak to me only in English and
they don’t listen to me when I speak Hungarian.

: Is it because they don’t know Hungarian?

Not really well, but they know a little bit. Some cousins know it well,
but they don’t want to talk to me in Hungarian because they want me
to learn and communicate with them and improve my English.

: And have your teachers encouraged you to take responsibility as a

language learner?

In English no, in French yes. My French teacher wanted us to know a
lot of things about the world. In Russian it’s different because it’s very
hard to get something to do these things because I have a channel on
TV and I can’t understand it.

: What did you think of the speaking task?

It was useful because we had to speak, but my friend, my partner does
not like to speak and when we were studying for our exams in
grammar school we spoke a lot and I wanted to exercise and to
communicate with her but she doesn’t like it and she doesn’t like to
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say anything on her own and that was the situation with this and [ was
120 just trying to speak and trying to make her speak...

T: Maybe she’s intimidated by you.
Maybe, but it’s not just with me but in the class in general. She’s a shy
person. It was good for me. I like these kinds of exercises, but it was
125 very hard for her I think. And we wrote down these names and the pros
and the cons, and [ wanted to talk about it. I prepared in little notes and
so did she but she didn’t want to speak about it.

T: And so in the end, did she agree with everything you said just to get
130 out of speaking?
Maybe.

T: What do you think the purpose of such speaking tasks is?

To think about the advantages and disadvantages and to think about
135 the names and to think about the connection and to logically get

something. But in speaking tasks most people don’t want to speak

because most students and language learners are afraid of making a

mistake. I was afraid of making a mistake for five or six years and then

finally I learned that everybody makes mistakes and somebody will
140 correct you and you have to speak.

T: Why do you think so many students are so anxious?
Maybe that’s because when we start to learn a language, we have to
learn a lot of rules and we have tests and when we make a mistake, just
145 a little mistake, they don’t want to help us in this way, so they don’t
correct it but give a mark 1 if you don’t know something. It’s so
frustrating when somebody tells you this is not good and this is not
good and this is not good.

150  T: Butyou get a lot of that as students.
Yes. It makes us nervous and anxious not to make a mistake and that’s
why.

T: Do you think it would be good to have a language class based on
155 speaking tasks with feedback?
Maybe it would because it improves communication skills but I think
most of the students who learned in this way in Hungary, they are not,
so most of them wouldn’t think this is so good because they are afraid
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of making mistakes and if you know the mistakes and take it on board
they will ignore or something.

: So what is your feeling about teachers correcting students’ mistakes?

Maybe it’s good when you do it not in front of the whole class but for
that person to go there and that was wrong and that was wrong but not
in front of the whole class.

: What about waiting a while and telling the group as a whole?

Of course, but everybody would guess who could write that. It’s in
Hungary very popular. We do these kinds of things. For example, there
was once a reading where everyone had to type up an exercise, send it
by email and the next day class all the sentences were criticized, but
everybody knew which sentence had been written by whom and this
was not the best way. It was very frustrating for me. It’s not always the
best. You don’t have to name them but they will guess or say, Oh, she
is so clever or she is not. If you do it in front of the whole class, it’s not
so good, I think, but if you do it to the person and go there and say this
is wrong it’s better.
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Data file 7: Gabi

T: How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign
language teachers in either the speaking or writing of their students?
Most of the time, they teach grammatical, so the main focus is
grammatical, but I don’t really get what they try to teach [laughs].

T: Why is that?
Because I have friends, native American friends, and they use a
different language, and the past simple is just fine for me for
everything... so that’s why. I came really to talk to them and we were
fine, thus I came back and ... Now since I’m here I need to practise it
and I have to sleep with the English practical book, and I woke up with
the book on my chest

T: Wow, because it’s such exciting reading! Well, and one of the

differences is that in America, we don’t use the present perfect. It
really is used in Britain, and Americans don’t really care.
Sometimes I tell, Yes, it’s true. why is it so much good and now that
I’m here I don’t understand. My friends moved to Hungary, they were
really natives from Phoenix, Arizona, and the girl, 13 year old, starts to
attend grammar school here in Budapest, like the American grammar
school, some Christian thing, and she got some make-up sometime
from Britain. Every time I she came home from Britain she said
something like, Did you know that torch is light? Oh, it’s so funny,
holiday is vacation. That’s the way I learned, that’s how I understand
you.

T: Have your teachers corrected their students’ grammatical errors in the
classroom?
Yes, my teachers corrected me. Here in Hungary in grammar school
and high school they don’t teach that. The teachers don’t care if I get it
or not. Here is the text and read it-you understand it?—yes, OK, let’s
move on. [ guess | had to go private lessons and that’s how I learnt. I
have to tell that I learnt at a high school and it was a pleasure to be
there.

T: So your English is so good because you have friends in the US?

Yes, and I know that I have problems. I know that I can’t express
myself. Every time, I talk to them they have the same topics. | mean, I
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would talk about that. About other things, but they do not care about
them

: And, actually, I can’t imagine anyone would say, Gabor, you can’t do

this with the third person singular! So they’re not going to help you
with your mistakes.

