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Abstract

This qualitative study explores the potential for task-based language teaching (TBLT) in a
particular English language teaching (ELT) context by investigating the beliefs of a group of
learners about ELT and foreign language (FL) teaching generally. It also examines the nature
of these same learners’ task-based interaction and seeks to understand their socioculturally
determined motives in that regard.

The participants in this study are students in a Bachelor’s programme at the Institute
of English and American Studies, University of Szeged, Hungary. Fifty-seven students
contributed their task-based speaking data. Of these, 44 responded to an open-ended
guestionnaire, and 18 took part in a one-on-one structured interview to provide their FL
learning views and experience.

Aside from the questionnaire and interview, both of which were developed by the
author, the data collection instruments for this study consisted of two standard decision-
making speaking tasks. Collected in autumn 2009, the data was processed and analysed in
stages for four parts of this study. | used content analysis for the questionnaire and
interview data and a narrow transcription and conversation analysis for the speaking data.

The findings consist of the following: despite a great deal of learner exposure to
traditional FL classroom practices, a general openness to the TBLT paradigm; a range of
socioculturally determined learner contributions to speaking task implementation; a strong
learner tendency toward collaborative moves in spoken interaction over negotiation for
meaning; and a range of both universal and culture-specific explanations for this tendency.

Based on these findings, the dissertation suggests various implications as regards ELT

(and other FL) learning and teaching for researchers, practitioners and teacher educators.
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1. Introduction
The research reported in this dissertation 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 dissertation seeks to answer the following six
research questions (RQ):

RQ1l: Whatisthe 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 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 dissertation.

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
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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 paper 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 dissertation is structured as follows. Following the Introduction, Chapter 2 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, 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, which provides part of the underpinnings for TBLT. This is
followed by criticism from Sheen (2003) on focus on form, 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).
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Chapter 3 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 4 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 (RQ5) and provides — both universal and culture-specific — explanations as to
why, in fact, this occurs so seldom in the speaking task performance data (RQ6). The
Conclusion follows. (The interlocking structure of the study’s two phases, four parts and six

research questions is illustrated in the figure below.)

12



Phase 1: Questionnaire/interview phase
Part 1: Learner expectations (Section 4.1)

RQl: Whatis 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?
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)

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?

Figure 1: Phases and parts of the study; research questions
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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 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
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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, Vagé (1999) 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, 1999, 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 (Vagd, 1999, 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:

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
Zanén, 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
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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, | will attempt to explain
the benefits of this particular teaching paradigm later in the dissertation (in Section 2.1 and
elsewhere), but one significant aspect of it | 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, 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
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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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2. Theoretical perspectives

As noted in the Introduction, the four parts of the study presented in Chapter 4 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 focus on
form, 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 (TBLT)

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, | define the term and describe
the first efforts toward forming the TBLT paradigm. | also introduce the first full-scale
educational programme implemented in this vein in the mid-1980s. | then trace the growth
of the larger TBLT project from there. | 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),
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Candlin ([1987] 2009), R. Ellis (2003), Lee (2000), Long (1985), Nunan (1989), Prabhu (1987)
and 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 holistic 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 (2008, p. 196) go on to
identify the central characteristics of TBLT as follows:
e Tasks define and drive the syllabus;
e Task performance is a catalyst for focusing attention on
form, and not vice versa;
e Assessment is in terms of task performance;
e 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.
| 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.
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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 | pointed out
in the Introduction, 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 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 the Introduction, 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
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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).

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
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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 Miller-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. Indeed, 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 EKk,

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
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‘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 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 | will go to my aunt’s house.
| will go by bus.

| will see my cousins.

| 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
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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 (Willis, 1996, p. 136):
e 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.

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 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
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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 (1994a, 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,
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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 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’.
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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 toward comprehension, feedback and interlanguage modification’. If
these elements are considered at least facilitative of L2 acquisition (Long, 1996), then |
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
guestioned 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).
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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 focus on form

Interaction and focus on form 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 4). In this section, | trace the evolution of Long’s thinking on interaction
and focus on form within the context of L2 learning. | then offer counterpoints to his
position provided by Sheen and DeKeyser. Finally, | 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
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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 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
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this paper 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 talk.
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 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.
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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 L2 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?
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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 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, | 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

34



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 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
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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. 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
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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,
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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 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
guestion. 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).
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| 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 asa L1 in
Miami). Generally, | 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 accuracy, 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)? | 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 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 L2
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).
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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
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when? questions. Such question corrections would more likely elicit a time adverb rather
than a 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 Givéon (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: vitnam dei (bli) ko :
‘[In] Vietnam they (play) cards’
NS: They what?
Than: pleika:
‘play cards’
NS: They play cards?
Than: yae wen wen krismes

‘Yeah, when [it’s] Christmas’
(Sato, 1988, p. 380, as cited in Long, 1996, p. 445)

Tai:  hilok am am-
‘He’s looking, um’
Than: &t meaen
‘At [the] man’
Tai: 2t maen hi hi smo"Ykih
‘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).
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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 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 3, 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).
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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 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).
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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
guestion 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 focus on form 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 focus on form 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
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grammar comes in only incidentally 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 as an eclectic
one that does not rule out elements of focus on form. 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 focus on form 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 focus on form with those of focus on forms — and
thus invalidated their argument in favour of focus on form. 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
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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 focus
on form 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 focus on form. Furthermore, in referring to this article, Sheen observed, both of
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 focus on form and focus on forms
had not been not used consistently. Sheen then made the point that momentum builds as
researchers focus on how to implement focus on form 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 focus on form. 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 focus on form 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
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example, but a great deal of vocabulary calls for very little. Thus, he has stated that, though
focus on form 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 focus on form: (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 focus on form, including rule teaching and error correction, will be required’. One is left
wondering, then, where DeKeyser draws the line between focus on form 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 (1982) made the distinction between
rules that are (1) easy to acquire (naturalistically) but hard to /earn (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 focus on form teaching, but he has posed the
guestion: 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’,
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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 focus on form, 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 focus on form 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.
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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 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-
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occurring elements (DeKeyser, 1998, p. 46). He has drawn on a previous study of his own
(DeKeyser, 1995) on the use of an explicit focus on form 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.

DeKeyser (1998) then asked the question what kind of focus on form is efficacious.
Naturally, he pointed out, focus on form is not useful if it leads only to monitored
knowledge. So does explicit knowledge from sequential models of focus on form 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,
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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 1 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
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engaged in systematically, deliberately, with the goal of developing 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, & MclLeod, 1983), has also been
significant in providing a clearer understanding of how we learn languages. MclLaughlin
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.
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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, p. 55). DeKeyser then asked the 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
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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 theory seems to imply:
explicit teaching of grammar, followed by focus on form 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 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
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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 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
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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, | 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.

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
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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 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
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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 focus on
form, 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 that language ability results from interactions
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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
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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 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 that 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 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
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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, & Castanos, 1976) as well as learner characteristics, such as level of proficiency and
gender (Gass & Varonis, 1986).

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

dissertation, a number of these studies found that two-way tasks produced more
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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
guestions, 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, Fréhlich, and
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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 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
guestion 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
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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 it 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 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 vs. 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,
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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).

| 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 any
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;
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Loewen , 2004; Lyster & Ranta, 1997; 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
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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 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
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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 conversation group meetings and McDonough and Hernandez Gonzdlez
(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
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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
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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.
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2.3. A sociocultural theory of mind (SCT)

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

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 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)
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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.
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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, Bruner, &
Ross, 1976). Wood, Bruner, and Ross (1976, p. 98) 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.

According to Wertsch (1979a), 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.
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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
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
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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. Indeed, 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), Dérnyei
(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
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(Dornyei, 2009; Dornyei, 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 dissertation 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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3. Research design

This chapter on the research design for the study is divided into nine sections. First, |
elaborate on the framework within which the research was designed, establish the context
of the study, list my research questions, and introduce the participants. | go on to explain
the two phases of the study: the questionnaire/interview phase and the task performance
phase. | then describe the instruments and procedure used to collect the data for the study.
Finally, | 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 | have applied. | will discuss each of these in
turn.

The knowledge claims | make in this dissertation 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
the Introduction (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.)
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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 ([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
gualitative; 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
guantitative 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 dissertation (Section 4.1), which forms the questionnaire/interview
phase (described below), examines learner beliefs in line with this aim. Dérnyei and Taguchi

(2010, p. 109) have observed that the questionnaire—interview combination is the most
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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.)

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
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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 (Takdacs, 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) at the end of the first phase of their studies.

3.3. Research questions
As noted in the Introduction, the study reported in this dissertation aims to answer the

following six research questions (RQ):

RQ1l: Whatisthe view and experience of these learners as regards

English (and other foreign) language learning in Hungary?
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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?

These questions are addressed in turn in the four parts of the study (discussed in Chapter 4).
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
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what Tonkyn has aptly called their ‘script’, i.e. their educational expectations, for FL learning
(Alan Tonkyn, personal communication, 4 April 2014). 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 4). Since the learners also knew (because | 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.

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 ltalian languages and literatures programmes), as it does at universities in certain other

countries in the region, such as Serbia and Romania (Erzsébet Barat, personal
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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+—C1) 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).

Classroom participants (57)

Questionnaire respondents (44)

Interviewees (18)

Figure 2. Participant breakdown
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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, 4.3 and 4.4). The classroom-based research paradigm

within which the study was conducted is also covered below (in Section 3.8).

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.
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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
guestions 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

| 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 focus on form v. focus on forms in Doughty & Williams, 1998, and
covered in Chapter 2 of this dissertation) 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.

88



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 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, | describe the procedure within the two phases discussed above. | 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 dissertation grew out of that as an ever increasing

guantity 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. | explained to them how to fill in the
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guestionnaire 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. The questions were as follows:

1) 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?

2) 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?

3) 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?

4) 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?

5) ‘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?
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6) 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?

7) 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?

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

9) 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, | 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 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, | 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. | assured them that their
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performance was not being assessed or graded and that their data would remain
anonymous. (Indeed, all the names used in the data have been changed.)

In terms of the normal flow of the class, | 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, | observed the dyads and made notes on their
performance for later feedback. | 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, | 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, | transcribed the interview recordings and used content analysis for this data as well
(see Appendix D for the transcripts). 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.
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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 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
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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’ 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, | narrow the discussion of
task to the type used to promote spoken interaction, | review the different types of
speaking task, and | provide justification for the speaking task type selected (as described in
Section 3.6.3). | 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,
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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 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,
e information gap,
e problem-solving,

e decision-making and

e 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 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-
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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’.

| 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 the Introduction 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).
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While it has been pointed out to me that the particular speaking tasks | 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?), | have found that these tasks and others like them have proved 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. (1 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, | determined that these would be appropriate for my purposes.
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4. A qualitative study in four parts and two phases

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 Blagojevic (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).
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Against this backdrop, this part of the study uses both a questionnaire and one-on-
one semi-structured interviews to explore the individual EFL (and other FL) learning
histories of a particular group of Hungarian university students (described in detail in
Chapter 3). 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:

RQ1l: What isthe 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, | will discuss the script, or educational expectations, of the learners involved.
Second, | 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 & Jézsa, 2003; Nikolov &Nagy,
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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.

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
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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, 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)
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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
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raise language awareness: ‘| 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. | was also taught

English like that. Now it’s hard to be an analyst’.

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 E6tvos
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. Indeed, 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 (lldiké Pélos, personal communication, 3 April 2012). Examinees

are not asked to assess or apply particular teaching principles, compare or contrast theory,
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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 | 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 | 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?’

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, | 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
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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, 2006).

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
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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, | 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, | 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.
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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 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.

107



It is this past experience of language learning that | 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.

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
guestionnaire. (The completed questionnaires can be found in Appendix C.) First, | 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).
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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
Degree English 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
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Now | 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 | O 10| %
>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 —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’.)
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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, ‘| have learned German for nine years, however | 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 (2-4 yrs) | 23

1 other FL (25 yrs) 5*

2 Ls (=2 *
Other FLs other FLs (22 yrs) 8

learned (yrs)

>3 other FLs (22 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 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
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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 | 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 | 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

Travel/living abroad/family abroad 11
Reasons 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
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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 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 %2—4 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 %—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 Dérnyei 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)

V=4 11
-1 2
All 5-10 0
. respondents 511 c
Hrs/wk doing
EFL h k
omewor Depends/don’t know 8
English Y4 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
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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 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 | am not too brave, if | 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, |
didn’t have too good English teachers’ and ‘...at school the English education wasn’t too

good’.
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Table 8. Useful classroom activities (N=44)

Talk/discussion 40
Translating 18
Group/pair work 17
L Review grammar exercises/multiple-choice tests 7
Activities
that Yvork Watch films and discuss them 3
best in FL
classroom .
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
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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, | wasn’t. | couldn’t speak a word, literally, so |
couldn’t understand what they were saying and [it] just was confusing’ (see Appendix D,
data file 4, Il. 19-20). 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! | 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, Il. 23—-24).

The learners generally reported that teachers used a focus on forms approach that
assumed an incremental mastery of successive forms. Albert explained, ‘When we learned a
new tense, we came to know everything about it. So | think it’s OK because for me | like to
learn everything about that tense and | like to know how to use it properly’ (Appendix D,
data file 2, Il. 58—60). 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, Zsdka, 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
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natural need to save face. Alexandra speculated about learner anxiety in the following
terms (see Appendix D, data file 6, Il. 125-129, 132):

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, Il. 46-50):

It was just to learn how German grammar works, so it was like

Anna ist eine [sic!] 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

... 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
guoted 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-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
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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] | don’t remember that we did
anything like this [pair work or group work]’ (Appendix D, data file 2, ll. 54-55). 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, Il. 16—19):

We did group work ... more or less when we prepared for a
final exam or a language exam, for example, we were working
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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.

As Attila put it, ‘l 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, Il. 97-98). 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, I. 21). 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 hallgatd, 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, Il. 35—-36, 3940, 43, 49-50):

We were given a topic and then we had to give our opinion,

but in bigger groups — | don’t know why, but it was always in
bigger groups of four or five. ... we had to talk about the topic
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and then we had to tell everyone what our opinion is. ... for

example, women’s role in society. .. And those were

motivating, | 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 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, Il. 121-124):

Well, it was good for speaking because we could argue ... and
we had many options ... but | 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.
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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. (Indeed, one would hope so — though critical thinking and

speaking skills are neither required nor encouraged in many quarters of Hungarian higher
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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. Indeed,
this also highlights the importance of not just teaching learners, but also training them to

grasp the rationale behind a new teaching technique like TBLT.
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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. | 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 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. | 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
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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 Miller-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,
2006) 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
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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.
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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 2,
and classroom-based research, discussed in Chapter 3. It seeks an answer to the third of the
six research questions listed in the Introduction and in Chapter 3:

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.
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In what follows, | point to the three perspectives that inform this portion of the study.
| review relevant studies that have gone before. | 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 descrived lessons as ‘co-

productions’ and ‘socially constructed events’ brought about by the ‘cooperative enterprise’
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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 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.
Indeed, 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 learnersin 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
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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.

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.

131



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
Coanitive Mental processes or Learner does not see how a home made of
g understanding of the world | wood would be of additional value
Skills through which . .
_— g Learner has difficulty explaining a concept
Communicative | learners exchange . .
. . because a word is lacking
information
Syntactic, semantic, and Teacher does not anticipate that learner
Linguistic pragmatic knowledge of the | may be unfamiliar with a common
target language abbreviation
Teacher/learner Teachers and learners differ on task
Pedagogic perceptions of task purpose, i.e. what is being learned or
objective(s) practised
Strateaic What learners do to learn Teacher envisages long discussion, while
g and to regulate learning learners take short cut to conclude quickly
cultural Prior knowledge of relevant | Learner cannot see why anyone would rent
target cultural norms something as personal as a wedding dress
Measures used by learners | Learner and teacher are at cross purposes
Evaluative to monitor own language as learner attempts to check understanding
learning of grammar rule
Paths chosen by learner to | Learner explains how to solve problem
Procedural . - .
solve problem instead of providing actual solution
Understanding of . .
) ) i g ) Learner misunderstands key word in
Instructional instructions for performing | . .
instructions
the task
Learners’ attitude to nature
. of L2 learning/teaching, Teacher and learner disagree on word use;
Attitudinal 4 8 &

classroom culture, and
teacher-learner relationship

learner finally defers to teacher as authority

Kumaravadivelu (1991) stresses that these categories are neither exhaustive nor

mutually exclusive. While most of these categories are clear, the difference between the
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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 3) is called ‘Lord Moulton’s millions’; it has learners review a list
of several less-than-perfect candidates to arrive at the 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 | will discuss further
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below). In sample 1 below (which can be found in context in Appendix E, data file 3, II. 46—
58), 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

J: Tim Brodie and Miss Langland.

L: Miss Langland is 40 years old. She can still go work.
J: Maybe they can half the money.

L: The others think Miss Langland have enough.

—

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

L: He can change and be honest....

J: Lots of girlfriends, it’s a good thing, | think. | want lots
of girlfriends.

L: Yeh, yeh, he can support study to go abroad
J: He wants to

L: And maybe he will change the world one day
J: Tim Brodie won.

L: Tim Brodie’s the winner.

J: Yeh.

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 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
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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, Il. 1-9), 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?

: Yes | heard about it.

A: It's so sad. And | 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?

: | think Lady (inaudible) should got the money [A: Mmm]

because she is the only living relative of him. It’s very
important.

: Yes, it is true, but | heard that they had a huge fight and

they haven’t talked in years. And | 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,
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such as the ORIGO exam. This sample illustrates Vygotsky’s (1978, 1987) point, noted in
Chapter 2, that our learning is intermingled with motives formed by our social and
institutional experience.

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, Il. 1-12), 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: OKfirst 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 ...
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guy. All right oh she’s 66 years old, she’s pretty old. |
don’t know if it's a pro or a con.

M: Probably she would like some...?

Z: 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 | 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 | would like to travel a lot and move to pleasanter
surroundings, but | don’t have such, | don’t know,
uncle, not, it’s cousin. So that’s a con.

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 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
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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.

| 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 (‘l 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 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.
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Perhaps even more interestingly, some of Kumaravadivelu’s mismatch types were not
observed in the data. | 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 3), 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.

The fact that mismatches were relatively uncommon among the dyads in the data
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
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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 — 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. | 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)

| 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
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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 ‘constructivist’, or collaborative,
processes (Samuda & Bygate, 2008) that take place as the 57 participants described in
Chapter 3 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 2, 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 the Introduction and

in Chapter 3:

RQ4: In what ways do these learners collaborate in interaction?
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At this point, | 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 2, 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? | don’t know what that means.

A: Like hinges hold it together

B: Uhuh
(Pica, 1993, p. 440)

As also reported in Chapter 2, 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, 1993) are
credited for having provided a richer understanding of the role of naturalistic talk in

promoting language learning.
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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
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concept of the zone of proximal development (ZPD), introduced in Chapter 2, 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).

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 2, | 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
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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.

Sample 6

K1: Yes, if I'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 | don’t like charity cases.
K3: Yes, that’s why | don’t want to give my money.

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

K4: |just can imagine her as hysterical or too much, you
know.
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In sample 4 (Appendix E, data file 10, ll. 35-37), 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, ll. 29—37), 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, ll. 33—35.) 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 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
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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 | 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, Il. 16—-24), play in the
form of humorous exaggeration, strengthens the conversational bond between the

interlocutors and thus the possibility for learning.

Sample 7

B1: Yes, and when we arrive to town, maybe Tim Brodie
should get the money, but | don’t think so.

K1: Yes, because he’s (inaudible).

B2: Yes, | don’t like him from his description [des-].
K2: (laughing) Yes, why?

B3: Not the kind of people | usually get on well with.
K3: You mean the motorbikers?

B4: No, motorbike is not a problem. | have many friends
from school that usually motorbike. They crashed into
a tree sometimes, but it’s not a problem [K laughs].
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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 | 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) 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
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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. | think Miss Langland
(pause) deserves the money (pause) much more.

B2: Yes, the most.

K2: The most, thank you.

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, | 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. | 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.

B1: Yeh.

C: Yes, maybe, but if they keep the money for
themselves, the orphans get less and less money but

149



[if] the orphanage get the money the orphans can get
more from it. Well, | 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: | 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 was 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, Il. 9—
15), T is allowed to keep the floor while he self-corrects (e.g. his pronoun use). In 10 too
(Williams, 2013, p. 11), Cis 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 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

150



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
guite 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, Il. 25-28 (sample 11) and II.
48-52 (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?

G1: I don’t know.

K2: [ don’t know.

G2: Maybe she could find a—a (pause) health care centre,
| don’t know.

K3: Oh.

Sample 12

K1: Yes, maybe that lord will give the money to him
because er he paid the education, he loves that boy.

G1: 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 lehetiség—the possibility to
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learn—to study he will become a good part of the
society.

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). | 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 a tacit form of 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
lehetdség 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.
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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 | 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 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.

153



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. | also found very little

evidence of negotiation for meaning, as will be discussed in Section 4.4.

4.3.4. Conclusion
In this section, | have analysed the second language task performance of young adult
learners of English, whose first language is Hungarian. | have moved beyond more
established task-based research paradigms to explore the data from a sociocultural
perspective. The data | 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
to 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 ‘l 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 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
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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 | 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 2, 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
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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.

Indeed, 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 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 the Introduction and in Chapter 3:

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 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.
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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, . 25 (sample 13) and Il. 22-23 (sample 14).)

Sample 13

K: ...it would be a highlight for her life, but | 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.

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
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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, ll. 53-59) 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) | think he’s a—she’s girl.
: (asking teacher) Can we have a ... question?
Daphneis a ... girl.
[...girl
: A girl. Cool. [A laughs.] Good to know. Erm.

> 22 22

(reading) ... the daughter...
M: Yeh, the daughter (laughs).

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 | 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 embarrassment, but it is shared laughter, nonetheless. A
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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, Il. 115-123), 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 ... |
don’t know what is er er er ... (to teacher) Can | have
a ... question?

T: Yes.

N: What is the iigyfél in English?

T: Erclient.

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).
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Finally, in sample 17 below (Appendix E, data file 14, Il. 5-17), 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 so 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?

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.

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

B: (interrupting) ...ne 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’?]

K: Erm ...ahem.

B: ...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 | wonder how can he do this.

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
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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 | wish to reiterate

in particular for peers who primarily deal with FL learning among children.

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
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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 | 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 the negotiation moves in Foster’s study that fell by the

wayside during interaction, mostly in small groups, but also in dyads.
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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, | 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, | 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
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what | 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
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
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‘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 Eckert, 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-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).
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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.
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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 Csapd’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 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) 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

167



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 Csapd (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.

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

277

that, in their opinion, “our schools train ‘little scientists’”’ —i.e., 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
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learning strategies (OECD, 2003). Indeed, Németh and Habdk (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 & Habdk, 2006). In a study
of Hungarian students’ writing, Godd (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
guestions, corrections or negotiations to hamper their progress.

Pragmatics may offer some insights into tendencies among these particular
learners. For Matgorzata Suszczyniska (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
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‘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 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. Suszczyniska (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 Suszczyriska 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.

‘Szérnyen ligyetlen vagyok’ (‘I’'m terribly clumsy’) and ‘Borzasztéan figyelmetlen voltam’
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(‘I was terribly careless’) (Suszczynska, 1999, p. 1061). Suszczyniska 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.

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, ‘l am very disappointed and sorry to say, but | 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.
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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 | 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, ‘l was afraid, that when | speak, they will laugh
at me’ (Nagy & Nikolov, 2007, p. 160).

Téth (2007) has pointed to similar phenomena among English majors at the
Pazmany Péter Catholic University in Piliscsaba (near Budapest). Téth (2007) 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 language anxiety (Bailey, 1983;

Gregersen & Horwitz, 2002). Similarly, in her mixed-method study of a similar population
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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 Téth
(2007).

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)
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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 s

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)
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
guantitative 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. Indeed, 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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5. Conclusion
The research project that has culminated in this dissertation 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
guantitative 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 dissertation 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 the Introduction. Their respective answers, provided in the

foregoing parts of the study, are summarised as follows:

RQ1l: 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
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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 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 | think
it's OK for me because | like to learn everything about that tense...” (Albert)). Others,
however, had negative recollections (‘l can’t think of any good activities that we did’ and ‘I
couldn’t speak a word, literally, so | 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
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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 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.
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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.

RQ5: 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.
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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 (2007) 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.

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 the Introduction, 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

guantitative data. For example, a count of c-units in the speaking data would have provided
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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 on 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 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
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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 dissertation 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
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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.
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Appendices

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: 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

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

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

8) How many years have you been learning English?

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

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

11) 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).

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

I 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):
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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 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.

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.
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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.

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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Appendix C. The questionnaire data
Data file 1

40

Questionnaire Code:_64 (4 ( WG 1RO
1) How old are you? 42

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.) E% e o (Aveicon Sfudie;)

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 schoal (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?

C,z’w-\w\-, tov ! Gea . GWIGMM Coyel

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

By, wile B Goq *lunsgr L pond Mangigs WRL GO Wnlopat willle o
Gomnpone of Engiinta
“’:WWRWW‘M{NM MEW%M%

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

very much)

1 2 3 4 6

7) How many years have you been learning English?
A0
b et

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

3'5 ebnc\\f): i—vu 8 L“L'( %M Q‘,Q.w (:'g k"l\:‘#‘d\ KQ.;Q& '}\O«J F2N ) #e-v‘—v\ WYe
lost 2y %‘S&m&g.u%,w% k.
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Dbruxi':' o Moo ameunt er_f (PP /N

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).
#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.
I 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.
I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

ia—ruﬁowb\évw modbiy (v Buglone, Huommb Ste & net oo nodle Spealeen of
€'~§/C.~2\, Hooeal »e »r_z.h o Q,,\ML’ o1 o S wm i e tnn «iwﬁpe

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 o winde | ot rod o ot blidg enfinely J\E«.Xb«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?

DVM Qm»\\énw-um@h* M\W fex bz

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 2

q
Questionnaire Code:_ o

1) How old are you? J/ di 4ww13 ?aw .
2) Are you a woman or a man? 4 an .
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.) _

P’y J"/uf g EV]IAE. Vw,l./un. ( E.yiyé C JM(«“)
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?

[ have  Coanmed ﬁ;mmau m pine eans howtots
/ et ]/tnr\ m{fmo& £ £v€i7 )qt‘h;

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

{ (ove [he 59‘7&"'\ [l“‘-?’w('\?,l- f'(" “? f el &ﬁa o ée

“« bgaﬁ Wv&v(;n , '
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially S =
very much)

1 2 3 4 (5
7) How many years have you bccn learnmg English?
I bawe  lopaed  Ew A u. (7;4,:4@\ in  Hu feaw/.u?
fcLvingu SJM‘,U@ g J(U".‘ ‘/ it ﬂq £“7£" QMYJ«\,

8) How many English lessons do yo ow many have you had in

past years?

[ [‘@VL Y‘t)"llu 2 MM,&MQ\H‘OV\ /{{,llgﬁ @d \,O/ﬂa'l'fh? {k(‘aj/ 5"‘7[1‘1 1\

4omdzl—mm. w He C/MLMM\‘V Lael [w:( (w; on Huee /,wy naeh.
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Ll var o5 U sy ey 0 I bl il o fo o
C 1 thdiag , bt of vl wenat on’ | aguene .
10) Ha'

ve 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.

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?

?PWHLM {e:f_. o Mf He ?}WM

MLM?__ Communicabon 1kl

hu,w of d,-H r‘lz s Voca L’&LZ‘M? 2aeaceles

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?

\/ﬂ( / tlclnt 2 peiutCiiced U«u‘b
f

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 3

Ao
Questionnaire Code:___ "
1) How old are you? .z
2) Are you a woman or a man?
LD st 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.)
C“A—(cé."/i] /-‘a‘;, P .“.Lr,,.j £ L8 Sleole //)
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?
D,C'éw«"\ e Lo A J e . e o at 7 Snoas s (/—J”f i p;f'z,,«--n—a.
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
VT m tateestleold <n olle,. eu RO il M-a-.&?; &L e g

> ~ 3 = - - " >
A, /’:—‘ Liminl G .L(\;;(:i&r( K’«"f‘ ep e < -~ {:);. /«.(? /j)., —~

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

i & 8 4 §)
7) How many years have you been learning English?

Al A3

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
O I Ry
7 e d/.’b-_,.e 7
VAR A

o & A2 =
P e o G S T 4 _,_-,»,.? B, Berin. s e sneiesd

208



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

English lessons?
T m/cf Pl Hons wrse e diawiid & 4"'.».‘<,<_, ¢ S aen E ,—.—:7, e & <t n‘g...u”f

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

L1 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.
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?

TP g ek ar o7 ree, ¥ P e P R (‘.’:;,—5,

andl males Foe Zy—.;_,/:’,». L:.Il'/!‘?,'_)g el IO e Fas P Lo

v Cal Guiel et -eLe/_-: i Ele P PRy TP 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?

ot @y e Aminian LE e Zx of Cotmze o Fonglodlent =

R £ £ Jrerir o e
o4 2{';{(:4, Py P e (-/1/\,’

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 4

/¢

Questionnaire Code:_L-0T £

1) How old are you?  cn. cogdie coor 04
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 (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 reachcd?

: . =3 7 bk 8 5

frv por ANy Trkeds Leavnlt T~ {or 6 arard ; vot Aodorv ¢ Lt © { aé»'voua()?
r oAyl vl b wantd
A g Aeray el s, o e g fusst b Jema 1oe

Crrevint P T N L R ey : mc..c"';_,.A Ledh

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

X vy
g purwnsainy Lo A b hicouune 1 L oy ia mheumga  wtAT) AeALC w W camy georlfle
) P ¢ o (3

: i Za - . 1< { M
dngute 1 it mesl da br ehfi, te oo Eadaata Dol ek { o 4hot 44 iy
i

Lo mebatare wa al CranE aduaanied Liar<?  FEma Jn £ btapme 9k Eie Lo e AR
P » r, .
.t o9 |»~ar'4 v‘,b‘ a poas =2 1 C\e e git ot ~ ’ Gati

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

1 2 3 4 (8

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

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

T dApuble ok e A, &

“ S
Lhore Aonhie stcany So I s o 4

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

3 her & Lo ks

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they? D .y~ <cluday weo R
sech ¢ "7]("’ N Lo bl foreuyn Yt

~ 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. i
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.
v I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary) :V

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? =~

Tt Mg Jampvoves  cOAMasscadine  Shotln

Tewnn :v‘-/(,_ua radjvy oo beklal (lg bt T e asd. {lz foniaqn, 72
{ [\ \ 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?

R 2 L ptvntinool,  Llome T

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 5

1Y

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?
A9
2) Are you awoman|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.)

Eﬁghsk ma,jor

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

Your dad: Your mum:

rimary school primary school
trade school/(3 yrs.) trade school (3 )
technical school (4 yrs.) ]techmcal 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?
Frenon — H yeavs — A (in graamn @ scheok)
%e"\’mo.n. — Kk years ~ Rz oy Bn — Tndermediate ((n ghammas et
dfabn - H gears (in S‘Y&MW\M Schoct.)
Sexbian, - ARk geavs (J've tearned n  elementary Scheool & W grammMmay

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations? schaot )
Wheno \'f sto_rv{:éé the Sth U&SS‘ o had a 2 reak €n s
iea.ckex/\,_m\d J tve (learacng tanguages . d&‘ﬁf eu« I'e
befove that T hawven 't Leavnt Engash, Seo .t was n&uéc’r
eals Wi “th ‘V”Q i

77 hcx;os me a fot u;%e/\: o o to o @\ob;d%| J can ?Fa’emcst s
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =  pecpke.
very much)

1234@

7) How many years have you been learning English?

? %QMS

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

s ; R couwcls
Naw % seminaxs and

POSt' Sovr 6 in o weeh — \W 8'Tammcw Schoot. (1t was my e :)(.\kq'\t(,t)
R tesSons — e)'.ﬁmerutanjj school
(per weed)
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

"w

English lessons? h- 6 hours per da‘{& &

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 English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations. culie, T
I listen to English-language song 'cynd translate them. .~ —7 ™Yy Jow°
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):
NH 8°dmak\\(°/r and her dﬂm‘ % due w Canada  and she sends  some

newspapet Loy me  and £ commuwucake) tals,  with ) NSRS
Engpistn.

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?
- fa.axu-.g Hecoanse vts
- domg pasr Wwovh 7 intevesting and o

- Uuaidu'v\% &»’(ms and afker \t - dascussion

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 \»a«% similay  classvoom acjawhgi :
bowng and sewows - So  we didn‘t e.n‘o§ thakx vewy muack..
Buk thes RaSs~oow acbvities ane good .

tuk the teachey was

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 6

14

Questionnaire Code:

1) How old are you?

1%
2) Are you a woman or a man?

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

h, ma’ov (%%LW% )
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 anrs and what level have you reached?

:! 5&» cans tn seoonok School, but I fedw't

ot (72N A{s n
uLt( % m Choose b o»Z? O&o\,

are you learmng Enghsh? What are your aims or motivations?

J wo.mé & do %&4«, bz joh I otk Life o & o bvnsCoky
L)

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

1 2 3 4 4B

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 ycars?

Tn, the 7&%551\41, 3 lessons o werd bat I alse had o Obva
Gesson ot sl %e— the, @&sk educabion - uin b
Gro el

214



9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
Abuk 5 houns.

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)
T wabel, Moyils a )%76—5‘\, wibh, ov WM 7%7
Sudbidla,.

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 multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?

7}&2?0“@:{% “‘*@‘“ @(Mm.c:. Qsis ane
Ty 5 ity wd,m oo 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?

M&d%'{;do{www\zks ud%é%m(w
hed 4o o.s!(\&/ g hons . OV lﬂM«u‘F O.N.L SL\Q WW‘A&)(;
Uk badk o

sz_fj memgs. Fov
[FAEIS OV nkabihs. 7 don't L e ué uug ov hd;
b‘b) it Wg’%«lﬁrﬂmmw

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 7

1

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? (g

2) Are you g'Womar)or a man?

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

University of Reading (UK) etc.) gﬂ%wa,b qu( é.mncow Stwd-u: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 reachcd?

( m bukc s notc o ‘ o . 9 m
Sefb\p-l’_ j lwﬁ\ed, Lt JO& & gk;yys mt ) g‘m
Ueaﬁ 97 duink, 8 the kel I reached (s Bhoor VL.

o commensc (,AJ. mouupe. )
7 w:»"j doc h \&(Eus ') R
5) Why are you lcarnmg English? What are your aims or motivations?
jm Rwshm%.é‘ém%m‘%m di\jwmy;s
to " prolew onate" my cnghs’ru ond, *o  leca  mmore G oo Uhe
mMC»(LCoM- cutkuae, .

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?
8 years J Hunk -

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

7 howe B seminacs + Enguak, &Ou.nd-o-ﬁb.om

b past gears I hac 5 tessons fweek  ands (| lesow =4S minuis)
banstatioy L Lesons [week
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Whew 7 have b,.ou..gﬂ., e, A-5 !"'CW"S/K}&L;,

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. 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.

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?

Ta'u"-‘-"% abocck Li'\/ﬁ@(%b:"-a Uulngs, Wilbdni'\% owes Al t&" b
E“%»b‘\,

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&,s , We did o ot < Hungs (e gfaummar schm(-(&*i" Uodes,
discussing  fims , LisRaing 0 Musie &k ) We weve fudcy 3 thine,
because. owy keaches woh veally  ofeatie \

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 8

Questionnaire Code:_ -
1) How old are you? %

2) Are you a woman Or a8 man? ‘Jgiv—oar—

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.)

Eaf\»al/\bk “Maor ( Amers con %h\dnub

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»

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?

Tranchke | R Yeows T dook o inkyme diade Aoumgmage Ao

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

MbawL%\sWMSWLW

OA wSoda meoviay andh  Acad—
w < R 3 So U\Jotj u‘k\o-s e Wnl

Wi \»mﬁ. [ W\JM Ql‘j,da./'"(— |\,“{k)"‘

6) How much do you actually like leammg English? (1 = not especially ?\- mﬁm ¢ s
very much)

1 2 3 4 G v

7) How many years have you been learning English?
Sinee 2 o *e schoe! | »%c,r A0 -\2 geors eof se.

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
Nowo Veadavq Suills Cemmunicoahar slsils, !7'\%‘/»9» Feoundobon "
\alvo  do MMwa o~ &hﬂt"-—: L Ao R A L heyeke ande Gasdin

e ke 4aagvinkies

w V\?%\: schact © 5§ classes | rowk
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
'.gh.;\uk\-\- L A hak axowrd— 5-C Aovrs (A hour .\okng

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

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

I listen to English-language song lyrics anc(t:ranslate them) b

I have or have had private lessons.

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

I 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?

T shinke Yalbing ande  aciw wsing fhe Louguede (o e weech

V\S'JKWL A e \Wo& fuzwnivg . [ Mungomy oM Aines pradnsinrg
UMMOA t?w._ lon sk s ngtu» mo:? suAens Ao '\‘U"""‘O

stk So pagPle afc QVM&L o ol aro- M Pouor  piok Lok g

A (’%MM;LM\‘GN ( howdivey Vf\lﬁ m.ak.} o) tha gprammoar

purfity

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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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.)

weloaW Moo - Amiaccoun S
th)u A o y“c‘,cu 3N
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?

Spowshh. A ted Mol Ly b e
i Hou oy, g {Stxx NN S ek Mgk
EWQOI S RN et < loe .
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
' .
A gl G becaae e Lean
» 5 } 0
'«‘«3 (g(r(/\}'o\)./’u‘:}-g_ ;;u,v,;—xz,d S (o ,D’va\w.,g school
5 wou)_d Q«.Qw to Q.«',\_;{_ NP TP Em\.‘)[«'/}fl\ épu«j'u “ LOMF%
6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = &m’ O
very much) AL,
1 2 3 &) 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?
’“& MQ’O'\' LD '\}I\C&NQ’ ‘S QQ/’(_Y‘)\AA A UL/'LQ.S'\ .
(O’\ (,QJVVM"\ZS o~ Neryom uwnth o ot U Wq,‘_,

N Bw adk wistden b e e
S Eu\f}»\pﬂ Urror AR ¢
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
- A L L -5 Jows

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. B
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.

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

I chat in Engli 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"w‘nou-c, ol Colhpaan T . Q’Q&U_A )
Hu&)m?Q.b = Cg’\ﬁctn_ ’{’Q)ﬁ@ Coina Zl\_ULr PN Vs
N gﬂou\. ol Fnrumnbia—
8]
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?

V%/ “"“"3&‘3 10"":5 o Ko oo e 5,

05, SRS 0

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?

Wowoan
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?

?Mc}w‘ Se« A s s

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
A WOURL (e Y0 TLwowd  ADYC aabaluds bt aech e Goman
Ao oA, oun (?‘_ e coase {—,\_\%Q_,,;g&\ 08 HaL  Mmasal

A
’LQW-’EWQ S -

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?

%)

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

past years? Wow R Govwe 173 Losoo s o .

A fads L mous 6w
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
AS -2 0O (§3 or it howr & (i..l:) IR t’u’wu.JS)

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
sfations.—
I listen to English-le hnguage 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.
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?
k_ui ~— At .5 v pu.avt {"/ Y eu how o el Owx lhuw(?;b?;c K
Q\&VU (\JLJ Abaadvious
thoc \{ P M"‘)L’L = leso‘ta'-* o g —\".u,%s %‘JAW SN VS
PO\_\Q % vidAL

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?

:C. S‘&«ma:

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 11

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? 13

2) Are you a woman or aman? (Lo,

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.)

Erglish mojor ( Erglish Shidies)

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

Oy ey e . .

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?

SERMBIAN) = 12 Yeors (school) ; privode chods [T yeors)
GERMAN) — H\L,ewrs(sdm')) pravada clobs (3)660.1"8)

] houe emetiotntl crettidy; ond A o B2
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

W J Loe -Ho aud b road olvagd agul,

J cand CoOmmuni ) J cowdd mQke new fﬁemdAh,}oA g

and J M decldud to atudyg 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?

| s

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

D AR cord D Couxses
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

2~3 Rowar o moeedc

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).
\ll 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.
Wi! regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
V1 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?

-h)lyu\g&,muxgx ki, Loy and direuanong

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?

46 M\\x&x’n&s\ teodhex dud o bt of ooy g
W\@X % e rode M\@\ab\hh

CQN )(m s 'S\kxde)(\’\\ WJO&Q&/\\Y\m %{Sl)w\g ere

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 12

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.)

Liatich, wajct :;E’;,q!\c:".,s .QI'.LL_CI_L'.’..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 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?

Froer ke \" iv\('kyr el Frencfe ‘,"("‘f :L- o ik td. arek \'_I‘U:
d ¢ {

I aaplikeds Lho Teoch. doheet :‘u:u‘tij P e O
poaccle  learel.
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
.‘.—:‘\u.« Lot A G & (I*':-\‘:HX -":"\_f.z{'&.'\_l\, e (:l (l' (& Q‘:‘,’.,,]‘x‘.'i ) Pt e
s Dlstyedoas . w:.»_. Lo ".V“.'.:‘«’q abtul putttiag e 4 it r.
LA -*~--‘:‘{‘ LEC W S (TSR VDR A N O {5 \;"J\_.CL Yoarad ~_:A‘ ; s

\

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?

LA
NN

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

= : 3 y T A gt do ol dssamrld prr  AEES_
o Auglodotattls < s quse Ul F '
P CL O WP S=EET by ot daegni0ge ot
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
Socuediiags &

v kg Dude W PRAILY bt :ux_, ~ U R

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. 40

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them. 4~

I have or have had private lessons. r.- ’

I regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. . s+
I lived in an English-speaking country. 4.

I write letters or e-mails in English. -

I chat in English on the internet. u»

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?

r "_ ¥ . - ” " 50,1 » g " "
T Loy dadad por et blioiwce  thaws  Clae Ny
et e Cetrohstteeed. (it lu b o

LA '—(.\,\,\.:.;A»\ A OA N %
Traonadatisng X etoure e touee  liach, woe wadtrt U 1 Cudy

. U Pl
L QuuUe We T mast e ed

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?

B~ vex mec e = SUENE CEES S A e £ C S VAR R b wue ol LHerent

bupes of trn e Jdacldt Ll 4o
!

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 13

A4

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), English major (American St@
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?

g (ove Lromrede  lalot I.fh‘—.gwe‘\srt,: Lt o fontaned 5
Cau 't Souy el Loeel Mgy Ctelion Senfonca . £ Ak

ke ey chelion feoclas dor ek

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
/{(;\‘ _('CA(_\_,({_ ,eo\,b%,w‘_r, soww L\ow e OL*:C-Q"A;;{' won B A cudanc . 'f (P
Dla.  R\aniimll K A [ S D N 2 T B SN O

Tatbrpn Aa 4 facA 4 ot 4o Liow mct Lol o bouik 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?

A0
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

¢ Aasions  on weed A Ale (J\'\QUL‘{J\Y

fo 4 ;c,\sk Lv_,o.-i A TR ok 4 Za et o~ wee L

Lt r\kuodu 2 fioet Lot &~ werecd
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
30 fomesl COncoA Lok o C“ et tarac -

{ Lave (O GCAAG -

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

_— '(’c.\ Lob e -

1 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. «—
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):

> 4 5 wowilc count {lon  wes.

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?
-//J,éd.uh Lans Ze b »y =2 fexds Aot “k*b&u\\\s 'G/ e

Shea At €

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? (, jeed | socedicet  Ldawe 4
< Gehiwhies i o
< , (..%" wo &
1 ot _Liow o lakh Lokt R

§ geclt £l ek o

ook Hasy 2ol
4@,5\@»\\6 S 2 I e
Ll krest o5 (e et o«
Q_L\( Yoo SO SOy

oest .
L om Gl |

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 14
1

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? 2 G

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.) }m) ’(DL — (0!/ [own s AN §

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?

[“‘9‘ © ACrima
\?Fuv{'~ SL &
evel : {\6\* he l»r-C

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
cv-‘u\\ np\” ‘ sh.vao( irc-auae #//Vi (Cim V}by eiluce \KS B (C\k\j‘u°&p i
9 ;
gMﬁAQL’ ﬂw\a'{ qum {eoe }-o e o y‘vrvaf‘\"""“a""
ow |'wa z,hto(z_\)w-s b becaune | fﬂ“”"} Nle b

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

1 2 3 4 6 /
7) How many years have you been learning English?

{O C”w .)(,y;} & \.joa,,,)% M(’an{’ nalk'al)

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

i the froot spey of .a’cflvf‘““) chool | hedl 20 looens a weel . b Ahee 8/weed
“qa,;Q a\cwi" 4'5 Viowa,
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or studa at home for your i
English lessons? [ {‘We Fig essk:)\vw. 15 whih hag fo be  ddone Yo v
{-2-% [qou/D/ /'r/ V‘(O@ l“__af‘ awn hovy

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.
= (1 1y talk o d to-talk to a native speaker of English [ know.
I lived in an English-speaking country.
I write letters or e-mails in English.

Ichatin English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the fbove, if necessary):

! u{g\-a}\m\'\'\%\‘f\e aum?un&’ o_{ MOCIED Tn QV\S DR,

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“a,m = “mjgr: Hae \/\av(:'-[%l" a.,\g( .'-{ need> 1o be /m:cJ;ce(’(
Muﬂ'{]’?i)c[‘cfce jeok - haﬁ/h W(}!A e ?Mmrnfp /'/Jav ched ot ﬂvv‘mﬂ“
e - kecaoe )‘\‘c:) are ’@"\7 awd Hed s dhe et imfvviuwg N ,W"éﬂ%

/ 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?

S Hheese awe #Laz onen

Jaf:;o kao{ kﬂct"ﬂwb dco”‘\ e usS civial /?AD(aud( (,‘« won el UECJ C}ﬂDD)

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 15

s

Questionnaire Code:_-
1) How old are you? _

P

2) Are you a woman oOr 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.)

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 English? What are your aims or motivations?
‘1 o A Yo A2
fbwﬁ%—Q W{ {‘(/6 Tou : 1o A Az o~
a ha ﬂ/ﬁ.j{rr Uy <em-nthn ,,'7 /& op VA

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

i 2 3 % S5

7) How many years have 3;ou beep learning Enghi.h? 3 E & W o<
[ [k, [ Mgt Arnrasg—  Ovih A4S

S "<~/,-z'\){ﬂy‘( L# r\,z,{k/(/v/‘rf o '\ﬁ-o,v’&l

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

past years? N 3 :
3 3 /"’,’ j L/ f G ,'/ Y\
popsr Wt K o A Lutcchbr y /s

//{{‘;/x (1/.//417.'..’1\ [ i’(/:"’/{ 3 L<<U’V( n MJ,[}_ )
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

SN I Loe sty 1 = 20

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).
IwatcH“E"g'Ii_h -language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

.Tfs—tzimto 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 Tﬁrﬁﬁ]ﬁn 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? .

.{ 1n (nr, {p /&4*‘/"4 n Lo VAbLA - W e e &

W gof Y Aut Adls o4 j/x%)‘}»!« to dewedoy /.ﬂ@fﬂ«,@-
Y(.A,h/ ‘“< /f< e At Kw \ /‘vanym)" ﬁ/,jA

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‘( | 23 /-‘-»\j 4/}} /LQ(/" \X ,{/l,} -:I i~ /{Lm (7.8 .&\W‘{}y / 4U7l P
g, b owcter o Wit St

0\,’1./‘1},1,«7‘ //t ~ /Ll (’/’(_" v : 5 /J)/\‘}"S

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 16

Questionnaire Code:_ ;
1) How old are you? (9

2) Are you a woman or a man? (UOvm.CAiin—

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?

WC’W (PW > \dr’L.M‘) WMALOA. - Qure
UL DIC A~ F"Y p bd&‘fWS b&oo-\;vvw

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
) hooe fovuien v Bueglewd | Auakyaczie, el
Quaswe o . mﬁ machinabe Al (A wachuochiagd Wi
D llhe g &ngokc.ag. E vy by (‘(x'..g,b ‘bﬂp( aka I
d wrouldh Llae o WovC ta ol orun Lotke ey wrovle i,

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = P 93

very much)

1 2 3 4 &

7) How many years have you been learning English?

N

\,v\\\‘ E“GJQ\“}L 7

Aok lo K s

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? ,
} hoack. wore Qasousg Glotd L~ IS on weel @ wow 3 ook,

T ouk  Hant one o I Gomous

234



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

Nlowt H-C KOs o olon

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. 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):

“'5 Counctas Y"’“"“ EW%C&“DL ook Anyrafla O}-\em Uy adl aweole
MWk dues Al dhatia .

11) What kind of classroom activities do you think help the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g. talking ranslatingdoing pair work,~
going over multiple-choice tests etc.)? Why?
=5 (mca«_ﬁws hce,zﬁ(un/ Wcug Dl 65§ (Vo drieel G wetys, « €od )
- P(Cll&' aey et QOLs Uk Bucddlate oy Ached AN ‘Ew»a(,\'ck
~ Chaeck. Ouol el abour  omewek. (n Budy Lasoa:
plovyiaey | Aootiusy atowd ‘oﬁa_hsﬁ (smpis)

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?
Sd WS Le A Dy canel N ccl_ Ao Wera
sy o v oS o gf .
ol feochevs P o Auocion ¢ Gl Py oowed. us
o G@f 0% WGy Lo Qom , Fov wv‘-“"“ﬁﬁ-l P(CH/GL."‘GD _u.%«/"fw e

’3\"0“'\"«53 oy GELULles alulh L pen el

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 17

Questionnaire Code:_ '
1) H 1d ou?
) How old are y 20
2) Are you a woman or a man?
mamn

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?

umfordtunotelyy T daue mot .

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
I uade OF Unierentfmg orndt Lot .

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?
fov eiqdt yeors

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? . _
Sow T Qaue. Serrumans amd CourneS v Er%QA&Q :

T oo 3e0ns T Aad oo Wnans o vRefR |
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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.
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):

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?
toftumg | dovmg posr Wovk
Gotame PiRe commUACoR (@ O
ey weof pournt .
T wenerd 40 practied ct.

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?

Wo , T fadk mot nadue Emqoish tRacher unil, mow .

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 18

42

Questionnaire Code: '
1) How old are you? ;o

2) Are you a woman or a man? ae

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 Shvelasi g e, e
v\q 24 e - s ¢\_.‘)o‘/

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?
m’\ ) 104 S ﬂ% -~ T anm ud ten Q—%\J" N N Y Q‘.Mt)k‘\e‘\ N s
K oamn feviecd Ao rat 1 sy Adedl amal D A W B 13 ; (SR MR, 19

Ghadxl ko Ubecnn Aval e aac) 7—.,—&.—\ [T antr B iy 6"\' D e abeol ""‘\“-'f\“'\\.k-\ \‘\2*\(
b\::\% o AP ov 00 ('5 ama Plesidaey o Reapn Ruri'bom copt Avubic indm le'M-) b\ of
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

= b & o P .
fv\n\b.— et of Y 4,,( o S Folen in by Ph Bk 0 Rud h.qu,GQL
aiHn sk 0 4RA Yo bt ool k10 D and fugiag ey budks
Y denkt har "AMEEY (lens ok ek, GeRhing an a dremabids amanes st
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?

A Lear Hoafe L2 Lrcpn (A a Ao el - %U‘ t).

(SRS ¥ 92 -Lt\\«.q"‘( Pl 2meQiN minm D o L axen plok-
8) How many Enghsh lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

A lt.m ek DAY Ly ok any S M ped apen ), Bemaor 2ahd

GCSE e, ab Wl adhe  aned D ATALY  hecs te aBed A
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

A"J s 2} &'9'-24‘.3.

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/
1 watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

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

1 have or have had private lessons.

1 regularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know. v’
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):

. o ~ Q . .
(”‘e‘*‘*&) mc')o\hk APt NS " el “-}""‘": ! ( [SETY P . Qs\w’) wEGL L Covalng )
’ i

Y Pap

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?

AR e o Comvmuniecdionn , (i)
Wi Dn aheply Ml bR ndted

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¥ axackls ) anly seaind) 855 S fomn o baadlon ok el b et

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 19

T

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? 4 3

2) Are you a woman or a man? ‘Marv

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?

Cerman. | 6 yeors “our Lol

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
JM\)\QJ-“&&“Q /Kuw ﬁ?ll &W/ 414'0«7141 %

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?
11 ylors

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

Tt - foadia | Comumaly,  h40, WM/

I groanar stchpt 9 dod Hoa wid
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

2-3-4~9 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).

X1 watch English-language TV chanpels 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):

*ﬁwM W*’WW“’) ?au)(»%&)

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?

%lw;‘%iw -2eorogs wnd Bt
QWMQ%] %W WW&MM&&%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?

mm%aﬁia{ %&lMWM'fMW

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 20

42

Questionnaire Code:

1) How old are you? (9
2) Are you a woman Or a man? . owicin

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.)

(C;\A-S(J\\C'\ W—;)\’Jv (ﬂv\,t-.)u;(-\ S-H,«,Jw’t'&)

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?

Se~ltona A2 .a(,grv > sudorooin et
stvvvv\lv \ h .3,(.0.1/ > Loo\\' A LU
Ko v Z .6(,0.'1/5 th?’v{v\ sy

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

) Z,{\(L& W\%WQ\:S.Q N . éw)j,f_, )e’) S Ge W é'\)\/ Al M(-
9 Uhe o Leavn - D Mavea 4 ouwx.w ek § 9wt

o LR o deodw, o O LW(&)J(JV

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?

g \3?.;0-4«5

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

peot o Covs Z =% \.Migﬁj
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

1'3 Lo s a J"‘Jj

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. v~

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.

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?

39Lh«x,-ﬂ) c 34 m:ctcrs e  cowmmun nica i om et o
Haz JDQOL)«:S\M_,-V\:S ; -Cfm,uuj (N«'wv wode > Lyly AR ey
weur Bl i (j/ww Ha oty fbvxam .

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?

:;‘Maj R A show o o Lalk ") z/\vé,\'yv\/\/bQL«I e § A
e £ { .:.,\/\/v{ ] 41? ( = -
S i Poh e X ek o e
Loss yoomn., We wokdad  Kluy and  boiled  olout
2

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 21

712
Questionnaire Code:_
1) How old are you? 26
2) Are you a/woman or a man?
3) What is your status at the Institute oiMand American Studies?
(e.g. English major (English Studies), @%nﬂam\m%
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?