Yes, but it would be a help not just to talk about the weather, what did
I do buy today and this kind of stuff.

: And what do you think about the fact that teachers haven’t focused so

much on the grammar? Do you think it’s good?

Focus more grammatical things and to hear more native speech is
good, and we used to hear Hungarian English, or Hunglish or what
they call it, so that’s a problem. And that the parents here, they don’t
know really how important language is.

: You think so?

Yes. They know maths and physics, but I don’t think they know how
much it is important.

: Really? (Kindergarten kids) I thought learning English has become

somewhat chic.

I don’t know. I’m not a parent. But I know that my dad is very serious
about language. And he wanted me to learn a lot and wanted me to go
private—get private lessons.

: How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the

classroom?

No. Never. In primary school, I had English class, we had linguistics
lessons a week, we learned textes [sic/] by heart and to tell back, learn
how to write letters, and we had to talk about pictures, picture
describing, but we never really work in groups.

: Even when you did a picture description, you didn’t do it in groups?

No, we described the objects, yes, and we ...

: How have you learnt grammar? Many teachers go over a major

grammar point, say, the present perfect, have the students practise it,
and then move on, assuming it has then been learnt.
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Yes, it is familiar with high school, that’s what we learned. The others
who weren’t really interested in English, they were, yes, we
understand it, move on.

Right. Great.

So that’s what I learned from private lessons. We learn, we do exercise
together. I tell them what I think about the text, and my imagination
about what tenses to be used, and they, she said that it’s right or not,
it’s not correct. I like that way. So it’s not only grammar now. It’s
finding grammar in a text, and then talking about it. And there were
various exercises: I read out, I tell my imagination, she correct me, and
we correct what was the matter.

: OK.

That’s what in a class students don’t do that, and I understand that. We
never say that. Or there is a question, Do you understand this? Yes.
And half of the group has this no idea what’s going on. That’s true.
And we—I know I do the same. We never talk back.

Why is that? Because you don’t want to look stupid in front of the
teacher?

Yes, and [ think that Oh, I can get it at home, and, of course, we don’t
deal with it at home, and this is kind of society. This means peer
pressure or I don’t know why.

You have to look clever.
Yes, be polite. You have to pretend to be smart.

And do you think teachers encourage that? Do they hurry the classes?
If you look around and watch little bit the teacher come into the room:
We have time, we have to do this, this, this, for that time and, OK, and
looking at the hours on the watch and, OK, better if I don’t think of it.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside
and outside the classroom. What do you think of this statement?

Yes, that’s what I said, that we don’t read homeworks and like, repeat
class at home. Thinking about what happened in class, I think the idea
is, if you like science fictions films or romantic novels, OK. We do
read in English, but that’s not all the time.

Do you feel your teachers have encouraged you to do that?
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They told that it’s a good thing that you do that but .... What’s your
opinion about, like or not, no question like this. Just the today’s open
the book and the first passage.

: So you do it because you’re studying English and you’re interested and

have English- speaking friends?

Yes. And you learn things from teachers, you don’t feel that special
thing, I don’t know, they don’t have that attitude, that I’m not you,
OK, just in general. It’s you, it’s not you, I’m talking about you, come
in smiling, and I know that kids in your class, it’s like to attend your
courses.

: Well thank you.

I’'m not telling you because I want..., I know that there are some
curses [courses]: Now I don’t go in, I don’t like it, it’s boring and some
English teachers look at you like, I know you don’t know, hahaha, why
don’t you don’t know? You should know. Yeh. And may just care and
in this way he’s gonna be more silent and less question back.

: Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? What about their

own materials?

One coursebook and we had like one unit like listening, some speaking
and reading part in units and every lesson or every week we do one
unit, and there’s like twelve units a class, yeh, that’s it, but no other
grammar books to look at them.

: And so no other materials that they developed?

They think that the CDs and the listening part is the fun part.

: What book have you used? Headway?

Headway in primary school, yes, and then it’s called Channel.

: Channel your English?

Yes, we used that one. Yeh, I liked that, yes. I don’t know any other, I
didn’t use, that’s the main we used. The one with squares on the front.

: To prepare you for the ORIGO exam?

Oh, every kind of exam. I don’t know, I liked them. There is a key at
the back of the book. And you can copy them. To correct myself.
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Have your teachers used materials or topics that you feel are really
interesting? Have they taught you vocabulary and grammar that you
feel you will need?

In Channel, yeh, I liked them. I mean, Headway had a story about
deities. ... Yeh, the old one, I know there is a new one, they told me.
And the old one was nothing interesting for me. That’s what I liked
about this book, it was all right. ... And there were about volcanoes,
they were interesting, new songs, I mean, pop music and it had
vocabulary too, depend on how they read the text, I don’t know what
was in the Headway.

: Isn’t Headway rather meant for older kids? Maybe it wasn’t the right

age group.
We liked that old traditional things.

: But it was about money, too?

But the children had to buy the book.

Did you feel it was something you need?

The grammar but every time I 