N 2 =
) "'Ul-":.l' r}/au- " Q:w\ & io /,-: éuﬂ‘ ﬂ‘(/,t* gL : adany in AX"‘ Hiak »)3{.'-41 Y -"-”;:_'M..u s
x 3+ A
b )1;'1' J el | f.\‘\.C’ S S| (LAl Y !:‘U i+ ot WAy doa ctuy e e

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

4{; e 1a Lny donoumic Sulsjec 93 +1 P’ 1, Slonka  Kocana 9 Et‘*»”}l"'ﬁ'g{‘ L pre :ht":ij Schvet
FL& Vi wob wtrdee! i €ooedrtae o "‘"N(—\,‘uf 5*'(')_(2((1/‘, (et VO ""-A.'imnax’_
Bonung AGL | A hayead '.\&1‘ St » T Haeauks “ obnd (# r(’i ter: Psaes ik
A (Lnu “lw(l!f?-“"' e Qwsl A L.L,(/ If,w {0 uand Ing, «uui basapt of )<7‘J"/"-"\5ﬂ,(
6) How much do you actually like learning Enghsh? (1 = not especually 5 =4 cau wse 4
very much)
1 2 3 4 (8)
R
7) How many years have you been learning English?
IS [ .
S ”\"‘u‘ /J ‘ T '% \l,nc.
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
."\"'l}“'«" '\;«‘!L\/‘L‘.' S8 Cesnal W T f‘ &0 e ’\UK w3 “‘II./ Cihvta o Al Sradad ™,
).‘7- ng o I j\ ;‘._ulj I_ALL—R W -" WAl \ o Y _'.‘ ’ S‘U g .
Ot s i " S N ; 1 ?
l'\I ¥ Tvoy bl s 4o t\ TR bead B :\ JQ& e ‘u A ) sy .‘Js,\ Ce Lol ,] o Ueed o
'F‘ :l -/ "Lk \_,(;x\,‘v\Q_ O o (L‘ "lf_[’( 5 }L»v\ ¥ rL.l' UKy ad lr &.1 VY i\_ LTL\,( ‘U/b M,(,L/"/ M"LUM‘)LH'}
S, OL,' i "ma&\» sk B Lo wA e Rdnn “"('ﬂLS A {,g ubx\b Clay t‘f W s/‘r—“-"")( < X Wen al-s
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) £ L5 i A ¢ = s ehL Ol U8 G € ac QU , 6 . 2
IV IR o P % 3 (7 10 tLS Thaua Ly (liirat & - i ) Bt -
N A (

ﬂm’"“ . ‘&é’r“( e IV (lediineion Keason “) w ‘)*a,“' Lo O
x-)]z_u.»—, ,)\:Ay"\:h'\-i E ‘f»‘,"-»‘»i»'JL)' Jdan One '(7.6-_\;,',*.. & U A A Olrol _»‘\\;:‘;( o ,(,t(,r,.,/'\ L Xt \_:»_{;
Coalgl & A act wy fouguag anw i Lerel s {@QLJ!\
! 9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

A 4L

Wt et luoun vk .
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.
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 thir the most in learning
English or any foreign language (e.g.(talking @r&t_m/g. doing pair work,

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

((’U\,-L‘zi Yo Lo vy e b@’»ﬂzbw};a";}

el "_jbéﬂr( eta,Oa\,c'q'fA\ L Yo Solet U

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?

+

¢ \ 5 P A sk Lo o & { w
% | S \[{,‘ i a{l we lLad 40 LAy ':‘;U:WJ'\ X+ '(J e~y T ﬁ‘fr R /
A L 1 "

e l o e wertelechon v vrll W o do

)

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 22

72

Questionnaire Code:!
1) Ho:v old are you?
A

2) Are you a woman or a man?
ATV e
3) What is your status at the Institute of English and American Studies?
(e.g. Enghsh major (English Studies), English major (A.merican Studies),
English minor-German major, Erasmus student (History major at
Umversxty of Reachng (UK) etc) , . 3
( e, \, G ‘L}, Cace \.\ v\ o L u\uh

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

1

L S daeah lr:._\,\ﬁ—k bv li:k\\n n ety ‘kn,\ L
R

l
' S

t\"\_\‘\‘ OW. O L >\k WLP\R

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

S R SR \,-\( A, \ e TSN i (,& (-kk Ty
)

A —

A€ o T B0TOy

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?

-

-

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

{ AT u X el n WA e el
J
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

I'f _~§ l'/\mkm

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
GELONE: e

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
T 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? g SR

i - 4 R i 0 R S e (—‘-b\—"-‘@'} ™ o \‘\Tc:q('

T RO 5 Aol

. A -
b o VT v e abstbaks Aot Bnackss
& Qoo v € obr st ok |

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?

AR e e et 0 s ™ v leanng bt
4
o LAC-Tn g ety Aot kr‘&o_{l.‘\'n“». Wi {nadan - an Cova
- 1 3 Peds

T | 9! J J

0 e . 1 ) ~
NS ol Ul aeanst Anf il marlhel .
3

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 23

72

Questionnaire Code:’ =
1) How old are you?

5

2) Are you a woman or a man?

VS WOt .
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.)

Ebv&x.s&_ M\SC’Y - &Mé»si&, Suien

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 fuoast. Koo Frewdie fov I\A&% A%m:. A\ ~eached
Givsy LOSic Q.

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

ﬁl\.\_\, WWB Qy\,&.\,v(o. L comanre. Ar wwama, ua &:»ocun&\r(,
e_ovuvosm_?%, A &CM,CL, 78 '\A&,\'eﬂi/\tkv\ CS Ao Leo~u upoae  alsount

e %\O\—M&M‘meﬂ Yae oo a C&AX

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = mcw‘xg R

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?
A wa/zt\?&e,m A bed. 2Lmoun prr & uil
Ak wew A Aot 5
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? . ¢
XOMQ-?%Q, AL Aoumn a uuelk Gudk A didu count M’“"" WW3

o Reasudweg but 4 do ok %M auel 4 aeacl Lockn) LUAPLOEN .

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
statiens

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

I'have or have had private lessons.

Lregularly talk or used to talk to a native speaker of English I know.
I lived in an English-speaking country. |

lm@éftémpf e-maxlé"m Ength fj\)\k wek suwe wliax ex_oa.k’,h s, 4!.“_,4:»1,«3 f
I chat in English on the intemeg fwnele Hie scane So Ui Ioruepr’ colouic

_Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary): .
Oue pouk o4 by %Ms acar Hal USA o A Reepon bowcke uaHe
e ” as.izu,,q,‘]’ we atuest wmjdaﬁ o He duseruet

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?

’3\:\.&&.\309;}@9» 'bch}(A}uj % AM/&A,L te Learu te spean Lic \
*7\'%-3M V1 ale cupetowt € Ladd oun uccawa,«a_ 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? '

& Q«./‘J-'o&-— W(AA_WL o Souiace tchwheo .

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 24
12

AN
Questionnaire Gede:_
1) How old are you? 4.

’ /

2) Are you a woman or a man? L'

,
AN

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.) :

EiliioH 1HAT=R (FRttitn SADIES )

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/* Wt~ 47 grammar school
college respruE MO 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?

FLencH | Fof STHEARS | UTPEL —WTERMEDAT (ELE C
S@AtlH  Fop A YFAR | CANSPEAL Buii® Pl iy

GELIAW EoR 2 HUEAR: ;| $Peac 1T FLLENTLY

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
Br | CHCSE TAGLIsH AS MY FipiT TJoLelb CARSYACE AT TRICARY
S, ARD ) LEALEM picEDd T Jwieu(D  tiec TC e A
'? I""('“ s'( "‘((’*( l‘(ﬂ(”(':}-— ‘?'/F - t“l’k(‘ll-&'l Al\.,‘b TETH W ’ Q ":“1
HebEd 1S LEARK (T LA CRALES i IPLCLin G- MY KREWLEDPTE
6) How muc dﬁ you acﬁLl'gﬁy like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)

1234@,‘;

7) How many years have you been learning English?
fo€ BTER (ERELAE BLCUSH FeR 9 YEARS

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

i HALE 3 CEMILARS AARD 3 TALUSA (TCTHEES A WEEL .
AT CAAMMAL Scieit | THeee »TEE - LEl(oD A ffb
AID | ATERDED PRILATE Leitond (@) FOR AR EARS

#E Weji
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?

| CAL'T SAY AL FLACT AlSafr TC T, PuT ! _
SPEDd AT L€AST ¥ -€ (o 7)) peuts REPARwE Fole (.
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.

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

I have or have had private lessons.

I'regu]arly 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?

) THit. TACEIKE  ALD IVTERRCTIVE  TAsc HE(P
THE MesT- v My CRiwiciky, THE Moit (MPor T ART
SHING (¢ THAT <TUDERTS TALL A LeT Awp TRETO

TXPLESS fHeid THEC (08

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 ACTICTIES ¢ HSTELUE

EXTECISES

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 25

P

Questionnaire Code:. -~ —~ —

1) How old are you?

A%
2) Are you a woman or a man?

W Ty
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?

(oo Fov Y gean — Raprioy

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

A'L"L/ [ W T o € a ‘V\"'LF'){A:CJY 'ﬁ‘vs-Jk C(:‘yvx—
e Q,‘ll\—w e v\ﬁ A AA~

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 =
very much)
1 2 3 4 (s

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? ]
poms oY 20T L eirln oo ol | ik o Tl
At I K g‘m . )
A Pk K fliy Y Arr? B ik ( pren T uku"“)
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

QGTnA B Y [ (tv-*‘)‘

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-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio.
statmns

I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
THhave or have had private lessons.
I regular]y 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?
drirg o~ MY sy e o (Rt jesiog
i—q/rwak.a)bv -6 {i Come W T Lo Pl D I TRPTE R I

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?

W‘\e’h IS VRS N
%"?\:{_,C,.t'vl,n% }LW LAw g,,\jy.‘)stv

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 26

Ac

Questionnaire CoA=
1) How old are you? 2o

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.) ,

Eunqirte wagen [Euqtist Stooe /= HLpbomy tatie—

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 @m_m_‘sghool
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?

{ bawe Eromwarol quwouuug R selovol oy o

S€ Lo oA ‘éo.ks-ux A(,-\ y@tl—,f
Juce oy b (0! LL"‘ o k /u—\ o- (’*“S‘( COWM
; b.bwmolk
5) Wh;:rc you learning English? What are your aims or motivations? Hed s
,‘('“

jW&\«/QC)\ blle — o w2 s oA Pen/g&_ B TS

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?
lo

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

Now 4 hauw QA secinoy /a_,‘,o( X anollt '/

{v rcwuna, sehool { bod oo wash Euglilo Zumcq
became 1 toak el fom K. Clglal Grel of

£ vgllsle fovant s
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

} () 0(&%5&0«}3&-—, 19-&./f L,ijbé J/; ‘{dlm wee &

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.

T 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):

“lj boj%\AWd A W'mlc«.wa ;173 o (D YTEL R B
on beed Cods of AM Cotleaguel Koo obroacd

k(ZI Co C&?Z\.d’c\ U‘-\j WMOC\.
11) What kind of classroom activites 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?

C‘v—-ps—» J‘M}' d‘&\)é\f

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 bause. Cxpa—-m‘ou.cgﬂ( Ko Se- a_c.}k:ug',l(:(f g oo (CZQJ// /p‘)/
Keod s iy 1 wonkd bone Lot o acotif |

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 27

4c

Questionnaire Code: -

1) How old are you?

Noaa A2 W 0(0(
2) Are you a woman Or a man?

J R SRV P 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.)

Eatldy wnenjor ( Gaglish Stuslies)
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 borved  Cumntin o aWMMﬂWcQ Jov “ yeows, 3 Ecues o wed
Lot b(,w««,"Q foie o bougutit 1eoun, auch § il lhaose ok
Nl mls b e Dol e o i R e e,
.5) ﬁym%ming Er'ﬁh P Whalt?arc your aims or%mg’év:g%ﬁg?oéjd?; ‘a:u(jj ’
XN EWX,J\‘M@ leisue o 8 owe o qpoch boulealse %W
% (10nti S pan sty widorstond - el 110 Jau, ok otot . B for guuy o

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? L )

”} WA MU dpes R w€ﬁ| Yox (een Qba/uuuf LA duncx q,of tor Rl
closn w Priwdiay scbao( o abrpus (0 Yroas Uov”,

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

past years? * . 5 8 :
A Gogt @tia.?/&,,i\ lossona '*W%";raw‘z\ A bod € dusvoin o e
i Seefutlory “nehoel 0 weil- /L/Cu.a@.gzc«t thy J‘,[«d Lo Wﬂ«m’ k,
D ouly ladl bt G@ora #0 wwal .

256



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

English lessons? ) i
Abost 3§ beews o dlay o droud 2 % ouns vk . (ht g~

o bcwf Unls 0;\ Lound
10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that require English? If so, what are they?

read i rs).
I watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations.
Meh-hxwg%ﬁigrlyﬁcs and translate therr

I have or have had private lessoms.

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 i the internet.

Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary): y )
D wes worhig akle lorod  spec 4m Au,gw%ww upoel quasd ) gpf
sowghimes ot kool «f"*"‘)"‘ vistbow | whe 4 Apele b M',jaw' thaw  ra-clef
i B - b oy &

B, Mt o | 0ol Wgun neh 0 o einkia G N M‘c,)

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? ;

iﬁ&w ' e d"«*uwv”‘:f; g, “"VM Oétwf opien;
“§ o geed oo o o gl i ey oppon

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‘}'«A;’%m% Wt o il o o

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 28

70

Questionnaire Code: |
1) How old are you? 43

2) Are you a woman or a man? WOoM.an

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.)

Enghish. mojor (engtink. Studier)

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?

§ fots (eowned. French fov U qeans.

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

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?
§ Rowe tears barning &\8&}0&, for AL grars .

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

jmg%&,&bbm}a.
§ Aave haol & Eaghik Ladoms o weh
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? 4§ 4o fomeaor2. S Rowyd oo ueeh

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom
that requn‘e Enghsh? If so, what are they?

I read Eng!gs (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 {he infernet.
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?

"b:uu?-ug, ) doung- Pou wwvorl—

for can Leart oo Lot from youre Speakivg Patacr .

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 Mdbom a,lfoo&,u\&.a&bf\,.UUL‘ta.QM
alouks the-clopters amdl 4 ol wqao{;cud’c&-'

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 29

A€

Questionnaire Code: -
1) How old are you? '1q

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.)

English mayox (Ewolisl Shuckien)

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

Your dad: Your mum:
%‘%’-“Lm primary school

ade 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?

CQeewow AQyess (ca)
Serbiosme 4D yects

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

I wowk 4o le o tromslokor or o teocher.

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?
4- 10 years

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

Y bowe A sewiness now , I the grawwewr school
Y ool a4 hwer na weell
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

D lecxie S-10 houss 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.
Y 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.
J I chat in English on the internet.
Other (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary):

3 Ytod ’Poc V\o\)e:\)—g\ mOtCL WOVIEY \wn WS\" il tlce
bstewruay Wp-hop wasic st tw Bl

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?

Taﬂb,u% hellos o kot (o boxwug Encis\s . Taie wolls O
Goad Yoo becouse e comn wek alaex people .

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?

Tkﬁ&f“u@t d ene expertwol tuese
aetivhies W the QoM baDUT ccheol

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 30

10

Questionnaire Code: -
1) How old are you?
1y

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.)

Enpluste hags? ( pposenan Stdeat)
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?

Gert@h, | £ 3 pratS | 1 4ok tho witaphiites Pergigpe ecat

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
14 Cihe B e ok iderpteder o teapl ah PYPIAY S TWZ?///
oAA »4'0(_ 2l ﬂ.& T -/,074‘2, Q2 d_

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

123@5

7) How many years have you been learning English?
G Lgpsns A el ol ; Jn o4 pif s>ahe .

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

4 Fove 4 sepisesty arbt-tooiatts aoditlidi fave—sahithly
o R S VU SV %Mf&«s) - ,

I anoi A Lre 4 dives o tuah | 2L A2 D wreth
o eaginh  Coctor
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

4-2 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.

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):

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?

) RAE g ord. Cerslating me o AneT IMM ket
CoraWoe . wve. dos't prastine speclifp absh.

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?

s Wbl | A Ll of Ppmbitor priyreseds

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 31

{o

Questionnaire Code: £
1) How old are you? 4§

2) Are you a woman Or 2 man? ucw.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.) Fratonu wayor (Awir can Ctudien)

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?
ﬁho.ia;wx,,i,cﬁ— L}‘»y_,a_,w‘? ;A e chn&w\
eoloke e larguaog  Luaam ((guwnts Yu witton
part)

M )\ Sbarttdh o faan b()wk | ket al Bl

5) Why are you le&;%nng English? What are your aims or motivations?
A ik kbhe W xS 4 oA ‘o A :E’V v

e ol Mu-h)w\ owCe  Aia i o 9P

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?
A e e J'-&;,Mw.n% b\%,(.\'nk P-f AQ o

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? & ’/\D-.u—"—
N oo W M P

l:«\pb;u:m\,v u,u—P \ 1,0-\/ o AR
&

(A,‘.‘b PR P

hov S Prr f‘kﬁt Yoy
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
233 st Al brdh “""“;“""‘"’\-'“3 v d et o loe o howmeivorie

A %o ko ,M—n.uch} s it | Ak D Lite L&

b3S}

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.

V1 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.

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?

D ot Oumwl porr wonde | ffcaune we  can get

lnow” o che okhe s o \or'vu LK_,«.(;. Sas_ Lo Q{. &
b/vwqu&m% O EQA«&,\_N.B M‘}L

(S

A Ll alno

A e \/J%vﬂ rowwe.  lecad 3,(. W CQane
N_,‘JY; . koo .

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 o't btolde oo Lot & b TMW
nthool  ~o AL L oA e %co:k- «fx V eue
A \,.‘_,YJA‘YQ\.?‘—— 3 U Omeeaonlcaklons Akl W
o e ePnoay> o — A Ceattn

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 32

Questionnaire Code:_
}éow old are you?
/A%
/.5) Are you a woman or al_man}’

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.)

13( 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.) chnical school (4 yrs.)
grammar school grammar schoo

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?

Mot oot

ﬂs‘{ Why are you learning English? What :rlaz your aims or motivations?
tr wnditond U Gy Sl [ bty
To be bk L G emen 1 wmild ol ook wibh Dlfond gt

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

1 2 3 4 (5

How many years have you been learning English?

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

f*f}?/rw: '?>lfv«u-m e

POSWEE i 775 1 RSN
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/{ How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?
M.\J—, an ﬁmM &
) 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-langtage 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. T

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):

[wwihe o b ) ot o Gl ded it
et fhinay

W) 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?

S

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 33

Questionnaire CodeE’ & mv  meeme
1) How old are you? 43

2) Are you a woman or a man?
m A AN
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, ete.
ni ty g (UK) etc.) ENGLIH AR (&ncusw quues)

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_mﬂr_siﬂ_

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

German (& yeaey)

SERDMAN 10 YeARS)

Fesngr (4 YEAR)

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

Wl AT o B A 1eMUNR an tegenee gAY,
pACY
( Al WMNT 40 TRAIN  owGLE 1o " Engust | FoR En A PrgiT

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

1 2 3 [4] s

7) How many years have you been learning English?
Arovud A,
MY PaeeNes  say [ gppaatd SEAKIG Bacusk AT the Ak of

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

3 (\ql‘d‘rmc CONMURICRRION Eauunmlom)
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

73

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'é‘tEﬁ‘Er@iéH-lﬁnguageTV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations. ! b 7o)
Ll_iwﬁggg!?bé}gguage 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.
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):

’ WRITE  pMusle pewiews Fore p wWebh Th (v Ewcu.‘zH-

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?

TALKW(, A LeT. [1 feLhs W wiTH  LefrmanG Ewouc.h WEEDED (v REAL-LIH:
SiruAtiond [\teracting  Aso  HELD (i MY abnov:

UGS

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?

?»mw ves,‘w& AR v wee g sound A LES§  {eLPEUL
etosks  Surt B Rkt GoAmon Tq AU+ f Guess  THY'REL Moo NECEFwy

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 34

fo

Questionnaire Code:

1) How old are you?
T4
2) Are you a woman or a man?

Mau
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?

Nl (2 qeas)
L«th. ((w,(

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

Sbw Cu lth(k auch  waut ld \IL
oS OSOQA aki \{ uUS (O‘hl L{,u

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?
™ geaq

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

a (ﬂqs;ouc,/wz& = ( s
Z thQJA\ [0 r&u% (\‘{k(’u THA 93\_ u\‘{u C’((“Ocl
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons?
N 10

10) Have you been involved in any kinds of activities outside the classroom

that require English? If so, what are they?
M__—g g_S/ A\

}Le_a_mggish (e.g. novels, newspapers). ~ o

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

J 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?

Gl ot Follivy aloet qauemt  fhings
[ant chautj sl ey "L"“‘j 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?

(HG\)-'L ov (QCIS

</
\L(,Cl'C[{\us {UOU{G j

‘(ai(i((‘(ﬁ

b vadiy i euytn\h'q(/\

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 35

Questionnaire Code: |
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

ve: Readin etc. i Ca
University of Reading (UK) etc.) el g (it Sidies)
2

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?

Covwain v o e, ks ) Lt P seig ot o tosc Zeoi?
) ' = ( Masew #Sed éqt'wsk)

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
| el 286 kg s & J"h;S %) o' Qain wodeaedt) ol \ w4
2.0: to adndoid te t\'u S i (“"'3”"“\'" Bridsy o & . And e |

)
oﬁ_ﬂé \'“L'd. J”)Y“"‘}V\W b“?s‘o%; Ig’(\th %‘VW )

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

1 2 3 4 S

7) How many years have you been learning English?
f'v-( '):\1{');3. {T‘l_; L\'_:)Ir;
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in

st years?
X /Lm Qz'“-.}\ Gisung, oW v gy | Lt G5 caeafid. *”C‘*ﬂ“

(0% ng :‘DN'S\’%_ qh{\ bss « '“Cvxk’l«

272



9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? ;
Alroad fave ¢ i ?( bouy

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.

Y 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.
V/11lived 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?

/E)\L.v%)/‘ by ,’\Ni Fx,d ust. . i V"(S\:“)(NQV\ M e ‘H,(;,\,?n
dp xY¥a o Co ) VR A e L Q (7,_ ol -&‘) Ceobin \(W_
u)v&g, T &'s 6““’%‘3 3

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)\\((S\,) \‘ e M‘JV“‘-”H s < P& ll&-:,._,. u" "’(
Ao L\»éu;).\ feaudy Ut .A\.Q\L A )
aa-t Yave Yoo ’;ST} 'i\wg’}\ JV»:\:J\QW 48
} dar b Vo ore well R oy
Qf{l’ﬂ‘?)"( e.

Thank you for your help!
q'\».v uslminee )
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Data file 36

“(C

Questionnaire Code:___
1) How old are you? 79

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.) g‘,wjzl'ﬁ}\ ooy, - M 7‘0-,.:1 tagor
N

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

universi 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?

Ladian O\ﬁ one ‘JW (‘Im ra«f_ 1\70.»(;4 il ;’f,

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
f GQM (7l wa-aLJL (La {J.M»r\ Q. maw /6‘4\7'“’74, anct (71 /zb Yo AQ A

k’l@?{m - ﬁ-ﬂg/ﬁ/m Feacha, .

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?

12

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

Mo e ‘j“‘-ia ‘ Cours L “J— H"— UW“""Z"S('H/? "
lo +ha fa.;‘?l' FJJ?MJ | /A_WO( Mj/zsL a:é'oqu'f & ov F l2sS0as

I‘A U wldel
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? B '}’jf"l’ o& e homewst | Apaul & o G bowrs,

I+ MMJ; on

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-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio

stations,

I 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.

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 of the above, if necessary):
othe xp nz abiout asty

| wakh sei-fi sanies ek Stergate ond [ okl wovies &

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?

Z,/)ﬁ,(,zj i hecaunse H\ 4,{ 's e f..;a - W CMMWL%'F/'M/ MOL "HVL
Kaisnaia bradin Qa*‘;:.(b) ’V"'mt‘q’r fo :?“j
—E'Qﬁj/o"f“ﬂ‘j , bch% 'th:‘/) ‘1‘(\4_ SQ(MA A%{Wuﬁ DJ, )-'?m:«j.

Aiadd o(; immwadlm

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?

1133,1‘1\07 ore .

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 37

40

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you? O

2) Are you a woman Or a man? (LOMas

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&J& UrAD~ — f’)(oépr‘)»s 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?

Truch - 8«» 4 e AN luf’&&u&oci (vo (‘:u.\amﬁz L)
éapﬂw&na - g‘w 4'~aecw (et §heQ)

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
= § wond do vl mak,%’ el boost " godot voode
-— 20 ' Y N L&é/
- w.msm Tt Qh fo dacth A loder

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

1 2 3 4 @

7) How many years have you been learning English?
@ oloak AT yein ((Hiuce Golrpiecn:))

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? (;aauﬁuﬂff Lasiry

- ”
¢ /d’CLL ( D feiion + C’zo&u’:) Loty

y /a’ue ¢L \.‘* &\6‘:\. S('/&DC" C
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10

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

wmmioz_ A3 bewn

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).
A 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.
1 lived in an English-speaking country.
1 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?

s 4(01')«_»\9 (Cu«f)m.«'wa (ot hion §2508n a eseifnl )
- docaolihing ( prchigy o Gl st Jusgnas o sl 00,
~ el u«\oéi«? ( uouxbuﬁlua)
o TR 1-\\43 c.\h'rouwx-l/) ( @w{)’o‘t«"'\ﬁ w/..\’AL.ﬁ i&(wa)
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?
Sruz_ Q\‘PM,;WJ_ Hpe laodbe € gofm C—g&;DL' e e aunl ollan Hecchan.

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 38

Questionnaire Code_ _.. e

1) How old are you?’ ’
P

2) Are you a woman or a man?

(55 & VO § P
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.)

fb\,%(/\f—)l‘\, o — Uulecpiy of Aty Luef O

(25 folt Lo )
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?

£ g, quwiow\., / oisA {deuw't Optat %/vvwaw et

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

cuqmmuaku(j it t\»@& ale ' Ao aooc:/ boand 4 m(“/é\_
Jadeowk & fe. bl er  Axctome d bark T une Buglinke Jul
Lg\_,pHMD/(W Ganel. 4'd e s naad o Kot od p&atmoMAcak Lrooks L

6]MHow much do you actually like learning English? (1 = not especially 5 = &*?‘* e
very much)

1 234@\,‘/

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

fb

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
VJO‘U\T : ?‘ Nl raowas Qq’;‘t Vef Zz — }

3 Qebwx
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/{0

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

al{ot 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.

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.

[ 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?

_To’“{;b”u?{f\ (—\de C{,O«_(,g_c" joac— u,;VYL/ Lt C QD JCLLM LLCJ‘
‘iksc Q;VM&.,C;{ A M‘-L‘«A&Ok ArU-OJ(_, KA CL%("‘)L\,

v

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?

LLC&;{C'\AGAU'W‘% e ducie ¢ ol mudh. . e Al
C

o tebof ST Bt reimgy O L;/,tewuz@/ teots.

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 39

Questionnaire Code:__.. .. F

2) Are you a woman or a man?

v iy
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.)

SpariaSiy  mager - Caglislu Mgy
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?

1) How old are you?

(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
colle (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?

Aponi S Ukermmedtaoke (4p)
v b oY AR
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
4 Qoves (('“'Q'{‘ st Lra gueks. o
/3 WO ke W b oo su "e\-"'-(j”u kel

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?
)y aan

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? )
fm/ ALY @v

~h o {sseing

k_l?,,g (} o

{

B4
i . o)
LAy Q
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? ' -
.4 ‘0’\_,{: €%d

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.
_l listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
I have or have had private ]es: B
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 @aﬂﬂj}ggl_i_glb

I_ctggmgagﬁ_shﬂ_t_hmigg
Other (please explain, or say tiore about any of the above, if necessary):
T wodkche Mmonies ust tw CngliR
7 dieedl An Lctmtiie s for 4 ity
whine D opole st Aw bagligh
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? e k. %

CLQ'UA% 9{1/(’7 ry\,mL — /(/:g,c,( }'H./ﬁé

G cm -
W‘U\L% U (p\)i‘?s Hie * C:ﬁ(/(g)
1 5

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?

Wt e ods nde L grveeps (Hi clesg)
L Al gt ov NORC quid Qb
avgre oM kL =P WE e o thoon (e

o utlb(ﬁ/’\& ool Seoy Adr tdia.

Thank you for your help! —» o da'l Tl
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Data file 40

712

Questionnaire Code:_wov*
1) How old are you? | 4

A=

2) Are you a woman or a man?

[GIEEEN

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

e Lk'l\ii';}(i\ e

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

Your dad: «> Cdes 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 s
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?

?;\gé‘ ¥ 4 \,\g_.._‘\ { | & ;z;.uo;.r 4‘ oo ﬂ’s ""7
,{ /La, BN N o 4-‘;\'4(_ & wendl ke vd ?

Creirami vy

e ,—yf..—,-—C‘-’"E:‘-_;D
5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?

My wamgev v filae Vo vy et g;w\ T R N A A e
A M J v

o~ Ui g Kowial’ L( Kae'e L»‘LH'L‘

:

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?

by
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?
I iz pasat '- ‘.-.A«&.", 0, W {
Thin Shuata - ¥ Cowmsen
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

-

b

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):

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? ‘ -
/\Z\_'kk-...x{\ v Bl ot s G \—‘L-NA"‘ Mosva o= e peep Lo ~wheo b

] i p A 2 L,‘m..l' l" L
“@u,\._\\) b\")C*-v"' \5“(' | =

‘C"‘,“*\. v\l {]

z}'v’f_t’ e 0N Ve {IK.A,«I\ {f‘\lk\"\&_ bo it

v

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?

) o R Oy saamid ke g \/L
We  wabchad o Kok ‘-X wme vt wikh e i

k’x;\(.‘\—*-« e h}k—st“‘d—‘ft

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 41

9

Questionnaire Code:_ ey
1) How old are you? 43

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.) E \L,,%'Lk 7 N

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

—— . ——a. -

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?
Grorswismaans 2 aNao ¥ jEY u§_M % T N W Y

\'M L © \,_‘2_>-" Rz xva

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
B comre N e St\ \"'LTS-M R e it
& Ko N

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

123@5

7) How many years have you been learning English?
Noou ¥ RO b e

8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years? T T Thueare N -, 3 Lash YA

S Gewco Y aek QJ:-_.-Q[M\ ang.  RQonoens .
e
| S ‘J
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons? Aloe v i C e © Gsouses Lot MR NG

CE ool L YAV -

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).
] 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 1 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):
= NG . ¢ yR_cn M*’:'T i/‘-'—“‘\/,'\-'\-lk (owasay £ Y S
= B [
()

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?

-4 LV I < (G P ?hs.&__ﬁ —Q\B wItL oo X

e f"‘*“—‘}‘- b Le i e SN A4S
Q S’ Yoo K&;‘- 2. vl S B & oy bYQ h‘_‘i‘_\
e oa s, o Lo

R W N ; \\)B
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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Data file 42

Questionnaire Code:
1) How old are you?

JAIN 'UHUL!g A P odd .
2) Are you a woman or a man?

wowm 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.) ;

= _ . - e e e e e T o -

e > S 3 = - — 1 S :
3) What is the highest level of education your parents completed?

of
(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?

|k GandGeviand for fory am ~The bewt | bart.  orackeds - COmMILL oy

on a il Lwtd) dud | wudergrad w@mtf UL gortad

oo ba buaw Leomn I SLK(LA'%:':‘*{. m, . S
£

l fo. Lo-made U«.d’«&..lok g t,-“\u_o—(‘o JC/Q-U:)OP) :f | Lo JOM
5) Why are you learning English? What are yo:n msj ﬁ(;'; motivations? I':;,JJL\_C.‘ (u-;y

Euabah s e Wb pow . o e
‘:ﬂulé g m m‘m‘é’é ofrwi” Lty Sl of dﬁt\wou. i
Fres Ky Qo 18 Ao koack waqh‘cuv W afo(ud,k, Couuhy

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?

Y : L Oow:-
s gy oy ek, frte g $cho
R Ao e MQ A g % L. )
8) How many English lessons do you have now? How many have you had in
past years?

% b\ibuk Reoha | hatle WOW
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? s
ks | dow't § lagh e ¢ %Jﬂu wod so mu
By : hare a Loid %/ HS’{'LJ““ frcucs Jo I M espliid. etz oﬁ/&é.

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 annels or listen to English-language radio

stations.

womehmy | listen to English-lan; € SO

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.

WHMW
er (please explain, or say more about any of the above, if necessary): y
| bax déau.dwb‘v frooxads bo laspespe. we w /S enples

ocf COLFE .

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

‘tux&/‘«?—’[&u & oty N%t/ﬁoﬁffc% g el fp’n
YV ) fot hore q, Had HKare™ Zo ;éfra,w(/dhfw qeeaC o
to w /é {70“‘1( QU MOy ALy ég beo st /n% my opucis 'S e

12) 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?

!rL‘ 20 Qe ychoot < At peas o Led e juglt  Reoyre R
votu b we olusle 't Uie /&L QW o gl
A R workRd.  ca /L,ax/,/,,r

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 43

Questionnaire Code: s oo "
1) How old are you? 24

2) Are you a woman Oor a man? wouwas
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.) t‘_n—éx,uk o — Humaadam oo

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?

M’bw - e bare

Wuoniam = A4S Mtad — Ll traae

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
A ntartrted i)«.caﬂz.lzl\w 4 wranA o e teacha.

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?
AC

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

devor i S batovns counatr [uoeah
A patd I SIIRCE S NS WVCEY fwu)\
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your
English lessons?

Y or

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).
xI watch English-language TV channels or listen to English-language radio
stations.
I listen to English-language song lyrics and translate them.
x[ have or have had private lessons.
xI 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):

Somatimmans 4 Lad Lo ~Rad W\« Oile~a e “W
o Asme. Q.h?b%"\ Wttt An l-]u.wgc—r\m_ MW

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?

TaQlimg, dtcosan L.(\o\k, o ‘vq—p,db;cc ~al AkuakiouwA .
¢

T - LR e our o :
%EMZ‘ c HOW S iAot A0 calvuian'\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?

Sormatimer we wokchast ?,Qm)\ omcl Lo 6* alu-.M{.'oM alrouk A

Thank you for your help!
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Data file 44

72
Questionnaire Code:. x=
1) How old are you?
A%
2) Are you a woman or a man?

W S MOt
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.)

&_&5(,_ N E,».,(-%wsiv SKutien

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 doant. Ao wad Frewdto fev L\A&,% AW Aloe ~eackede
Qi) M08 Qs S

5) Why are you learning English? What are your aims or motivations?
A wi Ao QM,&N&C. Recomnne. & wuans s v /&C}boc\vw\(,
WM A ‘&M A.k, Al e e il w ) o Lo u e alseuk
\}Q,Sou\;m S e gpecdt %] W Pa—MMCL d,o u.r(._cg,k ﬁm

6) How much do you actually like learning English? (1 = r’r(;%"ggbecxall%—
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?

Auc MMW’\QA—C\@ 2 Lomcun por & uwll .
Al wow A korae B
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9) How many hours a week do you do homework or study at home for your

English lessons? €
10 M»&ve. AL Aecums ac woeh cuddk A diduatt count ’f;‘-/b“*' Ww\“‘)

ans Lanwog Lt A do ok %M awel 4 sead Lok WS PaEes .

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.

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 Enghsh-spcakmg country.
I write letters or e-mails in English. 5\’% ok suae wheat ercakly wanan, 4y if
I chat in English on the internet. 4 oncke  Hie dcmt Voo Moo NCFHER" cof-ov-w
_Other (please explain, 'oF—s'a?' more about any of the above, if necessary):

Our poak oA by Lists Coo H USA S A foepie towdhe witlc

Yoo '\MM oue,o‘ alwcst Mujaﬁaﬁ o fhe Aulertot

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?

Ave \%OPMDW ‘{'/OLJL,?»«) 'S wxu&,d( to Reanm~— e spea™ L\.&.ault& e
‘b’\/&mﬁ_mﬁ 1y alose MMC\/QOLLL* i Aewukd ou~ uoca«&ula,‘a_

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?

A Lave  Wplovd € Somwe wchuhes,

Thank you for your help!
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Appendix D. The interview data
Data file 1: Lili

T: Have your teachers done any speaking and writing in classes?

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

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 | 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?

| think it’s useful if you have a partner like you, if she doesn’t want to speak, then | can’t
make the task with him. | cannot make him speak. So it’s a good way to improve if your
partner has the same level of knowledge as you. So | think it’s good, but in other ways
not really. And it’s not good either if | 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 | 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 | was
afraid so what kind of people should I, not should I, what kind of people will | get? What
if | get a people who doesn’t want to speak any words but | haven’t done this exam? |
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?
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45

50

55

60

65

70

75

80

85

90

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.

Your grammar seems very good so did you think that was a good way to do things?

Yes, | 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 |
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?
| 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 | did those what she
recommended us.

Did she ask about them?
Yes.

What did you do on your own then?
| read novels in English, for example, Harry Potter. | read those in English.

After having read them in Hungarian?

The first four | read in Hungarian first and then in English. And the fifth, sixth and
seventh, | read it in English.
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95

100

105

110

115

120

125

130

135

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. | learnt it and | read the books. So it was OK. And | liked the English one more than the
Hungarian one. | think it’s better.

How do you compare?

So | wouldn’t say it’s better. | liked the English phrases and the English grammar. | mean
like conditional and passive, like these, | liked these very much. So that’s why | would say
| 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 | 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, | liked them very much.

Were the vocabulary and grammar useful?

No, we had to learn the vocabulary from Headway. | 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. | like doing argumentative tasks when you have to convince the
other partner of your opinion, so | liked it. But it was a bit hard because in every person |
found good and bad features, so it was a bit hard to choose with that one, but I like it—
but | 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. | listed my
arguments, and he was like, yes, OK, but | think. So it was not really useful. But with the
other girl it was really good to speak with her and it was fun. | liked it. | liked it and we
were practising a lot for the Matura examinations in English because | had to do so the
upper level. And there was a task like this when you have a statement and you have to
argue about it. So we were practising a lot. With phrases, like | completely agree with
you, | can only agree with you on this with reservations, so we were practising a lot.
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T: Do you think a class made up of such tasks would be effective?
140 | 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.

T: What do you mean?
A végletekben gondolkozni.
145
T: Oh, so go to extremes.
| 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.

150 T: Inthe same proportion.
Yes, | think that’s the best way.

T: What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?
| mentioned a lot. | liked her vocabulary lists and | liked her grammar tasks. They were
155 very hard and difficult but it was good. We got used to that level. And maybe these. |
can’t say another thing. | liked everything. | liked vocabularies. | liked speaking tasks. |
liked them. It wasn’t boring. So we always did something different from the other
lessons. So | liked it.

160 T: These vocabulary lists, were they based on some story or text you had covered?
Both of them. | mean we got gerund lists or infinitive lists and we had vocabulary lists
from the texts and from other topics | mean family, education or like these, so we had
all kinds of lists for vocabulary.

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.

T: 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, | think the main thing was | wasn’t really interested, yeh, but | learned five years in
my school and then in the secondary grammar school | learned four more and | got a

10 really good teacher and | liked her and everything but German language is not for me, |
think. After | learned five years of German, | learned two years of English and |
understood English better and | spoke English better than German, | think. | just like
English, not German.

15 T: OK, alot 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
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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 | learned English four lectures per week and three lectures per
week German, so, if | 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 | 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 | 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.

That was the English teacher...
No, that was the German, but it was because | couldn’t speak German so....

And you thought that was OK because grammar is important and it was OK to correct
you.
| think that | was lazy to learn it. | could have had a certificate, but | 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
Maddchen. 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. |
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 | think it’s OK
because for me | like to learn everything about that tense and | like to know how to use
it properly. But | 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 | 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
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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.

So if you were to become an English teacher, would you cover grammar that way?

| think | would gather all the information and just put it here or just give a handout to
the students or | 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 |
wouldn’t just leave it | 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?

| 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 | don’t speak German now but with
English it’s the opposite so when | don’t know a word | try to look it up and try to get to
know it how do | say it or what does it mean exactly. And | listen to American music, |
watch films in English, so | 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?
| think | can gain access to German things if | really want to but | don’t really want to.

Why are you motivated in one and not the other? Is it about English speakers vs German
speakers?

No, | think it was just the learning of the German. So | have a friend from Germany and |
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
| know now that word, so | don’t have problem with the German language. So if | got to
Germany and | had to live there | 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 | prefer English. | 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 | don’t know and | look
them up in the dictionary. | try to memorize it, but | think it's good that | can work on my
own.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?
Headway and the exercise book for Headway.

Do you think that’s good or bad?

| 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 | think it’s good
that we got some handout. Maybe that OK these are materials that are not in the
Headway book, for example, | think it could be a way of teaching.

Do you find the Headway book and the other materials and topics interesting and
relevant?
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Yes, there were many different and great stories. | 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 | 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. | don’t remember, but | 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. | 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.

But | 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 |
realised years later that the task is simply crap, you know, and no wonder people start
speaking Hungarian or start saying, Hdt, mit kellene csindlni? | mean it doesn’t motivate
them, it doesn’t inspire them. That could be a point. So students’ motivation is very
important.

| 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 | 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?
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| think it’s good that we argued about things that OK, | like it, | don’t like it, | 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 | 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 | 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, | think. If that’s the point in this
task, then it’s a really good task.

What has been the most successful technique/activity/approach you have experienced?
It’s a very good question. Poo. | don’t know. There are many kinds of tasks and each is
good for something so what | 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 | think it should be a collage of them.

| 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?

| think it’s good for writing skills because we see it again on the paper, | mean for most
people but not for me because | forgot everything when | filled the gap in this task and |
check it and | wonder | do it right or | do it wrong what’s the problem. | notice that but
after that | forget it sometimes so that’s why it doesn’t really work for me so | would
prefer for myself to learn or read English texts or books because maybe | can memorize.
| 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 | also like to work
alone and | think it would be nice just to sit down, get a book and translate it and when |
translate it | get the money for it. | think it would be a nice job for me, and | even have a
dream that | could work at home and | have a little office or something because | like
that way of working it will turn out.

It sounds good. Why not?

Data file 3: Anett

T: How important has the correctness of grammar been to your foreign language teachers?
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Yes, | think it was so important | just learned English so it was very important for my
English teachers and | 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 | said something they corrected me right away or when | wrote something down
she or he corrected me in tests and if the problems were too much with my grammar
then | 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?

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

Did you work together in English?

Yes, we had to talk about the topic and then we had to tell everyone what our opinion

is.

And what kind of topic was it? Public transport?
| don’t know, for example, women’s role in society.

This is when you were in secondary school.
Yes.

So young adult kinds of topics.
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And those were motivating, | think, because everyone has a strong opinion on those
kinds of topics.

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.

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, here’s the past, the present, future, present perfect and the present
simple. And | was, oh, now | 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.

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 | don’t know so it was really a random thing.

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.

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 | wanted to take an advanced language exam and that’s why | went. It was the
IELTS. | learned English in England for 1% months, and they said that I[ELTS was really
good.

That’s good. Did you think so?
Yes, | 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.
| think it’s good.
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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 | always watch movies in
English or in English subtitles if it’s really hard | mean some art movies are not for my
language skills and | have to use subtitles for it and | 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 very much and you watch it in English
then you will learn a lot about it and that’s why | started to watch Friends in English
because I’'m a really big fan of Friends and | know the subtitles and everything else in my
head and | could realise that Oh, that’s the word in English or | don’t know what because
| 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. | had to learn words about ships in the language school and | thought it
was really useless. | 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?

| 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 | didn’t think about it, but now | think so. Like no one’s perfect.
Many things depend on luck and anything else.

And how does luck enter into it here?
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| 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?
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 | 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 | was in England and | had to
speak English because | didn’t have any choice because no one was Hungarian there. |
was there for learning English, but the classes weren’t really good. | speak much better
now than when | was in England, but that’s not because of how | learned but because of
how | had to live.

Data file 4: Attila

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 | think it helps you. But | don’t think teachers should
correct little mistakes. | think they should teach you the grammar and the way you
should speak the language, but if you make a mistake | don’t think it should be such a
huge problem. They still understand. | don’t think they should focus.... You know,
Hungarian teachers tend to focus extremely hard on the grammar and these technical
things, and | 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, | think nine years.

Where did you go to school?
Dedk for two years and then we left. In Year 3 | 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, | wasn’t. | couldn’t speak a word, literally, so | couldn’t understand what they were

saying and just was confusing.

And how much had you had here?
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A lot! | 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, | 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, | don’t think. | can’t remember actually doing group or pair work.

But in the ESL class in Australia?
There, yes.

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. | 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. | think | would use a couple of techniques first and whatever works best |
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?

| 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?
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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 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. | loved that we discussed it in class and had a little bit of a debate.
| 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?

| 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 | can’t
really think of any activities | 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 | 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.

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
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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. | 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?

Yes, because if | 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 | 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.

| mean doing things like watching films and reading books in English that you love.
Yes, they can be very helpful. | rarely watch a film in English. Well, | don’t watch
television that often, but if | play a computer game, for example, | play it in English so |
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?
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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?

We didn’t have that many quotations, but as | 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. | 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 | think it is a different story if you have this exercise with my secondary
school classmates. It is different because | 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, | 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, | didn’t understand why she
wants us to learn it, but later, when | was going for my language exam, | was practicing
for it, | 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.

Data file 6: Alexandra

| had French for five years and Russian for two years. For Russian one teacher for French
three. | had relatives in England and Australia visiting us since | was little. And | learnt
English in school for about eight years, with three or four teachers in primary school, 11
teachers in all. | 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. | think | had one teacher in one class where | 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?
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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.

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?

| think because when | 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 | 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 |
love French and | learned it well from her and this was a very good way to teach, | 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 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
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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?

| 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?

| don’t think so. Well, | always love reading English and watching movies and | 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 | 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 | have a channel on TV and | 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 |
wanted to exercise and to communicate with her but she doesn’t like it and she doesn’t
like to say anything on her own and that was the situation with this and | was just trying
to speak and trying to make her speak...

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. | like these kinds of exercises, but it was very hard for her | think. And we
wrote down these names and the pros and the cons, and | wanted to talk about it. |
prepared in little notes and so did she but she didn’t want to speak about it.

And so in the end, did she agree with everything you said just to get out of speaking?
Maybe.

What do you think the purpose of such speaking tasks is?

To think about the advantages and disadvantages and to think about 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. | was afraid of making a mistake for five or six years and then finally |

310



125

130

135

140

145

150

learned that everybody makes mistakes and somebody will correct you and you have to
speak.

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 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.

But you get a lot of that as students.
Yes. It makes us nervous and anxious not to make a mistake and that’s why.

Do you think it would be good to have a language class based on speaking tasks with
feedback?

Maybe it would because it improves communication skills but | 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 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, | think, but if you do it to
the person and go there and say this is wrong it’s better.

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 | don’t
really get what they try to teach [laughs].

Why is that?

Because | 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. | came really to talk to
them and we were fine, thus | came back and ... Now since I’'m here | need to practise it
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and | have to sleep with the English practical book, and | woke up with the book on my
chest

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 | tell, Yes, it’s true. why is it so much good and now that I’'m here | 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 | 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 | learned, that’s how | understand you.

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 | 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 | learnt. | have to tell that | learnt at a high school and it was a pleasure to be there.

So your English is so good because you have friends in the US?

Yes, and | know that | have problems. | know that | can’t express myself. Every time, |
talk to them they have the same topics. | mean, | would talk about that. About other
things, but they do not care about them

And, actually, | 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 | 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 | don’t think they know how much it is
important.

Really? (Kindergarten kids) | thought learning English has become somewhat chic.

| don’t know. I’'m not a parent. But | 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?

312



55

60

65

70

75

80

85

90

95

100

No. Never. In primary school, | 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.

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 | learned from private lessons. We learn, we do exercise together. | tell
them what | 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. | 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: | read out, | 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 | 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 | 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, | 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 | 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 | 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 | said, that we don’t read homeworks and like, repeat class at home.
Thinking about what happened in class, | 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, | 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 | know that kids in your class, it’s like to
attend your courses.

Well thank you.

I’'m not telling you because | want..., | know that there are some curses [courses]: Now |
don’t go in, | don’t like it, it’s boring and some English teachers look at you like, | 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, | liked that, yes. | don’t know any other, | 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. | don’t know, | liked them. There is a key at the back of the
book. And you can copy them. To correct myself.

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, | liked them. | mean, Headway had a story about deities. ... Yeh, the old
one, | know there is a new one, they told me. And the old one was nothing interesting
for me. That’s what | liked about this book, it was all right. ... And there were about
volcanoes, they were interesting, new songs, | mean, pop music and it had vocabulary
too, depend on how they read the text, | 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.
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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 | sometimes realised that’s why we learn it. So it should be
useful. But we don’t know that it is. So they have to show you that why are they
teaching you that. So we don’t know, we’re just sitting there and, OK, present perfect,
and why do we use that, but it’s not the same.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?
Mm, it worth it, it was new for me that | had to talk to others. | remember the group.

So you haven’t done this?

No, no. | was a little scared that Oh, | have to talk. And how about her image, I’'m so bad,
man, she wouldn’t understand me, but it was good, | liked it. But we were three, and the
other girl was the main who talked the most. And | just said two or three sentences, |
don’t know, the third girl, she was totally quiet.

You aren’t much of a talker in class, but you talk very comfortably now, though!
| don’t know, maybe I'm stressed, so | like, so it’s good.

And what’s good about it?

| mean, we have to compare things, we had to discuss, not just talk about what is the
fact, there’s no, there’s no solutions to the problem so the conversation keeps going till
you end up or somebody else. So depend on the text whether it’s fine for the class or
not, but it’s true you have topics and different topics for different times of class.

There’s a way of teaching that takes a text like this, introduces the students to it and has
them do a speaking task like the one you did. Do you think that could work?

And it’s good you discuss in the group and maybe you’re asked to say back or decide or
whatever, and you talk in front of a group, it is a hard, | think, yes, because they are
mean. Yes, that goes around and we don’t want to talk in front of each other, | think, |
don’t know what the others say, but that’s my problem. ... For us, the worst is that you
say... to a few, do it now. In front of everybody. But if you don’t do that, you don’t know
what you’re talking about, and they correct you.

So you can check it.
OK they did, but you can’t do it every time

What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?

Maybe when we were watching movies together in English. In the classroom. So maybe
a show that could be interesting. But these were really rarely, and, | don’t know, in
Italian, the teacher every time brought the laptops in, and saw short videos about Italy,
and how they, | don’t know, made cheese...
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195 T: I|see, and did you like that?
Yes, it was good, but there we didn’t do anything with it. With the short film. | mean, like
write down what did you see before. We just watched it and, OK, let’s go home. So
there was no point to watch it.

200 T: So this was not good.
No. But we had to find out...

T: But could you understand them?
No. Well, they were speaking in Italian.
205
T: So how did you understand this?
That was the problem, we didn’t understand it. So maybe that’s why we didn’t have to
write down what we heard.

210 T: Sothere weren’t really any good methods for you. Sorry to hear that.

Data file 8: Zoli

T: How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?
| think it was quite important because | think that’s the basic of the language. If our
grammar is not correct, then it’s not good, it was basic in both English and Spanish
5 classes.

T: They do place importance on it, and you think it’s right?
| think it’s right, in my opinion.

10 T: How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their students’ grammatical
errors in the classroom?
Our English teacher did correct us, yes, and our Spanish teacher did the same as well.
But they were very different. As far as | remember, she [the Spanish teacher] didn’t
correct that much.

15

T: How did they work, did they correct you immediately or wait a while?

She let us tell what we wanted to tell, and then she corrected us.

T: Was that grammar or choice of words?
20 | think lots of grammar. Yes, especially in Spanish. So the past tenses there for me are
harder than in the English language. There are so many irregular verbs, so for me it was
extremely hard | think.

T: How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?

25 Well, it wasn’t that common, so... although we did some exercises, when people talked
to one another, so we haven’t really done group exercises.
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So it was rather the teacher talking and the students answering?
Yes, sometimes the teacher was doing reading comprehension, and she was impatient,
she wanted us to translate something. And of course it was frustrating.

So group and pair work has not been so common? What do you think of it?

| think it’s useful because besides working in groups we get to know each other, and |
think that’s good. Maybe together we can make up something together. Then on our
own.

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?

Yes, it is. We always discussed it, the different tenses, and then we practised it and then
used them.

When covering grammar, did the teachers look at one part at a time, or rather all at
once?
All at once.

Is this satisfying or rather confusing?

| think better for me to learn it all at once than in several parts, and | don’t know, it was
just better for me. So | had all the tenses in one page and it was better than every other
page there is another tense, | think it’s better to learn.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

| think it’s good because it helps if someone can practise English beside the classes and
to get in-depth knowledge and to get bigger vocabulary.

Have you been doing this?
Not really. But it would be the best way.

Have teachers encouraged you to do that?
Not really.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? What about their own materials?
Yes, they used the given books, so there were obligatory books to use and after we
finished them then they brought other copies and used them.

And these copies were from other books?
Yes.

Did teachers create their own materials? Or provide handouts for grammar

explanations?
Sometimes. But most of the time they were from other books.

317



75

80

85

90

95

100

105

110

T: 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?
Well, yes, | liked the listening tasks and | liked these simple exercises, it was good, they
were easy and very fun as well.

T: What about vocabulary and grammar? Have you had the feeling that the tasks you do
are irrelevant?
Yes, sometimes | used to think that if we learn so many words we will forget these, but
now | can come across it in a text and there are several unknown words, then maybe it is
useful to learn almost every word that we can because | have to admit that most of the
time, for example, at language exams, | had problems with the reading part, so...

T: |see, so you saw afterwards the good sense of learning all those words. And what did
you think of the speaking task you did in class?
| think it was interesting and useful as well because we also learned in pairs and we had
different ideas than another person and it was good to discuss it with another person.

T: What purpose do you think such an exercise serves?
Maybe to improve our knowledge, or to be more determined. | think that was the
purpose of it.

T: Can you imagine a class structured around tasks like this?
| think it would be useful because we can learn from our mistakes and then maybe it
would be good to do just one text in whole class but it would be good if in some classes
we’d do something like that.

T: What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?
Well, our English teacher used to focus on these kind of ... so, for example, what is it you
call phrases ... expressions, idioms. She used to focus on these kinds of expressions, so
our English would be better if we used these expressions and more colourful. At least, |
liked these expressions because you like them and you can tell them the total different
meaning and she would translate it for us.

T: So he’d show you these expressions and make you guess what they mean?
No, | tried to guess.

T: Anything else?
Well, I don’t know.

T:. Thank you very much.

Data file 9: Bdlint
T: How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in

either the speaking or writing of their students?
Well, in English, my teacher was always, well, so.
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It was important for him? He would always correct you?

No. Sometimes | corrected him. He know | wanted to be an English teacher, and that’s
why he always watched that | say it perfectly, | write it perfectly, and in the right order,
and sometimes | corrected him, so just to show him that | do know it.

So then maybe he was proud of you?
Yes, he still is.

How would he correct you?
If | said something wrong, he just corrected it.

Did you ever feel that it kind of got in the way?
No, | think | needed, so | need others to correct me if I’'m wrong, no, so | can be better.

Have you had just one teacher for English?
No, so far | had four teachers.

Four one after the other, or doing different things?
One after the other.

In how much time?
Well, first one was for two years, next one was for three years, and one for one year and
the last one for three years.

Oh, that’s not too bad. And have they done group work or pair work?

Not so much. Well, the thing is that my class was never good. And in English, or at
English, they just chose it over German because, because English is world language and
for computer games it is suitable, but they wasn’t that good so my teacher just taught us
the grammar and other things. We never even made lessons like this Communication
Skills course.

Do you think that would have been helpful? Maybe your classmates would have been
motivated to speak if done in pairs or groups.

No. My teacher tried, but when he asked a girl to describe a picture she couldn’t even
say that the sky is blue.

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 this paradigm familiar to you?

Yes, it was that one.

What about students who say that they’d rather practise it bit by bit?

Well, that was why my classmates complained. They needed more explanations and
practices, but they never admit that, they just said that this is not good. So | have done, |
have explained things to them.
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How do you think the teacher could have done it better?

In my opinion, it was the teacher’s fault because he wasn’t that old but he couldn’t
understand how the students think, well, | guess he was like me that he wanted to know
how it works, when it works and then it is done. But he didn’t understand that the
students in the class are just want to graduate from it and then forget it.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

Yes, actually, that helps. | often told them [the other students] that, for example, if they
watch TV in English and it’s better if it has subwords in English as well, then | think they
can see the words and hear it at one time and then in the listening skills they... well, it’s
good for their listening practices. That is the prime reason.

Have your teachers made a point to tell you all to read or watch whatever interests you?
Yes! He mentioned it... one or two times.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? What about their own materials?
Well, officially we had one book, and he offered us to buy English grammar in use book
and we all agreed, so it became another book for us and we made exercises from them,
homeworks, and he always brought us some paper that were copies from primarily from
practice books.

Did the teacher make any own materials?
They were all from all from these books.

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?
It was for the level of my classmates, so | needed some complicated...

But did you get those?
Yes, | did.

So most of the materials were for you classmates’ level?
| already know all of them. When we at class learned the conditionals, | have already
known it for two years. | learnt it from him.

You mean you learnt it before?
Yes, | learnt it, but the others didn’t.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Do you think it was effective?
Was it fun? Was it enjoyable?

The task was easy. We all needed to tell each other our opinions. And these five people,
or four people on the orphanage, were ... so some of them, some of them deserved it,
some of them didn’t deserve, and there was a little argument about it — for the first
sight we had our opinions for all of them. There was one person we all agreed on... it
was Jane Smith... we said that if she can prove it, then she deserves it the most. So we
didn’t argue about it so much. It was clear for all of us.
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What was the purpose? You argued. What other purpose was there?

Well, I think the purpose is that we told each other our opinions and we so we had to
think about it and as a matter of fact there was one other person who we thought that
she would deserve the money, that was Lady Seal [sic!], because if the letter isn’t correct
then she is the only living relative. And she’s often ill, so she needed the nurse. But if
Jane Smith can prove that she is daughter, then she deserve it more.

If I had more time in class, | would have gone around in class and presented the good
and bad things you all did, maybe did the same thing again. Can you imagine a language
class centred on such a speaking task? That it would be effective?

Well, maybe. But | think only arguing is not enough for this. For communication skills, of
course.

What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?
| think that a teacher must make the students more enthusiastic, and —

Did this teacher do that?
| already had all my enthusiasm and the others couldn’t be on it, so my poor teacher
couldn’t do anything for it.

You think the teacher ought to be enthusiastic?

Yes, so he should make the exercises fun. Fun, yes, and the topic of those exercises
should be things what, things that the students are interested in. So maybe about cars
or about fashion or something like that, movies, for example. Yes, and when | will be a
teacher, if | will be a teacher — | hope so — | will try to understand what my students
could understand about my lesson and that’s not enough, my teacher always at the end
of lesson always ask all of us that is it clear, any questions, but there is always silence
because we don’t want to say we don’t understand this, he or she could be look like a
fool, or why don’t you understand it. But | guess | would ask randomly one of them and
ask him or her about something that was the lesson, and according to the answer | hope
that | would understand what he or she could understand. And that what’s the problem,
what are the hard things about it and explain it to him.

Yeh, | heard people are expected never to say, | don’t know. Teachers ask whether there
are any questions, but don’t really expect an answer.

My teacher always asked that Any questions? Well, if there’s no question, then | think
that you all know it, so in the test, you will be tested. And the other thing is that if
maybe you will say that Any questions? and then you should wait for, for ten seconds
maybe because the students may be thinking that yes, that was clear, and that was
clear, and that, that... but maybe they don’t have enough time to think about it.

This was very helpful.

Data file 10: Eniké
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How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

I think like it was the most important thing. So we only practised grammar. So | think
that’s what they thought the most important thing was.

So more than speaking or?
Yes. | think that’s the problem.

Uh huh, why?

Because, of course, grammar is very important, and we didn’t practise speaking too
much and arm | think arm that was the main problem that we learned grammar again
and again, like tenses and structures. So of course that’s the basis, but for like six years
of English just a little boring. They could use some more ideas.

How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?

Well, I had a lot of teachers, so | think everybody was different, but the er well erm
some of my teachers er had grammar like every other class. That was quite good but er
erm | had a lot of teachers who just did a few times erm but yeh.

What kind of group work was it?

Yeh there were different tasks. There were situations what we had to solve or er well |
think the —what we had the most times was that there is an exercise book with
guestions related to the topic and we had to discuss these questions. .

What was the book called?
We used — what was it called? — Opportunities. There was a book called Gold something.
| should look it up.

So there was a standard book?
| think one of the problems was after we finished a series like upper intermediate, the
next book again was pre-intermediate and like that.

That’s not very motivating. And 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.

| think what they did is start with like present, present simple and when do we use it and
erm we practised it with many exercises. And then had tests.

But you said the teachers repeated the same thing again and again. Was it the exact
same explanations again and again?

Yeh, kind of. What | meant was after we finished the book in like half a year or a year
next year, we started it again. So it’s like every class we did the same thing like the
whole English learning, what | had like through eight years. In my last school, it was like
not too motivating, like you said, because the stages were not like up up up and then
there is a high level or where we practise fun things, but it was like, OK, we finished this
book, let’s do another one and then we repeated things what we already knew so.
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Did you repeat only grammar?
Well, yeh, mostly.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. Did your teachers encourage that kind of thing?

Well, yeh. They did, but | think practising English or using it is very important inside the
class too. But class is not enough, and that’s what helped me a lot. Because | had my
friends from many countries and | read books and | watched movies and these things
helped me a lot. Erm | don’t know, | don’t remember my teachers saying that OK, you
should have those friends, but we did sometimes watch movies in the classes.

So there wasn’t a push from the teachers.
No, it was us.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?

Well, I think it was fun. Er because it was more like an interesting topic, so it’s not
academic so or talking about things that we don’t really know. It was just a very not
everyday topic but er it was | think er it was quite interesting so—so | enjoyed it.

So you had to convince your neighbour and argue a point. Was that very successful?
We tried. Erm, well, it was not that easy.

Why?

Because it was hard to decide and er we didn’t really argue. We had problems deciding
who should get the money because we didn’t really like either of them. But | think er
practising argument is very important, so this is good, | think it was very useful.

But you said you didn’t have a real argument.

Well, | think one reason was that it was first time we had this practice with a person that
we don’t really know. In high school, | knew them like everybody for like eight years, but
here it was like, OK, I’'m a bit afraid to talk and we had to record it and it made us
nervous. | think most people thought so. That’s the reason. Maybe with time it’s going
to be better.

Do you think a language class made up of such tasks would be effective?

Yeh, | think it would be a bit more useful. When | say all that is or why | say all that with
all the grammar issues is that what | see is that people after learning English for like
eight years still have problems with speaking English because they are not used to it and
they are afraid to use the language. They might know the grammar quite well but they
have problems with using English because their teacher wasn’t encouraging enough
because we always had in class that let’s speak Hungarian, most of the teachers didn’t
care too much. So they didn’t say, No, don’t speak Hungarian, say it in English.

So you did pair work in Hungarian.

Well, sometimes. | mean we did the pair work for like two minutes and then we started
talking in Hungarian and then the teacher usually didn’t care too much.
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But you had finished the task.
Well, yeh. But yeh. Well, | think yeh these pair works are quite useful, but they are not
enough if we don’t discuss it more. The teacher doesn’t take it seriously enough.

What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?

Well, I said | had a lot of teachers in high school er because | changed every two years. |
got four teachers, but | had one teacher who was really, really good and what he did was
erm we kind of learned everything, not just grammar not just having speaking tasks, but
a mixture of all these so he kind of found time for everything. And sometimes we had
erm these fun tasks, like he always found out something crazy, like we had to create a
story and then erm er — what was it like? — we had to leave the room and then
somebody had to tell the story to the next person and then the next person had to tell
the story to another person and just to come in the room and then another person. In
the end, of course, there was a very different story. So it was fun. It was not like we
didn’t try so | think that was quite good and there were many games things like that we
also enjoyed and was also useful. It was quite good.

Data file 11: Lilian

T:

How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

There was a great importance or emphasis on grammatical correctness, but erm it
became more and more important in Szeged University. And erm erm secondary school
teachers erm, of course, are right to teach the grammar correctly, but we didn’t learn
everything so.

So here in your English major as well as in your German classes?
Yes, it is important, but they excuse us in German classes for grammatical correctness.

How much have your teachers corrected grammatical errors in the classroom?

It depended on the type of exercise that we did so if there was a cloze test or grammar
test she corrected it a lot, but during a presentation or a communication task she didn’t
corrected it, she didn’t correct me a lot. ... Or after the presentation she emphasized the
points, problems or things like this.

Did you have different teachers in secondary school?
| had two.

What kinds of errors did they correct?
Conversation, but the first year we had twenty English classes per week so in a bilingual

class.

So that includes history in English and so on?
Yes.
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Where was that?
In Békéscsaba. Széchenyi Istvan.

Was it good?
Yes, it was, since | loved it.

How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?
There were not any group works. There were some but not much. Not enough. ... | think
it’s very useful. A communication task, but it was not enough.

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.

We learned the main points about the present perfect and had some practice of course
and a test, but we kept practising the present perfect for years. And any other points
and rules.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

Yeh, they wanted us to have fun and, for example, read English books or whatever, but
it’s erm a weird story in my life because | really love English language and | erm always
or most of the cases | think in English or | watch the films in English of course and
everything | can do in English | do it so but not enough. The whole studying English is fun
for me. So a lifestyle, essential.

What got you so excited about English?

My mother is an English teacher and my second father or my step-father is an American,
so | have relations and | try to get to use interesting words so pronunciation, for
example, or phrases or frappdns, funny things, sentences, terms.

Have your teachers encouraged you?
They just asked and not forced.

How can a teacher push students in that regard?
For example, watch films in class or ... and then they do it on their own. And do
presentations about books, great books, and started to make the students do it.

And did your teachers do that?
Not much. But my mother do it.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?
We studied from Headway or whatever and erm sometimes there were extra handouts

and er they were OK and they were from other good books.

Any materials they had made?
There wasn’t any.
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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?

Mm. It's a complicated question. Some were interesting depending on our mood. They
were quite interesting. Er they were up-to-date. News or music.

Did you think the vocabulary you were taught was useful?

If the subjects were in English, we had to learn specific words. | felt that these words are
not necessary for me, but mm they were essential, useful for alapintelligencia (laughs).
And in first year we always had English classes. We were forced to learn a lot of
vocabulary. The amount of new vocabulary decreased in second, third year. There were
less English classes and our subject-specific words fewer. It’s another business.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?

The task was exciting since we had to record it. And it was OK. The story was a bit
strange but funny too, and it was very interesting to decide, mm it was a moral question.
We had to start to think about inheritage [sic!] or the situation there and so on, that’s
all.

Did you get into an argument with your partner?
No we agreed. She was shy, or | don’t know, and she had no idea at all about this topic.
She didn’t want to talk and argue. It was a hard work.

But why do you think she didn’t? Was she shy about her English?
Maybe. Or maybe it was me. | don’t know. ... And the situation you asked me or us to
do is. Or the recording. It is a big problem for her. | don’t know why.

Would it have worked out otherwise?
It’s always a good thing to argue about topics ... in English, of course. Practice, practice.

Did you feel it had some real-world use?
Yes, | really like fictional stuff. It seems surreal. ... It's possible.

Can you imagine a course with tasks like this?

Erm there would be a combination of two courses: the communication skills and
practising tasks like this. So communication skills classes can be more tasks like this. And
arguments and activities. That would always be helpful.

What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?

It was very memorable in last Communication Skills. | do—did my presentation and but
two presentations and erm | had to work a lot on it and practise it. And | enjoyed it. It
was hard work but a memorable one. Because of the oral part of the Academic English, |
think it is very helpful.

Anything else from high school?
No.
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Data file 12: Tomi

T:

How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

In primary school, we didn’t really speak. We were—we had grammar. Grammar was the
most important to teach us how to use language and vocabulary to learn lots of words.

So where did you have the feeling that grammar was important?
Lots of exercises. Er German is very heavy, not heavy, hard language.

What about English later on? When did you start learning English?
At the school. There was one year.

A ‘zeroth’ year.
Yes, yes, yes, we had twenty English lessons a week. And we had an English-speaking
teacher.

What about grammatical correctness for the English teachers?

We had four teachers. There was one teacher who taught only grammar, how to use it,
the present simple, the past simple, the tenses, and there were two books, one of them
was to teach us how to write essays, introductions and one of them was to teach us new
words and with the English-speaking teacher we really speak a lot. It was like
communication class. It was pretty hard to speak for the first time because at first
English was new to us.

Did he get you to speak on the very first day, this teacher?
Yes.

How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their students’ grammatical
errors in the classroom?

(inaudible)

How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?
When we were told to discuss something between each other it was not the best.

Why?
Most of us didn’t want to speak to each other.

Because you were all Hungarians?
Maybe we didn’t want the other to realise how our English is. Something like this. And

the teacher made us spoke to her.

The teacher didn’t make you speak to each other?
First, she tried, but it didn’t work out.

So what were they trying to do?
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In the book, there were exercises: discuss this topic with a pair and something like this.

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.

The teacher went back to grammar very often. And even if you didn’t want to learn it
you had to. It just kind of stuck in your head. ... The teacher who taught us grammar in
the first year was our headmaster and in the following years she was our only teacher,
only English teacher.

So you said she kept going back to things. How did she do that?

For example, when something was new, he wrote it on the table, the blackboard, and
there were classes when there were things on the blackboard that he already told us in
the previous year. And for those who remembered it it was not new, but lots of us wrote
it down like it was new.

So he told you the same thing again.
Yeh. There were new examples, but all was not new.

Was that effective, do you think?
It was necessary, yeh. Everybody passed the exam. Even those who weren’t particularly
good.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

We have exam topics, a book at the end of every year, so that book, we had to read a
book at the end of every year.

Any book?
Any book which is not very thin. We have to summarise it, and talk about it, usually
literature, books from the school library, and the teacher of them, maybe.

What are some of the books you chose?

| read Lord of the Rings. The first half of the book | read in the second year and the next
in the third year. But that was something | liked to read. | didn’t choose it just to have a
book to talk about.

And were there other things too?

Sometimes we went to the library. And we watched television, we watched English-
speaking films in class. | think all of us watched films in English because films in English
are sooner out than in Hungarian. ... They were series, they come out in Hungarian
almost a half-year later. We all realised that films in English are all better. You can hear
the actors’ real voice.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?

We had lots of books, for example, English Grammar in Use. That’s a good book. And
Headway, maybe. Headway books.
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Other materials?
We probably stick to those, the book, the books were great really.

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?

We had lots of boring topics, and we were preparing to the graduation. And the topics
were not all exciting. For example, to talk about the European Union. Yes, and religion
and something like this. We talked a lot about it. It was in the book. ... But there were
other, good topics as well. Talking about wedding, environmental protection, for
example, is also good. We can say whatever we want to be.

You can talk about your future.
Yes.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?

It's a good task, but talking to a different person is always hard. We really had a short
amount of time for this. ... The second time was harder not because it wasn’t the same
task but my partner always talked.

So you didn’t have a chance to talk.
Not really. But in the end we reached a group decision. The other time, my partner was
similar to me. It was good.

How?

The task was good. The time was short to talk about and maybe we could use a little
time before we started to speak, to get together the ideas on our own and then discuss
it with a partner.

Do you think this would be a good way to do a speaking task?
Yes.

Even with other Hungarians and not with the teacher?
Yes, we have to learn to speak. And we are—there are a lot of people in the group.

Which of the teachers in your pre-year did you like the best?
The one who taught grammar.

Why him?

Maybe it was the fact that he was not just a teacher but the headmaster. And he could
get the group together. We were split — there were not 25 in the class — we were split
into three, that’s about seven. The whole class was split into three. Beginners,
intermediate and advanced. After the pre-year, we had two groups and it was er
probably about our names. We were on the same level, more or less.
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Data file 13: Zétény

T:

How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

In speaking, it was not that important because we were talking. In writing, it’s usually
what they were looking for.

You’ve taken German.
In elementary school and high school too. English only in high school.

Was there a lot of speaking practice?
Not so much.

So the teacher didn’t give you many opportunities to speak.
If we wanted to we could speak, but usually he was doing the speaking.

Did you do group or pair work?
We didn’t really do group work.

But you just said before that the teacher was happy if you said anything. So how did that
usually work? He asked and you answered and that was it?
We had to talk about a text. It was an oral exam. Felelés.

The felelés. Was that about some subject other than English?
No, it was about a text from the Headway book. We had to summarise that. ... | had to
stand up and give an oral exam and talk about things.

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.

| learnt grammar out of Headway. In German, we were always practising. So the teacher
said a sentence in Hungarian and we had to translate it. Like the perfect tense. That was
what we practised all the time. Simple sentences and more complex sentences.

So grammar was based on Headway? Did you have Headway the whole time?
No, the first two years we had Headway Pre-Intermediate. And Enterprise.

Did you feel the grammar was dealt with similarly?
Yes, Enterprise is more serious.

Which is code for more grammar, | think.
Ah, yes, yes.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the

classroom. What do you think of this statement?
It’s true. The teacher can’t teach you anything, | mean everything.
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What would be an example of that?
To read something, watch movies, do English or German, do even more exercises than
they make you do in class.

Have you done that?

I’'m watching a lot of movies in English. Every movie. | like good movies. Hollywood
movies. | also like watching TV series. Like Friends. | like them in English. | prefer them in
English. Because of the original actors speak. And the Hungarians don’t.

The Hungarian dubbing is often very good.
Yes, but | like the original better.

Have teachers encouraged this?
Yes, my second teacher did. | had two teachers.

What would he or she say?
To watch movies with subtitles. And also the German teacher said it. | had three German
teachers. The third one said it.

How did they ask you?
They just recommended it. And we often watched movies with subtitles in class. That
was English class.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?

Yes, the book was translated by my German teacher into Hungarian. It’s for Hungarian
people. So she translated what you have to do. It’s written in Hungarian. It wasn’t a very
good book, but he was translating it and we used that.

Did your teachers use other material too?

The English teacher gave us some handouts, and the Germans didn’t. The handouts
were interesting, fun things, but the teacher didn’t make them, like ‘I've got a hole in my
pocket’. You know that.

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?

| think yes, in English. In German, | don’t know. The English books were very good,
Headway and Enterprise.

So you felt they were interesting and useful.
Yes.

And why didn’t you feel the same about the German materials?
In German, we usually learned about the circus. There’s always a chapter about the
circus. And we had to learn these words, like elephant and tramboline [-b-] and stuff

that was not very useful.

So every chapter was about the circus?

331



95

100

105

110

115

120

125

Yes, we were always coming back.

T: What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?
It was fun. It was hard to decide. We don’t know anything about them just what was
here, so we didn’t talk a lot about it.

T: That’s true, but this pushed you to do more talking.
Two minutes.

T: Did you agree early on?
We didn’t agree. We arrived at a decision, but it wasn’t a long process.

T: Why do you think that was?
It was very hard to decide. We all see the positive and the negative in everybody.

T: Who did you finally agree on? Based on what?
Based on the information. We picked the least awful. | don’t think we were happy about
anybody. We thought maybe two people should get it. Both the orphanage and Jane
Smith.

T: You two didn’t talk a lot? Who was your partner?
[Judit]

T: Ah, you're both very quiet naturally. And what did you think of the speaking task you did
in class? Did you think it was fun? Do you think it was effective?
It’s not a bad idea if we are motivated. Maybe it’s better if we talk about our own
experiences. We don’t know these people.

T: But you get types of people who don’t want to talk about themselves. That’s difficult.
Not necessarily about themselves but about something they have experience about.

T: What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?
There was a game we played. He asked the vocabulary. Two of us had to stand up and
he asked the words and the one who could say it faster stayed in the game and the
other sat down. It was a competition. And if you won three times you got a five. That
was the first English teacher.

Data file 14: Lajos
T: Have you learnt other languages?
German for four years at high school. | didn’t get to a certain level because | had so

many teachers that | didn’t have a chance to learn it properly.

T: Did you use the same books?
We used different books. | can’t really tell the title. It was such a long time ago.
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How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

Yes, they put a real priority on grammatical issues and correct use of language but erm—
but not many students got to that level that it would actually matter.

How do you mean?

Let’s just say that we only got the basics of language both at elementary and high
school. So we didn’t really get too much into learning grammar. We were just reading
and doing the exercises. That was about it. No writing. We rarely spoke. That was one of
the weak points of teaching.

Why do you think that was?
I think they didn’t even really care about it. It was like erm ten or eleven in a class. That’s
not very big, so it could have been easily managed. | don’t know.

How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?
Not much.

We did that in class.
It was a totally new experience for me. But a great experience. It was pleasurably
surprising.

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.

We read a few paragraphs about it in class, and it was just all cramming after that. We
used Headway, | think. Actually, | did my GCSE in English in tenth grade, so after that |
didn’t attend these classes. And | actually rarely did because, OK, it really wasn’t on my
schedule, on my timetable, | didn’t really think | could improve at that point so.

Your speaking is very natural. Have you ever been abroad?

No, | can say | have never been abroad. Erm, well, it may sound funny, but | erm I've
been watching a lot of cartoons so | was one or two and | think that has something to do
with it. But luckily there are more interactive and fun ways today.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

No, not so much. It would have been better. A lot better.

You went out and did it on your own anyway.
| did. I had to.

But why?
Erm that’s a good question.

You didn’t need to get a job in London, for example.
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But I did. | did want to do that. | was going to do that some day. Yes. And | don’t know. |
just somehow felt the urge to do so.

Did watching Cartoon Network as a kid make you enthusiastic about the culture?
Probably as a child it did. But erm, actually, after a point when | became a teenager, |
really thought that erm | don’t know | wanted to open up a bit towards the world and
meet a lot of foreign people.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? Have they used other materials?

| think it was mostly about using those books and doing all those exercises. | don’t know
how you call them. Like those exercise books that came with Headway. They were linked
to a certain topic. The workbook. No tests. And no handouts. It was very rare.

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?

They certainly weren’t. ... Well of course | did occasionally get my vocabulary up with
them. | just turned the pages and looking at random words.

Did you feel the vocabulary you were taught was necessary?
Of course | think it’s one of the most important points in language. It probably is the
most important point.

But was all that vocabulary actually useful in your view?
I think we found a balance.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?

It was definitely fun, but at the same time it’s a pretty difficult exercise to do. It was just
surprising at first.

What made it difficult?

What made it difficult? It's a big question. We had to pick one after we read the text.
Erm. | can’t really tell it. It’s probably that we had to — erm it was not about making
decisions that was really hard but rather channelling thoughts over to each other. The
communication between the pairs, | think.

Because the other person wasn’t communicative?
Yes, probably that's it.

Who were you with?
It was [Hédi], and she’s rather quiet. OK, we got over the exercise, we got over with it,

but it was very difficult.

Did you find one person you could both agree on?
Yes, we did.

Can you see a teacher making a course out of this?
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Oh, definitely.

Why? Sounds like too much fun. Would you really be learning?

Of course, a lot. | don’t know. | can just think about exchanging vocabulary with each
other. Of course there is the chance to practise speaking also. | think it would be rather
effective anyway. | mean, it's more active this way. It would just probably stick. Not just
reading texts and words.

What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?

At school, it was like let’s just get over with it among the students and the teachers. Erm
actually, | took some after-school activity erm, which was about — actually, it was
preparing for my language exam and it was a totally different experience which | think
really helped much. There was a teacher and a small group of five including me.

What did you do?

Well, virtually we were preparing erm to take — | can’t remember the expression.
Actually, everything, yes erm, the whole group thing was very good, effective and we
had a lot of fun. And we studied a lot at the same time. It was erm — and, of course, we
were all pretty much at the same level.

Data file 15: Viki

T:

How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

It was really important both in writing and in speaking. Erm both my English and my
French teacher wanted us to speak perfectly in every way.

How much would they correct you?
After we had finished. So not interrupting us but noting every mistake and then
correcting it.

How should teachers correct students?

| think a pattern is very important and er | think no one can focus on every little mistake
they do. So maybe if you correct only two or three of them when they make another
mistake then you correct it but erm not all of them because no one can remember all
what you said so.

And then there are the painfully shy people who shouldn’t be discouraged with too
much correction.
Yes, that’s true.

How much have your teachers used group or pair work?

We didn’t do any in French lessons. But we had an American teacher and we got that
sort of communication skills in his class in high school also, and there we did that pair
stuff and group work and presentations so kind of a similar thing to what we do now.
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T: Do you think this is useful?

Yeh, it’s really useful, but | have to admit that in the first two years in high school | really
hated this presentation stuff because | was one of the shy ones who never wanted to
open their mouths so | really hated those lessons but after a while when we started to
do some pronunciation tasks and erm new vocabulary and all, then it became more
natural so it’s been useful.

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.

Yeh, sort of like this but not with forgetting about all of it. We kept practising all the stuff
that we’ve been through and do it again and do it again and do practices which remind
us all of the other issues or | don’t know how to say that so er we never completely
forget about those things. So always get back to that grammar and then go into the next
so. But it was mainly in English classes so in French it was a little bit different because
the French grammar is a bit, it’s really different from English. So it was a bit like doing
this and doing that and when we started with the next issue of doing this and doing that
it was much more the same thing that you said. In English we would learn all the uses of
the present perfect and then practised it a lot.

Do you think that’s how Hungarians like to learn? Getting everything about a topic at the
same time.

Yes, they mainly do, yes, so we can handle it, but we have to go through it several times.
So if we are given one task and then we finish it erm | always think that it’s not all what
we can do with it. There has to be more practice and more stuff and more vocabulary so
erm | guess this this is how it works so it was perfect for me when we were doing this in
high school. Erm it’s like because | really liked my English teachers so mainly that was
the reason.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

Our American teacher was like that so we had to speak ten minutes with anybody or
anywhere in English and we had to present in the next lesson that what we have been
talking about.

It must have been hard to find an English speaker. Are you from Budapest?
No, it can be a Hungarian or anybody. Just we have to speak in English.

OK, but did you do it?

No, not always. In first year, | really started to find someone and | was trying to do this
but after | thought it’s not so easy to find and after all the hard work | really didn’t want
to do this.

What did you do then?

| watched BBC Prime a lot and BBC World News until it was turned off. | really like to
listen to English songs and in | think in my ninth grade in high school, in the first year in
high school, | started a vocabulary for myself to go look up the dictionary the words and
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try to figure out what the song’s about and yes it was very useful for me and | did it for
one and a half year and | guess my vocabulary improved a lot.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?
Yes Enterprise and Upstream, when we were preparing for the language exam in high
level, then we bought that Upstream.

Did they use handouts?
Yes, photocopies from books.

Did you find them interesting?

Mostly yes. | liked all English lessons, | guess. So | was in a special English class in high
school so we had five English lessons a week so, but | think it was quite interesting
always. So | liked that.

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?

Yes, sometimes | think that | that these words may not be that useful, but | know when
we were preparing for the language exam in high level in my eleventh year erm | really
got a really useful vocabulary and | feel that | don’t have it anymore because of the lack
of practice in the several years. | mean, | don’t think I’'ve been speaking English in the
last few years so it’s really wasted.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?

| really liked it, especially my pair was good, so we had a really good argument on the
topic. But | really liked it. | like to argue on these kind of stuff. So I'm really glad that this
is the speaking task for the exam.

It isn’t going to be on the exam.
That’s too bad.

Do you think a shy type may not do a task like this well or that they have to get used to
it?

It depends really on the personality ‘cause if someone really doesn’t like to argue on
anything and just want to accept everything what is given, then it’s not that easy to
make them argue and make them disagree and, | don’t know, come up with new things.
It’s really depends on the personality.

Do you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective?

| guess it’s because if you want to learn a language you have to learn how to speak a
language and if you don’t practise it from time to time then you won’t be able to do this
so if you’re only listening to lectures and teachers speaking then you will never know
how you speak this and how you say those words or those sentences, how you would
connect them, how would you argue, and | guess it’s very useful and for a language class
it’s mainly the only way that it’s going to work.
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T: What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?

Erm the most, | don’t know, maybe eclectic thing was that this teacher really cared
about us to learn what she said. So it’s not just giving the tasks and giving grades and
then, | don’t know, corrects your texts and | don’t know just—just really concentrated on
our understanding and it was really useful to know that there is someone who really
cares about if you understand this or not and you know this vocabulary or not because
she had er—was always asking us | guess ten words every at the beginning of every class
so | guess this was the thing that finally made us not only know the words but
understand them and understand grammar and | guess this is really good.

Data file 16: Kristof

T: Have you learnt other languages?

Serbian for twelve years in school, | learned German for four years in grammar school, |
learned Latin for two years, well, Hungarian, of course for twelve years, English for eight
years, four in primary school, four in grammar school and | also went to private lessons
from the first grade in primary school. Actually, my first learning experience was from
Cartoon Network. Actually, my parents say | started speaking English when | was four, so
that’s pretty interesting.

Kids growing up in Vajdasag tend to speak more naturally and confidently.
Yes, we have contacts with lots of other languages, so we also speak much better English
than most Hungarians. So it’s kind of the situation.

Did you know Serbian before you started taking it in school?
No, | don’t know it now. | have some Serbian friends, but we speak English. That’s the
funny thing.

| thought people in Vajdasag were generally bilingual.

Lots of people, but I’'m of Hungarian heritage and | grew up with lots of Hungarian
friends. | know lots of Serbian kids from my childhood, but in some awkward way we
always spoke English ‘cause like they didn’t know Hungarian, | didn’t know too much
Serbian, so....

How important has grammatical correctness been to your foreign language teachers in
either the speaking or writing of their students?

Well, | had my first private teacher who taught me during the first four years of primary
school. I didn’t like him too much because he focused on the grammar very much, he
taught me the basics so basically | knew how to speak but | didn’t know how to write. |
wrote d-i instead of t-h-e, so | didn’t know anything. He taught me to read and write but
then I moved on to another teacher, who is one of my idols, so to say. He taught me for
eight or seven years. He prepared me for the FCE test later on, and he taught me pretty
much everything else. We practised a lot, so I’'m really thankful for him. Well, | was
actually in the group of people who were two years older than me, so that was kind of
weird.
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T: So it was several of you.

It was like five or six of us. They were all older. | didn’t like it at all. But at this other
teacher | went to him when | was in fifth grade, they were all my age and there were
Serbian kids, Hungarian kids, so we interacted, we communicated a lot, and we learned
from each other and everything. So | corrected my mistakes and grammar. Well,
generally I'm a lazy person, so | didn’t always do the homework and things. But | had
time to correct grammar and things | wasn’t so good at. It was basically fun and useful.

How much have your foreign language teachers corrected their students’ grammatical
errors in the classroom?

| have no idea. Probably during tests. | think so and when we were generally just talking
we talked a lot about various things. We were just like chatting and doing some exercise.
Our teacher always told us that this is wrong, you should say it this way or he gave us
some ideas regarding vocabulary, the words, because | always asked him for obscure
words that | didn’t know. And he told me to buy a dictionary and never wanted to
answer me, like | don’t know, | always had lots of questions.

This is the idol.
Yeh. But it was pretty cool.

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.

| always read a lot and | never noticed particular things like, | mean, | used it, but | didn’t
know that it was called present perfect, past perfect or past simple or anything. So |
needed to be told what is what and when | need to use it and then it was OK. Then | just
incorporated it into my everyday speak or how you say it.

So you used the grammar intuitively.
Yes, | used it naturally before. | just needed some clarification on the proper uses.
Presumably, | made mistakes.

Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?

So most teachers don’t really care about what their students do. | think it’s really the
students’ responsibility, so if he wants to use English then he or she would probably
want to research it by himself. So that’s it, | guess. It’s the responsibility of the student.

Have your teachers generally used a given textbook?
Sometimes. They used Headway, | think. This is changing. All sorts of private teachers

and schoolteachers prefer different books. | used Headway. I’'m not sure.

Did they give you handouts?
Sometimes.

Their own handouts?
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Yes, some of them were like manually selected and not er not everything was made by
themselves. They were selected by the teacher.

Did you find the materials interesting?
Well not always, not really? I’'m totally not sure. It all seemed unimportant to me. But |
paid attention because | don’t know, | just wanted to go through with it.

Did you think the vocabulary was useful?

Oh no, not me. Honestly, | never did because | researched vocabulary, not so much
grammar, but | researched lots of vocabulary at home on the Internet, stuff like that,
watching movies, doing anything, or | just look up some obscure-sounding words that |
think | might use later on because that’s something | like in English. There are lots of
synonyms, lots of words for complex things you can’t really describe in Hungarian, only
with lots of words, so | like this. | find this interesting, actually.

What did you think of the speaking task you did in class? Did you think it was fun? Do
you think it was effective?
| enjoyed it, actually. It was pretty cool.

Were you able to arrive at one decision with your partner?

We were basically on the same opinion. We talked through the whole thing. We
considered other possibilities and said why or why not they should be chosen, but we
basically agreed on the same two guys. That's it.

What makes this cool or useful or effective?

Well, we converse. That’s already pretty good. We didn’t really do that much in
grammar school classes. | mostly slept or drew through my classes and other things
because it was really boring. It’s always a very positive thing that students talk to each
other so they correct each other, we learn from each other, it’s very — how do you say?
—the word doesn’t come to my mouth, it’s very immediate, | would say. So | think it’s
really good.

In elementary school, you said you didn’t do a lot of pair work.
Seldom.

You did some.
Yeh, in English class. Really, not too often, mostly we read texts, we did various grammar
tests, and | don’t know | wasn’t really amused by that.

Do you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective?

Well, | think that’s good. It’s definitely a change from what I've mostly experienced.
What I've experienced isn’t always that good. I’'m talking about grammar school
particularly and primary school. | didn’t like those classes. Private lessons were all right
because we talked a lot but not so much in grammar school. It was definitely a breath of
fresh air.
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T: 1 wonder if the teachers in the private lessons had it easy because they knew that

grammar and translation were taken care of by teachers in school.
We did grammar and translation in the private lessons too. It was like — how do you say?
—we had a much wider array of activities.

T: Why was that? Was it the class size?
I’m not sure about the class size. | think it’'s more about the teacher and the teacher’s
attitude, the teacher’s methods of teaching. That’s it.

T: What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?
I’'ve no idea really because | can’t judge on—I can’t judge based on myself. Maybe | could
say this if | had examined other people, but | have no idea about them so | think it’s very
useful for people to read and do the stuff they’re interested in, and talking is always a
very simple way of doing so. That’s how | felt. Tests are also necessary and good,
grammar and to focus on the things people generally don’t enjoy doing but er they have
to do everything, not just grammar and not just speaking but kind of both. That’s the
most effective, | think.

Data file 17: Lari

T: Have you learnt other languages?
Yes, | have learnt French for four years.

T: Did you enjoy it?
Yes, | enjoyed it, but | think that this language is quite difficult for me.

T: Why?
Because, well, there are a lot of irregularities in this language.

T: Maybe the teacher made it seem hard.
Mm | loved my teacher because he was a funny guy.

T: Oh, well, that’s very important. Did they have you do speaking in class?
Yes. Every week we have a lesson er where er we erm discussed er er a book erm so er

we had to read er a book and er we discussed it.

T: Every week, you had to read a book and discuss it?
No, just a part.

T: Did you like that?
Yes, | liked it.

T: And was it a book that the teacher chose?
Mm no she offered some books and we can—we could choose one of the books.

T: So different students read different books.
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No, we voted. We read Ten Little Niggers and Bridget Jones’ Diary [sic!].

Did the teacher correct you a lot?
No, not really. | think she didn’t want to interrupt the discussion, erm | think she thought
that speaking is more important than erm grammar.

When did the teacher deal with grammar?
Yes, we got a book and er we er got er exercises er from the book and er we always
checked the next lesson. These were the grammar exercises.

You never had something where you would speak or write and the teacher would
correct your grammar.
No, | had an exercise book. | only wrote two pages.

How much have your teachers used group or pair work in the classroom?
Yes, we did a lot. Erm there were pictures which er the teacher provided and then we
could talk about these pictures in pairs.

Like doing what exactly, describing the pictures?
Yes.

How did that work?
We helped each other and after the discussion, one person had to summarise what we
discussed.

So you started talking about what the picture made you think of?
Yes.

Did you think it was useful?
Yes, | think it was useful.

Why?
Because we could learn from each other.

What about learning each other’s mistakes, though?
Yes.

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.

Yes, | think we learned grammar in this way. Because in the book there were erm parts
er of different grammars and er we went through this and after we did exercises and
that was it.

Did you feel you never went back to the same grammar point?
| think we went back rarely.
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T: Did you use a coursebook or textbook?
75 Yes, we used Opportunities.

T: Did you like it?
Yes, | liked it.

80 T: Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both inside and outside the
classroom. What do you think of this statement?
I think it’s important and in the classroom we didn’t get marks erm so er it was our er
our responsibility to do homeworks.

85 T: But outside of the homework? For example, listening to songs and learning vocabulary
from the lyrics?
Yes, | like doing it. Er erm if | listen to music | heard new words | look it up in the
dictionary.

90 T: Butdidthe teacher ever encourage you to do these things?
| think our teacher loves movies and music, and we talked a lot about new movies and
new songs in English.

T: So new songs, new movies, but | guess you saw the movies in Hungarian only.
95 Yes.

T: But still you talked about them in English.
Yes.

100 T: Have your teachers generally used a given textbook? Have they used other materials?
Yes, she used other books. She provided us a lot of photocopies from other grammar
books.

T: Did you think the materials or topics were interesting or fun?
105 Yes, | think they were always interesting because our teacher was interested in the same
topics, like films and pop songs, as we were.

T: Was the vocabulary and grammar useful?
| find it interesting because we had two pages and we wrote idioms and expressions in
110 English and | think these were interesting.

T: What did you think about the tasks?
| liked it, but my partner, you know, spoke a lot.

115 T: Were there other problems? Did you arrive at a decision?
Yes, we had a person. We agreed on the same person.

T: Did you argue?

Yes, | think we just went through the names, and in the end we had the same
120 conclusion.
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T: Did you think the task was useful?
Yes, | think it’s useful that we have to convince each other. | think | have to train myself.

T: Do you think a language class made up entirely of such tasks would be effective?
Yes, | think it’s effective, but in secondary school | got partners who spoke less than me.

T: What if the teacher pushed you a bit more to talk?
Yes.

T: So shyness may stand in the way.
Yes, | would like to change it.

T: What has been the most successful method/approach/technique for you?
Yes, we did a lot of things. Before holidays we watched films with subtitles, and | think it
was good. We listened to—listened to music. We’ve got the lyrics and there were gaps in
it and we have to—had to fill them mm and we played a lot in the class, like Pictionary
and other activity games.

T: That was the English classes, | guess.
Yes.

T: Anything else?
And we read the book, like Ten Little Niggers. There were a lot of funny games in
connection with the book. | mean we had to make little performances from the different
parts. So we have to make dialogues.

T: To write them or just to say them?
No, write them.

Data file 18: Laura

We talk about the test and then learn some other ones and then and er try to write the
two smaller parts.

T: Er, in other words, you don’t learn all of it at once and then do a test and forget it. You
go back to it again and again. And when you say test, you mean one of these multiple-
choice tests like A, B, C, D?

Not really er but er a test where | had to find the correct answer so | had a sentence and
er a line and | had to write down the correct form of the verb.

T: OK, and is this a good way, do you think, to cover grammar? Is this, if you become an
English teacher, is this what you might do?
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Er, yes, | think it’s useful, but | prefer hearing so | would like to—to have more English
speaking. | think that’s the most em powerful way of learning a language.

Yes, listening to spoken English.
... and repeat it after that.

OK, here’s a statement. Learners should take responsibility for their own learning both
inside and outside the classroom and | think here they mean something like do extra
studying on your own and watch movies in English. What do you think of that?

It’s important | think because we have quite a few lessons during the week and er | think
it’s important to prepare for these lessons.

And have your teachers encouraged this? Has this idea come from you and or from
teachers?

First from my teachers, and then | realise that it’s important and that | should prepare
myself for the test.

In the past when teachers have taught you, do they have a given textbook like Headway
and have they stuck to that or have they used other materials or no textbook and just
different materials?

We had a textbook, except for one year when | started the high school. | went to a
special year. It is called O class, and there we had a book. But it wasn’t important, so the
teachers tried to find other ways to teach us.

Did she use that textbook at all then or not really very much?
We had three teachers and one of them used the textbook and the other ones tried to
communicate with us or do the listening part of the teaching.

When you talk about different teachers, so you had one teacher for a while and then
another one and then a third or they were all teaching at the same time?
Yes.

So did they split up the things they were going to cover?
Yes, one of them did the grammar part. the other one the listening, the third one did the
communication.

And the grammar bit came from the book | guess. (Yes.) What was the book?
It was Enterprise.

What did you think of that book?
Er | liked it, it was OK, but | preferred the other two teachers and the way they taught

us.

Is it because grammar is not as interesting maybe?
Well, yes maybe.
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And maybe the style was also different? And so those other two teachers, did they use a
lot of materials then?
Yes.

And did those materials seem to be ones that they created or that they photocopied
from different places?

Usually they created them but sometimes they gave us photocopies. But most of them
were homemade.

And when you covered the materials and the topics, you basically found them
interesting except for the grammar, right?
Yes.

And did you feel you were learning vocabulary and grammar that you needed, that
would be useful to you?

Yes, | had to learn a lot of vocabulary. Unfortunately, | forgot most of them but | knew
them. And we prepared for the language exam

ORIGO...
Not ORIGO, then Pannon.

Pannon, oh | don’t even know that one. Is that a monolingual exam?
No it’s bilingual.

Where did you go to school?
Héviz.

It's a national exam.
Yes. We had to translate so.

So there’s translation, the ABCD type of grammar test and er.
And the rest | don’t remember

Was it difficult?
No it was OK. | prepared for that.

In all three classes. We had this speaking task about Lord Moulton and .... Tell me
honestly did you think this was useful? Or stupid? Or fun? What were your impressions?
It was fun | think. And it was useful because | had to listen to my partner’s opinion and
understand it first and then we could agree or make arguments about it so it was useful.

This is about solving a problem, arguing and arriving at one mutual decision. And the

pair work that you did in the past, was it like this or?

Yes, sometimes, it was an argument; other times, it was something else, like, well, for
example, we were in a station and | asked for help or in a shop and one of us was the
shop assistant and the other one is the customer so something like this.
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When you did the discussion, were you able to convince your partner of your side? Did
you convince him or did he convince you?
Both.

Oh you convinced each other? Meaning you picked a third one or how did that work?
Something like this. As | remember, we hesitated a bit, and then decided to give the
money to the orphans or maybe the old lady and finally we agreed that OK, let’s give it
to the old lady. So not the young lady.

So you think a task like this is useful. How is it useful?
First of all, to convince other people about our opinion and understand the other’s point
of view. So that’s why | think it’s important.

So you said you had fun in the speaking and listening classes. Can you imagine a class
mostly made up of this kind of a speaking task? Do you think that would be productive
or helpful?

Yes, but | must admit that grammar is important too so we have to do grammar tasks
but er | think it’s a more powerful way to use this.

More powerful than doing grammar? But you need grammar too so...?
Just read and translate read and translate, that’s not good | think. This is a better way.

And why is there so much reading and translating. What’s that about?
It’s about vocabulary and grammar too. And lots of teachers don’t really like speaking
English.

Maybe they’re embarrassed their accent isn’t perfect or something?
Yes, and maybe they choose this method because they have a good fear.

And maybe that’s how they were taught. When you say read and translate do you mean
sentence by sentence?

Sometimes just one sentence, sometimes you can do a paragraph and translate or
whole pages.

From English to Hungarian, to understand the text?
Yes.

What do you think have been the most successful things that teachers have done in the
past?
The speaking part mainly, and they made me like the language.

And why is that so important?

Because after that it’s much easier to improve myself alone. | don’t really need so much
help and | can do it alone. And | will do it because | like it.
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Appendix E. The task performance data

Data file 1: Balazs (B) and Kldra (K) (Time: 4:59)

B:
K:

2 SR S

LS AR D

Well, who [wu:] do you think should get the money?

Well, hard question. I think Miss Langland (pause) deserves the money (pause) much
more.

Yes, the most.
The most, thank you.

Well, I think money. It’s not a problem if you have a bit more money than you need.
Maybe Jane Smith should get the money because if we are if we believe her she’s Jane
she’s Lord Moulton’s daughter.

But if we not believe her then she’s just a liar.
We believe in people.
She was kind of a (inaudible) get money for herself.

We must admit that she is brave that she goes there and she says [sai:z] that she is Lord
Moulton’s daughter

...(inaudible) If she is not the son of Lord Moulton maybe she won’t give the money to
her child. Maybe she will spend it for unnecessary things.

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

Yes because he’s (inaudible).

Yes, | don’t like him from his description [des-].
(laughs) Yes why?

Not the kind of people | usually get on well with.
You mean the motorbikers?

No, motorbike is not a problem. | have many friends from school that usually motorbike.
They crashed into a tree sometimes, but it’s not a problem. [K laughs.] And what about
local orphanage?

Well, | don’t know. | don’t really like corruption.

But it’s just one it’s not sure it will go (pause) to corrupt [ 'cor-] officials ['ou-] . Maybe
they spent on the orphanage.

Yes, if I'm not sure that this charity will use my money for ...
for good reasons.

for good reasons, then you know it’s sad because if OK | 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...

Well that’s why | don’t like charity cases.
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Yes, that’s why | don’t want to give my money.

Yes, | must admit that you are right. But what about Lady Searle?

| just can imagine her as hysterical or too much you know.

Yes, but maybe Searle is Lord Moulton’s only living relative so maybe

Yes

his closest relative so if we see things that way she should get the money.
but they didn’t get on well so that’s why | say Langland or | don’t know.

if she would get the money she would hire a nurse.

Yes.

Or she could hire Miss Langland.

Yes (laughs). It’s good, ok, give the money for Lady Searle and she will hire Miss
Langland.

Yeh.

Data file 2: Anna (A) and Vera (V) (Time: 4:09)

A:
V:
A:

So [Vera], have you heard about the death of Lord Moulton?
Yes, | heard about it.

It's so sad. And | 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?

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

Yes, it is true, but | heard that they had a huge fight and they haven’t talked in years.
And | 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 ...

Yes, but (unclear: talking over each other) he no really and he was just a gardener and
he has a lot of girlfriends But he had he’s not very honest and Lady Searle is living alone
so | think she’s...

A: she could use the money

V: Yes, could use the money for example, for a nurse, she’s often ill and it would help her.

A: Yes, that might be true but | think Tim is just a young boy and he you know of course

well he has a lot of girlfriends and he’s not too honest and it’s kind of sad but if he gets a
lot of money and it can have a huge effect on his whole life and he but you know Lady
she’s very old

Do you really think that he could change?

A: Yes, | think and | think what is most important Tim is you know if Mr Moulton would be

still alive he gave the money to Tim Brodie because
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V: Oh, I don’t think so because his cousin has no immediate | think but it would be some
help for her I don’t know

A: Yes It's a very hard question | wonder why he didn’t leave any record. Maybe or | have
no idea.

So we should
| think it’s old Lord Moulton
OK

Let’s respect his wishes, his decision.

< 2 < 2 <

Yay! The money is Tim’s.

Data file 3: Janos (J) and Lilla (L) (Time: 9:54)

J: OK.

L: So what do you think about the lady?

J:  The lady’s her only relative. That’s definitely a pro. Er.
L: But she hasn’t speaking [J: yes] for years.

J:  Yeh, that’s a contra. And er she has no family and er...
L: She’s ofteniill

J: Yeh yeh yeh so she will die

(laughs)

L: That’s a pro or a contra?

J: 1think er she because she hasn’t been speaking for years and er she quite a (inaudible)
maybe she shouldn’t get the money

L: |agree.
J: OK.
L: Langland.

J:  She’s affectionate and loyal but she’ll get savings. She was well-paid by Lord Moulton. |
think she can get the money but let’s see the others.

L: |think we should choose the one who needs the most of the money

J: Let’s see the others

L: |think Miss Langland is a maybe, a wannabe.

J: She doesn’t need.

L: Yeh.

J: Tim Brodie er well

L: He's just the son of the gardener ['ga:rtanar], but er but er Moultons liked her

J: Him—him
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Yes him

And he’s got talent | think so he wants to study and that’s a good thing erm because er

well....

But probably he will die in a motorbike accident.

Yeh he will die but er maybe he—he won't, and lots of girlfriends, it’s—it’s not a problem

for me
(laughing) But—but not very honest ['ha:nest], it’s not good, but also...
But he’s got talent so...

Yeh, Yeh, maybe—maybe he has to learn [J: Yeh.] — to study.

He knows languages so that’s, | think he’s—he’s still one of the ... arri- ... he’s a maybe ...

OK, he’s an option

Yeh, an option

She’s penniless. She’s definitely wrong. So | don’t think so.

She refuses

She’s lying!

So I think she’s out. Jane, you’re out.

Yeh, the local orphanage the money will go into the pockets. | don’t know.
At first glance it seems nice

It will probably go into the pockets and that’s not good

So | think the orphans are out

Because of the ...

Tim Brodie and Miss Langland

Miss Langland is 40 years old

Maybe they can half the money

The others think Miss Langland have

| think it’s important to help young men to study and | vote for Tim Brodie.
He can change and be honest

Lots of girlfriends, it’s a good thing, | think. | 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.
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Data file 4: Detti (D) and Kinga (K) (Time: 5:48)

D: So er Basil [baezi:l] Katz. Katz. Well ...

K: If he’ser... He? Or she? | don’t know.

D: OK (as if to suggest they should simply move on)

K: If he’s not er hard-working, | think it’s er...

D: That’s a point. If he’s not hard-working, so he ... he or she ...

K: ...inalaw school hdt ez it’s a necessary ...

D: Maybe he’s brilliant, but he’s not deserve that opportunity because ...

K: Yeh. Yeh. Yeh.

D: Carole Anderson.

K: Well, she’s so little maybe and shy. Well, | don’t know. Er I’'m sure she—she would er do
this till the end ... does—does this Yeh does (laughs)

K: 1don’t think so because, as far as | can see, he or she (shared laughter) would do it for
nothing because she want to be wife, to have children and er [D: Actually, Yeh.] she
wouldn’t be a lawyer. She—it would—it would be just a waste.

D: Yeh, maybe, actually, and if she marries the doctor she will have a good life so...

K: And his—his [hi:z] husband will be the boss.

D: Yeh, maybe.

K: He will not allow [a'lav] her to do what ...

D: And actually | think that a shy people cannot be a lawyer because you have to speak a
lot [K: Yeh] so ... and Daphne Braun well hoo-hoo she has a mental breakdown, using
marijuana, not the best.

K: Erm, in my view, she doesn’t deserve that possibility because he had er she had a
mental breakdown and [D: Yeh, she’s not so...] she’s not able to [D: Yeh.] do this task.

(inaudible)

K: ...it would be a highlight for her life but | don’t know if she use it well ... uses it well.

(becomes inaudible)

Data file 5: Zoli (Z) and Mdrk (M) (Time: 10:30)

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 year’s old, she’s pretty old. | don’t know if it'sa proor a
con.

: Probably she would like some ...?
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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, | 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.
‘The money would enable her to hire a nurse ..., travel, move into pleasanter
surroundings.” Well | would like to travel a lot and move to pleasanter surroundings, but
| don’t have such | don’t know uncle not it’s cousin. So that’s a con. ‘She has no
immediate family, is not very popular in her neighbourhood.” Well | guess there’s a
reason why she is so popular, so that would be a con. Not so popular. No don’t have any
family. Don’t have any. All right. ‘Has not been on speaking terms with Lord Moulton for
years, following a quarrel.” That’s absolutely a con, so. She’s a icy woman. All right so |
guess it would be one of the worst examples, so | put an extra star here. She’s a bad
person. ‘Miss Langland. The nurse who attended Lord Moulton for the last four years of
his life.” Well, she’s just an employee, so | guess

She was the one who took care of him.
Yes because that was her job.
But we could leave some question.

All right. I'll write her down: ‘paid ... at-ten-tion.” ‘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.” All right then. It
would probably. She has a chance to get the money. ‘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.” All right, | guess this guy really liked this boy. | write it
as a pro. That’s in my opinion. ‘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.’ If he can.
Em that’s a pro. | write it here. ‘An attractive and popular young man, drives a
motorbike much too fast, lots of girlfriends, not very honest.” So he’s just a young
person. It’s not a con. Every young man is like that. It’s not a problem for me. ‘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.” Well | could say that I’'m the son of this
Lord Moulton as well, so she’s a liar. (Writes it down) She’s — just —a — liar. Probably. Of
course I’'m not sure It’s just my opinion. All right then. ‘The local orphanage. A charity.’
It's a good idea to spend your money, so ‘receives no help from the State.” That’s a pro.
The cruel State. So evil. (Writes it down) receives — no — help — from — the — State. All
right.

: (inaudible)

‘It has occasionally received donations from Lord Moulton.” Well this good Lord Moulton
already give donations to this orphanage in his life, so it’s a pro.

: Yeh.

All right. (Writes it down) Already — gave — donations. Donations. All right then. (reads)
‘However. However, it is badly run, and there is a possibility that much of the money
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might find its way into the pockets of officials rather than being used for the orphans.’
That’s a bad thing. That’s a con. Corruption. Yeh, corruption. Bad. Em. There’s no other
(inaudible) so it would be my idea to give the money to the orphans. Do you have any
idea.

M: Maybe | would give it to Miss Langland. Or to Tim Bro-die [dai].

Z: To who?! To Tim. Tim Brodie [i:]. If you give it to Brodie you have one person, but if you
give it to the local orphanage you have dozens or even hundreds of persons. | think it’s
much better, even corruption...

M: Yeh, but.

Z: | know | know corruption is bad but if you can find some other new executive directors
for this orphanage they could (inaudible) corruption the money could be (inaudible) Any
other ideas?

M: if you (inaudible) the chiefs of it

Z: pppppbutifyou put someone away who's corrupt usually you find someone who's
not

M: helpful.

Z: in my opinion the local orphanage. (Writes it down) Ma-ny guys. Children with no
parents. They’re naturally poor. And it’s a charity a charity so that’s the right idea the
best idea in my opinion.

M: well you told me so let’s stick to the orphanage

Z: I’'m lucky there’s no seventh-sixth opinion. They could give the money to me. Well if
we’re done we’re done.

M: Right.

Data file 6: Dénes (D) and Feri (F) (Time: 6:51)

D:

What do you think about ... Lady Searle [[ar-li:]? Should he inherit should—she inherit the
money?

I think she should because er er she’s been alone and er she’s old and er she was erill so
she er may be now not and...

Yeh but she lives in comfortable circumstances and she she’s not really in the need of all
that money.

She’s old and she might die soon, then ... the money ... would be wasted ... on her.
And what about Miss Langland?

Miss Langland? She ... looks to be a ... suitable ... candidate for the inheritance. ... She ...
took care of ... Lord ... Moulton [mu:l-] for years.

But she wants to go go on a holiday and er waits the money for it. So it was a useful
thing to go on a holiday.

Yeh you’re right. She’ll probably find another good job with a ... wealthy man.
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Tim Brodie?

Tim Brodie is young and he needs education [edu:-], but he’s not a honest person and
And and (quoting the text) ‘he drives a motorbike much too fast’.

He might ... waste all the money ... on his girlfriends.

Jane Smith... [D: Jane] she needs the money because she has a baby.

Yes, but it’s very suspicious that she appeared right when the old man died [F: Yes?] and
claims to have his daughter, but it might be untrue. (long pause) The letter might be a
fake.

The local orphanage is in need of money, but the leaders might take the money for
themselves and not turn it to the orphans.

So what would be the best solution? (long pause) | don’t know.

D: Should we consider to give the money to Miss erm Miss Searle [sar-li:] ‘cause she is the

-n

o m o m

only relative real relative of the old man?

Yes.

That might be the best solution.

But | think Lord Moulton er wouldn’t er give her the money because of the quarrel.

Yes, but the quarrel might not be very important. It might be some small thing that they
qguarrel about.

| think it wasn’t a small thing because they were quarrelling for years.

D: That might be true. Then | think the most suitable would be the young man, Tim Brodie,

‘cause he is the youngest.

But he will wait a long time (laughs). | think we should gave the money over Jane Smith
because of the good (inaudible).

The money to Jane Smith. The child might be really Lord Moulton’s [mu:l-] daughter so
she might as well the one.

Ledllitsam? (turns off the audio recorder)

Uh-huh.

Data file 7: Gabor (G), Kati (K) and Szabina (S) (Time: 6:23)

K:

| wouldn’t get the money to this lady, the first one, the cousin of the man. He vagyis
she’s really, really old, like 66, and she will die in the near future and she doesn’t have

She’s gonna need money for medicine.

(Ignoring his point.) Yes, [G: Yes (laughs).] because she’s the only living relative and they
were in a (pauses) | don’t know... They didn’t have a good relationship so probably the
man wouldn’t give the money to that woman. | think there’s no reason to give money to
that woman.

But she’s a lady so she needs a lot of money, a lot of shoes (emphasis).
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But no [G laughs] she has the money because she’s living in comfortable circumstances.
She has a normal life and she can afford everything what she needs.

(pause) But er

Well, she’s out.

Yeh, she’s out.

What about the nurse?
(pause) She is old.

No, she’s not old (laughs).
Not as old as this one.
Yeh (laughs).

But er | (emphasis) wouldn’t give the money to this woman because erm yes, she was
really kind to Mister | mean Lord I-don’t-know-who, but (with emphasis) she was kind
because she got the money.

But that’s her job.

Yeh, that’s her job.

| mean she’s just kind because that’s how they got the money.

Yeh that’s true, but then why would she got the million?

| don’t know.

| don’t know.

Maybe she could find a—a (pause) health care centre, | don’t know.
Oh.

(slightly mocking) But she’s kind, you know that.

(inaudible)

G:

(laughter) Yes, yes, of course, but she was nice because of the money and maybe she—
she hated this Lord I-don’t-know-who, in fact, but she was smiling because of the
(pause) payment.

(inaudible)

G:
K: Yeh. (ToS) You? No? OK.
S:
K

OK.

(inaudible) the gardener.

But he has an opportunity which are like he wants to go abroad and study. Maybe he
can, he could get the money, he would start a new life, and would became, become a |
don’t know

he will study.
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K: somebody. [G: (laughs) (inaudible) is that with you, you steal money?] maybe he will
study and er [G: And now?] he will become a legal [G: No way, but | will] part of the
society and he can give

S: He's young and he has (pause) future (inaudible) and maybe there is (inaudible) from
the government [gu:v-] and he pay for his education and erm

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

G: He’s the son of the gardener.

K: OK, but maybe once in the future when he—he has the I-don’t-know-what-the
lehetbéség—the possibility to learn to study he will become a good part of the society.

S: (inaudible)

G: Jane Smith. What? But she’s

K: She’s the girl who is the daughter of the man, but not officially.

G: Not officially (laughter). OK.

K: And what? (reading) She had a small baby.

G: So she needs the money.

K: Yes she needs (emphasis) the money, but she (pause) started caring about the father
after his death.

S: Ithink she can get the money.

K: | would give the money to the orphanage, but there’s no point because it’s badly run.
(reading) There's the possibility that much of the money would find its way into the
pockets of officials.

G: There’s no mind.

(inaudible)

G: To the baby.

K: But not the baby, to the mother.

G: Well, | would make a (pause)

K: Maybe the mother would get the money and er the baby wouldn’t get anything, the
grandchild. And maybe she’s not even the daughter. She just says that she’s the
daughter.

S: (inaudible)

K: Yeh yeh ‘admitting paternity’. Well, OK, | would give the money to Tim Brodie if he was
honest but he’s not. So |

G: But do you want to be one of his girlfriends?

K: Of course. But OK somebody can have lots of girlfriends and that doesn’t mean that he’s

a bad person, | think.

| pick the baby.
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OK.

| don’t care.

K: And | don’t pick any of them because | don’t like them. There is—there is always

something that tells that: Don’t give the money to that person.
Hoppd. (inaudible) gonna get the money.

She will (emphasis) get the money.

| don’t want to talk about it.

Hany perc?

Six. Enough. OK.

Data file 8: Gréti (G) and Hanna (H) (Time: 7:28)

G:
H:
G:

(sighs) Fine. Which one do you think deserves the money?
| think Miss Langland er is the one er who should get the money.

| think it’s erm | think. Yes right so | think it’s Lady Searle [si:rl] because she was the
widow’s cousin, so whatever.

But they haven’t been speaking. They haven’t been on er speaking terms. (picking up
from expression used in text)

That'’s right. But maybe the quarrel [kwerel], we don’t know the exact reasons behind
the quarrel so maybe it was because Lord Moulton [mau:lton] was not a nice person and
was extremely mean to [tju:] Lady Searle [si:rl]...

H: (interrupting) You don’t know that.

(picking up) And you don’t know that either that she was not a nice person so the same
reason stands for you. You don’t know how she was like [H: OK], so you don’t know if
she, you know, OK. [H: Oh, OK.] So why do you think Miss Langland is the...

Well, | think Miss Langland is the one who should get the money because er (pause) she
took care of Lord Moulton and she’s 48 and because she’s a nurse she doesn’t have
enough—she doesn’t have enough money and he was with him for four years or | don’t
know...

(interrupts) Yeh, but it says here that [H: ...the ‘last years’...] it says here that her savings
are very good and it will you know let her have a long holiday therefore she has a lot of
money (stress on has instead of does have). She was well-paid by Lord Moulton.

H: (interrupting) Yes but she was the only one who took care of him.

| know but she’s only 48. She can you know do another job, while [H: Yeh well] Lady
Searle [si:rle] is like...

. (interrupting) ... er Lady Searle [si:rl] is 66 she so—so she’s old enough and you can bury

[bari:] her then—you can bury [bari:] her now.
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(laughing) Well, she’s not dead yet. You can’t bury [bari:] her if she’s not dead. (both
laugh) OK, fine. You can’t bury her. | know hate her because she’s old and whatever
maybe she’s wrinkled.

H: Well she’s old and why should she get the money?

Well you know it’s the law she was ‘a relative and you know it says here that she’s not
very popular in her neighbourhood maybe the neighbourhood is full of ghetto people
and they look down on her [H: Maybe she’s awesome.] Yeh, maybe she’s awesome and
right, and maybe Miss Langland was only nice to Lord whatever Lord Moulton because
she wanted his money. Did you ever think about that? Maybe she’s a gold-digger.
(Laughs)

H: Hmm well.

Well we can agree on that Tim Brodie, Jane Smith and the local orphanage should not
get the money.

Yeh it says Tim Brodie, the son of Lord Moulton’s gardener (dismissive emphasis on last
word).

Yeh, whatever, and did you see that he had lots of girlfriends and not very honest. He
does not deserve the money. He said he wanted to go to Europe but | bet that was a lie.
| think he wanted to go to Europe so he could get together with girls. And that’s what he
should have—-it’s like he would have spent the money on girls, which is just horrible. [H:
Disgusting.] Disgusting (singing it). | hate people like that.

Little SOB.
Let’s start a Facebook group. We hate Tim Brodie. (Laughing) Right, moving on.
OK, what about Jane ... Smith?

(interrupting) Jane Smith. | have like various feelings about Jane Smith ‘cause on one
hand | do believe her story on the other hand why wouldn’t she like give any details
about her past life, you know? [G: Yeh, | don’t believe her because...] I'm sceptical, very
sceptical.

H: ..Idon’t think she’s his daughter ...

Yeh, because she had like probably 30 years to claim that you know like hi Lord Moulton
I’'m your daughter. Why didn’t she do so?

H: | don’t know

Because you know Lord Moulton was you know wealthy so.... We’re sceptical about
Jane. What do you think about the local orphanage?

Yeh er it’s kind of sad that the orphans couldn’t get the money [G: Yeh.] because the—
because the other people would put their hands on it so [G: Well if | were...]

Do you know what we should do, we should fire everyone at the orphanage...

H: Can we do that?

Yes, we can do anything we want. Because we’re just. Because we're awesome. We're
above the law. Whatever. So we should get new people to do the orphanage and we
should give the money to them. What do you think?
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H: Or fire everyone in the local orphanage, hire a—a kinda new staff [G: That’s what | said.]
— That’s what you said. — but keep the money.

G: Oh, you’re nasty. [H: But no OK er ...] We'll give the half of the money and keep the
half... [G: keep 10%] OK good!

H: OK. Great.

G: Maybe we can get like a new wardrobe from 10%. Good? ‘Cause it’s like 5-5. Deal?

H: No, | meant give the local orphanage 10%.

G: (laughs) Oh my God.

H: OKlet’s say erm 30% for the local orphanage

G: Fine. You know. Let’s do 50-50. That’s only fair. Like think of the children, the dirty
children, [H: OK.] like they knew some, they need some new clothes and you know to
get the lice out of their heads.

H: So we should re-write the will

G: Yeh

H: Or write the will.

G: Wait, so do we have to decide because we’re like the lawyers of Lord Moulton? Because
if there—we’re the lawyers we get a lot of money — you know? — for writing the will, you
know what | mean?

H: Yes but because we're the lawyers we knew a lot of loopholes...

G: Yeh that’s right, so we can you know like get at least 50% ‘cause you know we work hard
we’re lawyers we don’t see our families [H: because we’re awesome and...] Yeh, and we
don’t see our family ‘cause we’re always working and stuff.

H: Because of Lord Moulton

G: Exactly. | hate Lord Moulton. He's just not a nice person.

(pause)

G: So Yeh Lady Searle is awesome and everyone’s unfair to her and Miss Langland was the

only one who took care of Lord Moulton [H: Yeh] OK. [H: Tim Brodie’s whatever...]
Whatever [H: ... the gardener] we hate him. Jane Smith is a gold-digger and she’s a liar
and the orphanage is just—it’s just not going to work out I’'m sorry you’re fired. Not you.
The local orphanage.

H: OK, so we should keep the money?

No we should give 50% to... you know what, | just had an idea, how about we keep 50%
and the rest like the—the 50 that was left [H: the other 50, yes] we divide it between
Lady Sirl and Miss Langland! Right so they get 25-25.

That’s a great idea.
That’s so awesome. We’re so awesome.
| know, we’re so awesome.

Yeh. So you get 25, | get 25, Lady Searle [si:rl] gets 20—-25 and Miss Langland gets 25.
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H: Great. [G: Deal?] Closed.
G: We're settled. Closed.

Data file 9: Roli (R) and Janos (J) (Time: 5:14)

R:

First here is Lady Searle. She’s the widowed cousin and | don’t think she should get the
money because erm because she has not been on speaking terms with Lord Moulton for
years so they didn’t have a-a close relationship and they it is said have had a quarrel.

| agree with this because she’s very old she’s 66 years old. She relatively has settled
down but she isn’t a very pleasant person. Actually she doesn’t really need the money.
Miss Langland, the nurse, er she has been working with Lord Moulton for-for-for years
erm according to him she would only use the money to go—go on holiday and then go to
another job so the money wouldn’t be actually well spent

Yes, because she helped Lord Moulton for years so erm from this group of people erm
she should be the one who gets the money. She erm she earned it actually.

Yes, but she has been only working with him for pause
for four years

for four years.

But that’s not a-not a short time.

Yes, but she’ll only spend the money on a long holiday before she takes a similar post so
the money wouldn’t be beneficial for anyone.

| see your point. So she shouldn’t get the money after all.
Well, that’s my opinion.

And then there’s Tim Brodie. He definitely shouldn’t get the money because erm he
would spend it on women, motorbikes, so that wouldn’t be beneficial either. But, on the
other hand, Lord Moulton took a liking to him before his death so maybe if it was Lord
Moulton he would decide to erm to give his money to Tim Brody.

Yes he’s er he wants to study. That’s a-that’s a good thing. On the other hand, he has a
he has a playboy attitude so if he gets the money there’s a danger he will spend it all on
one place erm but he’s talented he likes languages and perhaps he’ll use the money or a
portion of it to study and go to (inaudible) higher education.

So next.

Yeh, Jane Smith. She claims to be Lord Moulton’s daughter. And she only has a letter
from Lord Moulton and signed by Lord Moulton that addresses to her mother now dead
of course the mother and this is very questionable because she refuses to answer any
qguestions referring to this but also she is penniless and unmarried so it might go to
charity even if she’s not the daughter of Lord Moulton.

But the evidence could be fake. So an expert should be (pause).

hired
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hired yes to prove that she is the daughter of late Lord Moulton and it is erm debatable
that should she get the money. | don’t agree that she should get it.

Yes but if you look at the other candidates (inaudible) untrustworthy.
(inaudible)

The officials are very untrustworthy, trust-wor-thy. If | could choose, | would give it to
the orphanage or on a person who would spend it on the orphans not on himself.

For me if | could choose that would be Miss Langland or the orphans | just can’t decide.

| think Miss Langland if she heard [hi:rd] the money would go to orphans she should be
happy about it. If it would go to her of course she would be happy because she would go
on a large holiday and er yes she would probably make good memories from that
holiday and she would go to another job similar post and if it goes to the orphanage the
orphanage can improve in many ways and they need the money very much because
they’re very low on funds so | think it would go to a better place at the orphanage.

| think of the money as a salary for Miss Langland because she er er helped a lot in the
last years of Moulton and er she eased his pain so maybe she would really deserve it but
er but er the orphanage could of course use it for better cases.

Better uses.
Yes.

| think the money should go to the orphanage.

Data file 10: Paulina (P) and Csenge (C) (Time: 4:16)

P:

So | think that erm Tim Brodie er should get er the er the money erm as he’s erm young
and er and er Lord er Moulton like him and he he er gave him money so | think er he
desire it.

: Yeh but | think he’s only the son of an employee so you know the son of a gardener so

it’s kind of strange that er he would get the money.
OK so what do you think who should get the money?

| think Jane Smith should get the money because er she has a letter which might be
official and actually legal so er so er er if it’s legal she should get the money because she
has a right to inherit from er Lord Moulton.

But we don’t know that if it’s legal or not so maybe er she has just written it to get the
money and she she has just in- she has just appeared—appeared erm.

Yeh she has no references but er still she has a toddler a really small baby and she needs
the money and er if the letter is right then she’s the daughter of Lord Moulton.

But er | think er Tim Brodie the money is in a better place that’s Tim Brodie because er
he wants to study abroad and he could er build up a very good career er maybe abroad
and then he could have lots of children so.

Well yeh Tim Brodie could have his own career and children but Jane Smith could lose
her own child because | don’t know by hunger or something like that (laughter). OK, eh
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what about the other competitors [-ti:ters]? What about with Miss Langland? Do you
think she could get the money?

Just a second (reviews the page).
Actually, she looked after Lord Moulton.

Yeh, but eh Lord Moulton eh gave her money so er she could she can go to an own
holiday and she’s not very young so | think that the money er so we should give the
money to somebody who is er young and can get used to can use it not just for a
holiday.

Yes, but don’t you think that if Lord Moulton has already gave her money given her
money maybe he er he would er name Miss Langland as his er heri-tage (intonation on
last syllable suggesting questioning).

Er but er Tim Brodie get also money from Lord Moulton so he could even get the money.

Yeh of course (laughter) | don’t know. (long pause) | don’t know. OK, maybe Tim Brodie
could get the money but it’s still strange to er for a gardener’s son to be...

I think that everybody is strange.

Actually yes (laughter). Yeh.

Lord Moulton should have written a (pause) paper...
Yes he should write a will.

Yes.

OK, Tim Brodie gets the money.

All right.

OK (laughter)

Data file 11: Téni (T) and Romdn (R) (Time: 4:48)

T:
R:

o 2 4R

So what do you believe would Lady Searle deserve Lady Moulton’s inheritance?

| think not. She’s too old and she’s often ill and | think he she doesn’t have to has to
became the money

| guess they have quite bad relationship between each other because the text says they
had a quarrel they haven’t speak to each other so | guess that a woman at this age
wouldn’t deserve any kind of heritage because because she just won’t live for long
anymore and | think that...

| agree with you.
What about Miss Langland, the nurse who attended Lord Moulton?
Oh, I-it can be because she likes work and she’s not too old and she’s well already.

Yes, | 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. | guess she could be the
one who will get the money because she deserves it and yes she made—she made some
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things to get it so it’s not just—it’s just a waste of money, but it will go to—it will goto a
person who works for it. What about Tim Brodie?

He’s a very educated man but he likes parties girls and he’s not very honest so | think he
doesn’t have to get the money

| guess he’s too extravagant [R: yes] and too casual so my opinion is that | wouldn’t vote
him for getting the money so let’s move on to Jane Smith penniless young unmarried
woman with a small baby.

I think she can get the money because she needs it

And apparently she’s the daughter of Lord Moulton And the rightful heir of Mr Moulton
of course the writing of this letter may be faked or something like that but be positive

What do you think about the local orphanage?

As the text says, the money that goes to that may go to bureaucrats, politicians and
people who would get it for nothing | would vote against them

| think the same that you said so
So what’s our conclusion?

Miss Langland or Jane Smith?

| vote for Jane Smith

Me too.

So we have an accord: Jane Smith will get the heritage.

Data file 12: Anna (A) and Matyi (M) (Time: 9:45)

L »2 < 2 L 02

Albert Smith.

: OK, so let’s—let’s discuss the first one.

Pros maybe. H-he’s hard-working ...

: Yeh

... married with three children.

: (writing it down) So he has a family background. (long silence as he writes) Cons maybe

that he hasn’t got anything to do with law school, | mean before he attended this
scholarship. So ... he’s just a taxi driver, we can say. (Writes it down.)

He hasn’t got a good qualification for law school. (More silence as it is being written
down.)

M: He’s very hard-working. That’s a pro. (Writing.) Er what about Basil Katz? He’s young...

bt

Yeh.

M: ... he has brilliant [bril-li:-aent] talent, but he’s not very hard-working. So that’s a con.

(More writing.)

Mm-hmm. (pause) Con maybe that he has taken part in violent demonstrations...
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Yeh.

... and he has been in prison also.

That is (inaudible) a negative thing.

And lots of girlfriends (laughing).

That’s not necessarily a negative thing, but....

But another thing that is negative is that he treated them badly.

Yeh. (Writing.) And er he has also quite (inaudible) dreams that he’s going to become a
singer ['singar] in a band or ... it’s gonna be his other choice if he can’t make the
scholarship so.... he pretty much has a B plan for—for this.

Yeh.

So maybe it’s not that important for him. (Writing.)
Mm-hm.

| don’t really see a lot of positive things about this guy.
| don’t either (laughing).

(laughing) OK so Carole. Twenty.

He’s the most sympathetic to me.

Oh...

She.

...but he’s rather naive and easily influenced, but...
Attractive girl (laughs).

What?

An attractive girl is (inaudible) (laughs).

(laughing) | don’t see how that affects anything related to law school, but... it’s definitely
a good thing. Erm he has—he also has—she also has a good family background. She
doesn’t have er children but she has a fiancé and her fiancé also wants her to finish er
school before settling down.

Ambitious.

Yeh, so she’s ambitious (writing).

She wants to be married and have children.
Yeh.

So maybe not with her career...

And her parents—her parents maybe can’t afford to pay, so ... it’s pretty much her only
chance to ... get into this.

What are the cons?

M: Maybe that she is easily influenced. That is not so good for a lawyer, but ...
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Yeh.

: ... she can work—work this out later (writing then reads) Da-Daphne ... Braun ... 21 ...

single ... and her family ... or his? Is that a boy or a girl? (he laughs) Daphne Braun?

(laughing) | think he’s a—she’s girl.

: (asking teacher) Can we have a ... question?

Daphneiis a ... [T: girl] girl.

: A girl. Cool. [A laughs.] Good to know. Erm.

(reading) ... the daughter...

: Yeh, the daughter, yeh (laughs). So she also has a good family background for a lawyer

because ...

She’s ambitious.

: She’s ambitious, and her parents and grandparents are also lawyers (writes).

Mm-hm.

: Am-bi-tious (writing). He has pretty good results, but sh—she had a mental breakdown

and ended up being in a hospital for three months. But she’s made a full recovery.

And the other con is that ... being in ... (inaudible)

: (writing) men-tal break-down. And her parents also can’t finance ['fi:naents] her studies

despite the fact that they are all lawyers. So it’s pretty awkward. ... Maybe they’re not
that good lawyers.

(laughs)

They should find another career [ 'kaeriar] for their daughter.

She’s aggressive ['agressiv].

And quick-tempered, which is maybe not a negative thing for a lawyer ...
(inaudible)

A lawyer has to be er quickly reacting to things. She has to be on the spot. OK. OK. Er
Edward Mbaka has been in the army, which is | don’t know (laughs) if this is a negative
or a positive thing.

(laughs)
But...

Absolutely negative that he is divorced.

: Yeh (writing).

Has no family.

The marriage didn’t work out too well, but he’s highly motivated (writing) and maybe he
wants to go to politics. And he says he wants this course more than anything and this
scholarship is also his only chance of getting it and, but...

: But he was also guilty of accept-ting bribes.
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But as the teacher said that maybe in Africa they look at bribery in a—in a different way.
Bribery is bribery, | think.

Yeh of course. OK so bribery is of course a negative thing. (writing) And his ...

Charming personality.

(inaudible)

He’s a good speaker.

His roots are important for him, we can say. He doesn’t deny his African ... nationality
(writing).

Mm-hm.

M: Well the most er ... Well for me Carole Anderson is one of the most attractive one, and |

A:

M:

L 2 2L 02

also consider Albert Smith because he’s just a taxi driver who wants to | don’t know fulfil
his dreams in becoming a lawyer and he’s just gonna go back to taxi driving if he fails. ...
He has a family background. He's hard-working. He’s not that talented but—but—but he
wants to do it. If he’s working hard enough, then he can do it.

Yeh.

Who—-who’s your favourite one?

My favourite is Carole Anderson also.

And she has to work on not being so pliable...
Yeh

... on being strong with his opinions and supporting them carefully. | think we can agree
on Carole. ...

Yeh.

Congratulations, you have won the scholarship.

Data file 13: Norbi (N) and Aron (A) (Time: 13:46)

N:

A:

N:

So (laughs).
Yeh.

Of course. At first, let’s er make it clear that what are the characteristics of a—of a good
lawyer, so they are—would like to be lawyers. What are the good characteristics of the
lawyer?

Er yeh er erm mmm

N: For example that er erm

(referring to one of the candidates) She’s a good friend, for example, but it’s not good ...
she’s ... mediocre [me-] ...

(Talking over each other.)
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: No no not we are not talking about her. We just er first ... at common er er just let it

clear that what are the good characteristics of a lawyer.

OK good good good OK OK.

N: So what is—what is a lawyer about? So—so it’s—it’s not a bad thing if you know the law....

z >z =

z >z =

[A: OK OK OK.] First point that to know the law. (Writes it down) ... the ... law ... well ....
So. And maybe to know your a er—what is the person your—the people whose life who
are—you are against or you defend. So if you are a lawyer, then you have to know the—
about the person who are you are against or—or you defend er that person. Do you
know what | mean?

No er so er.
So a lawyer is a so-called lgyvéd
Yeh, OK.

... and er ... their—their job is to ... defend someone or speak against someone er in front
of the—the jury [3u-ri:].

Yeh. Yeh.
So you have to know er the person you are with and you are against.
Yeh.

So that who is it and er er to make your notes and make your er speech with ... in er in er
with the aim of er | don’t know so you have to know the persons that you are against
and you are defend. So not—not the jury maybe have a question about your er
defendant or | don’t know what is maybe so he questions that if he married or not and if
you don’t know that he’s married or not then how—how would you like to defend him
maybe from other questions?

Mm-hm.

N: So you have to know the persons you are defend or against to have the right questions

and the right speech in during the—during the jury [3u-ri:].

Mm-hm, mm-hm.

N: So you have to be er open to the persons. You have to be a good er a good sense of er

z >z =

knowing others. It’s a good point.

Mm-hmm

Or er you have to be hard-working to—to s—study or to learn the law.
OK. That is the first point, er and er (starts reading)

So what are—where can we find these abilities? Albert Smith. (Reading) ‘not outstanding
natural ability but very hard-working’. He’s hard-working. That’s a good—that’s a good
point.

Yes, hard-working.

N: (reading) ‘Married with three children; until now a taxi driver.” Oh he doesn’t have really

a—a background, so... ‘family background’, ‘a good impression, but seems a little
nervous’ erm ‘at the whole idea of law school and the effects his new career might have
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on his social life and family.” Hm. If you are nervous as a—as a lawyer, it’s—it’s not a—not a
good point. So if you—if you are nervous, that means that are not you don’t have
enough er self-confidence and ... [A: Yes yes OK.] ... and if you don’t have enough self-
confidence that’s not a bad—not a good point.

(Talking over each other.)

A:

So wife and family is er

(Talking over each other.)

N:

...as a lawyer it’s hard to have a family and to work as a lawyer and study, so at this age, |
think you should be with your family more, with your children.

(trying to get a word in edgewise) Yes but ... I-I experienced er er my er ex-girlfriend has
a father er lawyer and er er he hadn’t got a time for—for er er his wife his er ...

: Yes, so it’s a bad point too, so | think and in the text he doesn’t have a—he doesn’t really

have a preliminary [pre-] sketch. [A: Yes yes] So | think he—he won’t get the scholarship, |
think. ... Basil Katz. He’s young. It’s a good point. Nowadays it’s a good point if you're
young.

Yes yes.

N: (reading) “...brilliant, not very hard-working.” But maybe he could—she could ... | wasn’t

very hard-working before the university and now I’'m hard—hard-working. ‘Not very
hard-working’, but ‘brilliant’....er ‘likeable...of left-wing sympathies....” Ohh. “...has taken
part in some more or less...” And he has a prius ['prai:as]. She—she or Basil | don’t know if
she or her ...

I think it’s more interesting (talking over each other) — don’t think that it’s a problem if
he has been in demonstrations ...

. It's a point, but he has been in prison so he has a prius ['prai:as] [A: Yes yes] ...asa

lawyer it’s not a good point er but brilliant. | really don’t know. | think it’s a question
mark. ... Carole Anderson. (reading) ‘quiet, attractive girl’. Quiet. You have to be self-
confident and er ... responsibility, this is a good point. If you’re responsible. But yes er
she’s—she’s pliable, and if you are—if you are a lawyer you cannot be pliable, you cannot
change your mind during the ... you have to be ... you have to er stick to your opinion,
you have to, you cannot be pliable, during—during a sentence or something.

Mm-hm.

N: Like, just like that’s why | don’t like Edward [-ward] Mbaka, or | don’t know, he once he

').>\

z >z =

accepted bribes. That’s mean that he could do it [A: What?] once more. Accepted bribes.
Edward [-ward] Mbaka. Accepted bribes.

Yeh yeh yes
... 50 he might could do it so it—he’s not...
Yes.

... not... he’s pliable too but in a different way so |-that’s why | don’t like Edward [-ward]
Mbaka. (reading) ‘highly motivated’. Yeh but let’s back to—let’s back to.

But it was once.
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: Oh and Carole and the other thing that Carole has to be at home er after he’s settled

down—after she’s settled down [A: Yes yes yes] she’s er her er fiancé said that. So he
cannot work as a lawyer [A: Mm-hm] she cannot work as a, so why now? ... The other.
Daphne Braun. Young. That’s good. Single, but good. ...daughter and granddaughter of
lawyers,’” that’s good too because if she has a question they can help her. And ... [A: Yes.]
maybe if they are good lawyers, then er Daphne Braun has a name, then maybe she has
a name, a good name [A: Yes yes.] in—in—in this—in this career. ... (reading) ‘academic
record erratic’ ...

... W=what’s that? (reading) ‘enthusiastically Women’s Lib’ [en 'tu: e zi: "aes tikali: 'wu
man ‘lai:b].

N: It's er a kind of feminism, but er that could be—can be good.

Ah OK OK.

N: That can be good. (reading) ‘Academic record erratic, some very good results, some

mediocre’. For me different good results are good, so that’s good. ‘...mental breakdown
last year’, that means that maybe she was too hard-working. [A: Yes.] Maybe he
learned—she learned from it. (Talking over each other) ‘Fined recently for’, ‘fined
recently for being in possession of marijuana ['mari:hiuana], so she’s strong. She fighted
against the marijuana ['mari:hiuana], and she won—won this—this battle. So ...
‘aggressive’. [A: Yes yes but...] It can be good too because [A: Yes yes she’s good...]
during—during the situation er if you are aggressive and you are hard-working ... just
saying your opinion and being this er saying the thing you can be er er it can be good.

Yes but er but er Daphne lives—lives in England or American? The American er lawyer is—
is good ‘aggressive and quick-tempered’ but in Britain...

N: | don’t know. | think American.

OK.

N: So (reading) ‘generous’, ‘good friend’. That means that er she can know his er ... not

.].>\

z 4 =z A

assistants, but er ...  don’t know what is er er er ... (to teacher) Can | have a question?
Yes.
What is the dgyfél in English?

Er client.

: 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?

Yes yes.

N: She can find things that can help them... ‘generous,” maybe she could be a bit cheaper [Z

=2

laughs] than the others, | don’t know. So now my vote is her... Edward Mbaka has been
in the army. Army man. ‘Divorced, no family.” Why is he divorced? [A: Yeh] Because of
him? Because of her — because of her wife? Ex-wife. We don’t know. ‘Highly motivated’
... Politics.

He hasn’t got ... a ... child.

: ... ‘the Army ... go into politics’. Hm-hm.
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Too typical.

N: Good point. Good point. ‘Charming personality, fluent and eloquent speaker. ... A citizen
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of this country’....

Charming (inaudible)...

He can be a native African, yes? That’s one, maybe a good point.
OK. I don’t know.

For me the most sympathetic is still Daphne. And Basil has a question mark.... So Basil or
Daphne? What is your point?

Mmm | think Daphne.
Why? Why not Basil?
Er she’s very sympatisch (both laugh) and er er

Basil is hard-working too. ‘Left-wing sympathies’ is one thing. ‘A likeable personality,” [A:
(inaudible) Oh no my God.] (laughter)

: 1 know it. | know but maybe it’s a true left wing, not some... he has social ... [A: Yes yes

OK.] You know. I’'m afraid of the prius [prai:as] that he or she | don’t know Basil is a (to
teacher) a woman or a man. [T: A man.] Basil had a prius ['pri:as] that I’'m afraid of
because of violent demon—less violent demonstrations but violent demonstrations. Less
violent but violent, and he’s so young but has been... [A: And and ‘lots of girlfriends’]
Lots of girlfriends but treating [tre-] them badly, has got, he’s treating [tre-] them badly,
has got a reputation for treating [tre-] them badly. (inaudible) So he’s treating them
badly. (Talking over each other.) OK so because of the prison and the reputation of
treating the girls badly | think that Daphne will be our contestant.

Which is the best one then?
Daphne.

Daphne Braun. OK. Are you agreed?
Erm yes.

All right. Sounds good.

Data file 14: Kalman (K) and Boti (B) (Time: 7:24)

K:

~

Albert Smith.

B: Albert Smith.
K:
B

He’s hard-working

: Yes, he’s a hard-working—hard-working man, and maybe he er has abilities to finish a law

school but er according to this small article, he’s not really talented person, so... er ...
Why do you say that?

Because er the article mentions that he’s not—"not of outstanding natural ability’.
Uh-huh.
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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 er
... (whispers) Hogy mondjuk azt, hogy eltartani?

Erm ... ahem.

...to make an appropriate ['a@prou-] living for his family. And he’s a taxi driver. And er
taxi drivers should work in er—also in the [8i:] morning and in the evening, so er | wonder
how can he do this.

OK. Erm. Basil Katz....
Basil Katz.

Er that’s the other side of things. He’s brilliant but he’s not very hard-working, so erm ...
he has a bad reputation first ...

Er in my opinion er these kinds of people like Basil Katz can er do the university because
if we think —if we consider the situation in Szeged, there are a lot of brilliant people in
the university who is not really hard-working and finish their studies. But er maybe
because he’s obsessed ['obsest] by these er left-wing sympathies and politics it er gains
much of his energy and er his free time and er if he wants to do that er instead of
learning it can er endanger his er studies.

Mm-hm. But |-l don’t think you can finish er law—law school just with brilliance. You—
you have to learn a lot and he’s [B: Ah] not the kind of person who ...

Yes, we talked about law school, so | forget it. Yes, it's an—another really hard question.
So (inaudible) tests or whatever.

OK, (dismissively) ah.
Maybe.

Maybe. Carole Anderson.
Carole Anderson.

Erm since he’s pliable, | don’t think that’s the kind of person who should go to law
school. For example if you want to be a lawyer and you are pliable, that’s a really bad
thing.

Yes yes that’s really bad thing.... [K: Erm] A lawyer—lawyers and er people of course
shouldn’t be pliable.

Yes.

So maybe he—she’s doesn’t the person for that kind of work.

OK, so we got only [B: Carole Anderson.]

Maybe Basil Katz (Talking over each other.) Yes maybe but not really Carole Anderson.

Albert Smith won’t have time for it, | think.
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Albert Smith won’t have time—won’t have time and shouldn’t give up his work because
of his family. Basil Katz is communist. And Carole Anderson

Erm she’s pli—pliable...

She’s pliable. It's not [K: Let’s go on] really her cup of tea.

Erm Daphne Braun

Daphne Braun.... Interesting name.... Yes, er maybe er she’s ... is it a male or a female?
It’s a she.

She. It’s a she. (reading) ‘the daughter’ ... [K laughs] Maybe law school is not really for
her because er she seems to be kind of a party-goer or a party face because she’s
addicted to drugs and so ... she | think she would smoke weed instead of learning at the
university.

But he—she’s a women'’s lib enthusiast, ambitious, career-minded (Talking over each
other.)

She’s ambitious but er she’s on the other hand a mediocre ['medikor]-mediocre
[medi:'ovkor] person.

But if she’s career-minded [ 'kaeriar] she could work in a school finish a school.
Maybe yes.
And she has—she has lawyers in her family who could help her.

Yes with ‘protection’. ‘quick-tempered’, ‘generous’ [K: But], ‘aggressive’ — it can be good
in er that job...

She would need a job also because her parents cannot finance her [B: Yes yes] so that
would be a hard thing to work [A cuts him off]

It would be a hard thing but if she could go to the university, aggressive, quick-tempered
personality is er really an unappropriate [-'a&prow-] form of behaviour to complete this
er university and be lucky with her job in later life.

OK. Edward Mbaka.
Mbaka. ...

I-I think he’s the best candidate because he’s really motivated and—and it’s—it’s true that
he accepted bribes but I-I think he learned from it.

Yes, if he learned from that break, he can be a good candidate for this thing but er if he
actually doesn’t really learn from this of he’s guilty that he accepted bribes er it can be
really er dangerous in his job because er bribes for — bribery for lawyers at the court
people at court er is not really good thing ...

Erm How could you influence a lawyer with bribes. | don’t understand.

Maybe ... 1 ...

Because if he wants to be a lawyer then there’s no point in giving him bribes because ...
Yes maybe you are right.

So who’s the winner?
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K:

So the winner er ... so Albert Smith is not really. Basil Katz not. Carole Anderson [K:
Carole Anderson absolutely not] absolutely not. Daphne maybe. Maybe we should
choose between Daphne Braun and Edward Mbaka [K: Yes] but | would say that Edward
Mbaka is the best person [K: Yeh | agree] so we agreed that Edward Mbaka is the
winner.

OK.

Data file 15: Tomi (T) and Judit (J) (Time: 9:27)

T:

J:

Then who's your choice?

| don’t know. I’'m thinking about the first person. Mm of course he’s already well not too
young but | think that you know he’s hard-working and er and being a taxi driver it’s you
know he...

But—but his but his wife pushes him to—to go and get a law [lou] degree and that’s
(exhales through nose)....

Yeh OK.

Well | think he—he shouldn’t get—get the [8i:] scholarship.

Well then that’s not the ambition, right?

He he—he seems ha—ha—happy to me working as a (both laugh) taxi driver.

Maybe | just chose him because I’'m—I"m a girl you know and I’'m just (feigning
melodrama) my heart melts when | read something like this but yeh... Well the second
person is very you know |-l don’t like him at all.

He’s—he’s a bad boy but—but he—he—he’s also successful at school e—even though he’s
not learning and studying enough. [J: Ah yeh] But eventually he gets some good grades.

Yeh and probably well he’s aggressive in his job. That could be good, especially when he
studies law [lou]. So yeh | got the point.

But er running a pop group is—is more fun than sitting in court [J: Yeh] and being in and
be—being a judge (both laugh). | think playing a guitar or drumming is much more fun
and .... It=it=it would be better for him. | don’t know.

OK so for me the first one is absolutely a no because...

(emphatically) Why?

Well because

| don’t want her to be to be married to—to—to this doctor because

Neither do | but you know she’s pliable and is already engaged

But pliable. You—you can ply something into—into good, into a good thing.

OK | see but you know she—she wants to marry this guy then he he ...

But the guy is a complete psychopath

Yes that’s what I'm saying. That’s why she shouldn’t be a ... Oh | don’t know God
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He—he—he w—well she shouldn’t marry the [8i:] doctor he will-he will k—keep her | don’t
know what her name Carol in a cage to raise children, cook and. He sh—sh—she shouldn’t
be treated this way.

Well that’s the point, but if she gets the scholarship then maybe she still would marry
that guy and then she wouldn’t work as a lawyer or a judge or whatever and so it would
just be wasted.

(insistent) But | don’t want her to marry the doctor. | want her to be an independent
woman working ...

That’s the point. That’s what | say as well but if she’s you know in this situation | don’t
know OK let’s move on (laughs)

Third person?

(sighs) Erm well you know | think she would be perfect if there was—wasn’t this whole
thing about the marijuana [-ihi:uaena] and you know this whole breakdown ... because
probably it means there’s—there’s an awful lot of pressure on her and ... you know this
the whole law thing | mean being a lawyer can be really hard to deal with | mean
mentally. [T: | see] And..

Well that—that—that’s a con about speaking with pr—pr—pros and cons but the [8i:] m—
most importantly the—the—the [di:] c—con for me is—is that she’s—that she’s the daughter
and granddaughter of lawyers so—so they—they can pay for the—the [3i:] education and—
and they don't...

But the text says that they cannot ... finance her studies. | well | don’t—[T: Oh!] | don’t
understand this either, but | mean ...

Oh |-l see—ee, but ...
Yeh, but...

Well, at least she has a chance to be a successful drug dealer or ... [J laughs] or—or a—a
butt—butthead, but—but why—why her parents can—cannot finance her studies?

Probably they—they had a ...

...then—then—then her grand—grand—grandparents will so...

Maybe they are already dead or | don’t know. OK.

D. Edward Mbaka. I'm all but OK with that guy. He’s—he’s creepy.

But you know because he accep-ted the—the bribes [-bs], that’s the point and

Yeh yeh yeh and—and—and he—he’s been in the army and—and he—he fought so—so—so
seeing active service (clears throat) but he’s motivated and—and like he’s a good speaker
[J: Yes but] can give political speeches right that—that’s a good professional touch for his
personality

Yes but if he wants to be a politician or a judge while he talks about politics he [T: He
shouldn’t accept] Yeh.

I-1 think he—he will he will end up be—being the dictator of—of Congo or—or | don’t know
[J laughs] where does he come from (laughs)
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OK so who is the most likely [T: He will have a nice child army and ... well] to get (laughs).
OK so the point well actually you kind of when you were talking about Carole Anderson |

I-I-I prefer—prefer Carole but—but also Basil ... | don’t know

Yeh they are both

| stick with Carole.

Carole you think ohh it’s hard

No no Daphne or Carole Daphne or Carole Oh Basil can go play the guitar [J laughs]

Well | wouldn’t—I wouldn’t choose Daphne because of her breakdown | mean if she
hasn’t got a so probably on everyday basis she’s got a very strong personality but things
just come and come and come and finally she will have a breakdown again | think and it
will ruin her all her all life so

Mm-hm then—then Carole should get the [8i:] scholarship
Maybe and maybe that would be the point
But that-that—that’s a rather moral question (laughing) to—to—to discuss because

Yeh I’'m just thinking about being pliable if whether it she you know she is quiet | mean
being a quiet person is not always good in this whole ... law business.

Yeh but all in all she should get—get the scholarship. He—he’s He’s? Sorry. She’s the most
sympathic [sic!] candidate for me.

(talking over him) Yeh well she is, but | kind of want to give her the scholarship because |
feel sorry for her because | don’t want to be a typical you know housewife because yeh

OK ... so—so—so Carole.

All right Carole

Data file 16: Tamara (T) and Zsiga (Z) (Time: 5:13)

Z:

So we should talk about every—every one of them. So we should start with Lady Searle
(says the name with emphasis as if making an effort to get the pronunciation right).

(very long pause) | don’t think she n—needs the money. ... Er she lives in a small village.
She has her own house. ... OK he needs a nurse but maybe the family can help her.

But she had a quarrel ['kwaeral] with the lord. ... So | guess he’s not gonna give her the
money.

... OK, forget about Lady Searle (laughs).

I think Miss Langland [-leend] should get the money. ... There is nothing against, except
that she’s not a relative. ... But | don’t know.

She—she took care about the Lord. ... But ... she was well-paid. ... OK, what about Tim
Brodie ['brodi] ... gardener?

Yeh, but he’s not very honest. [T: (laughing) OK] At—at least he has a—a grant to study
abroad.
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He—he has a job, so erm ... maybe he’s responsible. OK, let’s see Jane Smith. (laughing)

| think she’s lying cause she—she ... she doesn’t talk about her past life. | think she just
found that letter somewhere. | don’t know.

... OK, so she—she has a baby and er they are alone. No—no father. ... | think er she needs
the money. But is it to—to—to have a child alone?

Yeh maybe she’s divorced. | think she’s lying. (both laugh)

OK, what about him? ... OK, what about giving the money for the local ... [Z: orphanage]?
| don’t know.

... | mean they need money.

It’s true but officials can take most of the money. ... Er | don’t know.

What about erm giving them some presents, not the money but something what they
need from that money? Is it possible?

I-I don’t know. He's dead—that—that lord is dead, so we can’t do anything about that. ...
No, | think Jane Smith should get it, |-l guess, ... unless she’s lying (both laugh).

All right. Then give the money to Jane Smith.
(inaudible)

She’s a terrible old lady. ... She got a lot of money. ... This boy who doesn’t care about
anything (both laugh) just himself. Erm ... The orphans can get only a little money. She’s
the only one who can take the whole ...

Yeh OK.
All right.

It's been five minutes. We will finish.

Data file 17: Rita (R) and Agi (A) (Time: 1:34)

R:

OK in my opinion er who will get the money is erm Jane Smith because er she’s a young
unmarried woman with a small baby and | guess she has the more chance to get the
money

| see your point, but | think that er Tim Brodie er is er—will be the best choice (laughs)
because er he has no money and er he wants to study abroad so er | think that it’s er
more important

But er it seems that Jane Smith already got a letter from er—from this guy and er in it
admitting paternity ['paetar-] and proposing marriage ... so maybe if he had already
plans with her and er maybe with time with her (inaudible) (both laugh)

Maybe. | completely agree. (laughing)... OK | think that sums up all the points.

R: OKso Jane Smith will get it.

Yes.
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Data file 18: Marcsi (M), Dorina (D) and Lili (L) (Time: 4:56)

L: So | think that Miss Langland, the nurse, er should er get the money. She should inherit
the fortune of er Mr Lord Moulton. Although she’s er not a relative [ri:-] of er mm Lord
Moulton, but er she er has shown mm the most tolerancy [sic!] and er affection towards
this old man while the others er didn’t—hasn’t—haven’t really cared for him in the past
few years.

D: ..Mm OK but er | think er Lord Moulton er would give the money er for er Tim Brodie
because er he financed er him the univers- the school and er | think er that ... jo
mindegy, nyomhatod.

M: Yeh maybe he’s young and that’s why he has—yeh that’s why he has a lot of girlfriends
and later he will be much more better, whatever.

And what do you think?

<

| think ... OK it’s a point that she’s just appeared now, Jane Smith, er she has a baby and
what if it’s true that this is the father how—how will ...?

| don’t think it’s right. | think er that if the (inaudible) tries to get so much money
: OK but how do you know? You don’t know the person.
But he said one word that ‘claiming’.

Yeh but even if she is er—she’s the daughter, she

c T o 0

(interrupting) But she has no references and er [L: She has no references and...] ‘she
refuses’ er ‘to give any details’ so er...

(Talking over each other)
L: Yeh

M: OK but they can

D: It's not so clear
(Talking over each other)

L: And even if there is genetical evidence. | don’t er think that er she would er er have right
to claim—to claim the money because she has never had—she didn’t ever have—didn’t
ever have any connections with Lord Moulton.

(Talking over each other.)
D: But er how come she didn’t have any connection?

L: They had a great family but they knew him. This er woman doesn’t even know him. She
didn’t call him, she didn’t care for him when he was dying.

M: OK because she didn’t know about that
L: Ohldon’t think
(Talking over each other)

D: If she just appeared after that lord died
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L: Yes she appeared after the death so—so | think that—that er she doesn’t—doesn’t have
the right to claim the money because it’'s not blood that counts but—but er how you care
for a person that really counts in life.

D: If she could prove that er she’s the daughter then | say it’s OK but er
L: Ah |l wouldn’t say it’s OK. So |-l can’t agree with you. | think that there’s no
D: Ithink that
(Talking over each other.)
M: OK who is that we ... agree on to close up?
L: OK let’s—let’s make an official
(inaudible)
M: The last one?
L: OK.
M: The last one?
(Talking over each other.)
L: The local orphanage. What do you think?
D: | think they can rob the money.
L: Yeh it's risky so
D: OKthen what do you think?
(inaudible)
Yes, |-l agree with you.
: Maybe she was just a nurse because to get the money and she wanted to stay close.
Maybe.
No, | think er she worked well ... because Lord Moulton paid for her ...

: Nem mentette el?

T 2 O T 2 ©

De, elmentette.
D: Honnan tudjam?
(Further conversation in Hungarian about the recording.)

L: It's recording, it’s recording. OK. So it's OK. Maybe we should make a decision. | don’t
know how long it will last.

M: It seems that he’s not OK because er

L: OKso we should choose er between Miss Langland and Jane Smith. ... Which one to
choose?

M: | vote for Jane.
D: | vote for Miss Langland.

L: OKthen it’s over
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Data file 19: Janka (J) and Angi (A) (Time: 4:51)

J:

OK so my choice would be Lady Searle [si:rl]] or how it’s pronounced because | think it’s
always a good idea if a relative receives the ... funds of ... of the person who died no —
not no matter how relationship they had. It’s—it’s very important they do have a good
relationship but probably they did before only a quarrel ['kwaeral] er drifted them apart,
| guess. So | think he—she would be the best choice.

Mm mm yes but er | think the quarrel ['keeral] is important because erm they haven’t
spoken to each other for years, so [J: Yes] and—and she—she lives er comfortable so
maybe she doesn’t need the money so bad.

But so well | think she does need the money because she is recently ill and she would
real- and you know the phar- not pharmacy, the pills cost a lot of money and if she
needs er to take care | mean if she needs someone to take care of her | think she
deserves it. And look at the age. She is 66 years old, probably they only haven’t spoken
for three or four years but before they have a long established relationship for 62 years
probably or 60 and that’s way enough | think. And old people tend to have arguments
about idiot stuff so (they laugh) | think it can be forgiven —it can be forgived or
whatsoever.

: Yes but er the text says that she has got an [sic/] immediate family so if she dies (laughs)

then er Lord Moulton’s money er would ... be ... the state’s money so | don’t know
exactly the law [loov] but

Well if she writes a will it won’t be, so we just have to give the money to these five
people and after we give it to one of them they will probably write a will and decide
what they will do with it or maybe Lady Searle [si:rl] will | don’t know go er worl- around
the world for (laughs) like a year or two travelling and maybe the whole money will be
gone who knows.

OK (they laugh) [J: You agree] OK but—but my choice would be still the local orphanage
[ei:d3] because erm erm although it is probably erm mm go—goes erm ‘into the pockets
of officials’, but it’s er not sure and | think erm if we donate the money or give the
money to them then erm we could help not only one person but erm [J: Mm hm] several
children and erm the text says that erm Lord Moulton has had (scanning the text) well |
don’t know donated them [J: Yeh] occasionally so.

Yeh but what’s is actually bothering me that it says that a lot of ‘money might find its
way into the pockets of officials’ so | don’t think that’s a good deed very much. So | don’t
like to give money to the state and for other people only to — I don’t know, it’s kind of
stealing, right? | don’t know, you know. If | give the money to a charity | expect them to
... erm rdfordit (with question intonation) so | really expect them to handle the money as
| chose and spend it on the orphans so | don’t know so | wouldn’t really give it to this
kind of charity where | know they don’t run the funds very well. | don’t know. None of
them are good probably, but | think the best competitor [kam'pi:tar] is Lady Searle
[si:rl].

Erm OK.

You agree?
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A: Yeh (laughs)

J:

Great.

Data file 20: Csandd (C), Ildi (1) and Petra (P) (Time: 4:28)

P
C:

Let’s start.
Let’s start.
Task 1.

So we both we’re—will talk about Daphne Braun. | mean the girls. And [Csanad] will
defend Albert Smith.

Mm hm
Yeh

So we agreed that Daphne Braun should get the scholarship, er but | believe we have
different reasons for this argument.

Yes?

(laughs) My reason for this that even though she has some flaws [flouz] in her character
| believe that erm because she’s generous and a good friend erm she will learn to be a
better person, not so quick-tempered and aggressive and because she is enthusiastic
about woman'’s right—-women’s right erm she can make a fine lawyer for erm under- |-l
don’t know, to—tormented women.

Yes and | don’t think that er being in possession [pos-] of marijuana [ maerihiu'wa:na] is
a big deal at the age of er 21 because er he’s young and er it’s not a big deal and I’'m sure
that er she erm will erm get | don’t know (laughs)

get over her [I: Yes] addiction if she has any
Yes. So [Csanad] what are you thinking?

| would give it to Albert Smith because [I: Hangosabban.] (now louder) | would give it to
Albert Smith because er he has a big family | mean he’s married, he has three children,
and if he ... would be a good lawyer | mean if he could complete the school he would
have a much better paid job and could fine his family better.

But he doesn’t have er ‘outstanding natural ability’.
But he’s hard-working so he would catch up with the others with er.

Yes, but | think er he’s too old so | mean [C: It’s not a problem] he’s not got vagy [C: he
hasn’t got, yeh] he hasn’t got er the ... lelkesedés (with question intonation)

C and I: enthusiasm?

. Yes (laughing) — [C: Well] for learning.

: Yes, | don’t know but if he would be able to complete it | think most people are—trust er

aged [eid3d] lawyers better than young lawyers | mean by their looks

Yes but er law school will take a lot of time. By the time he has finished law school he’s
well over forty and to—and then he would have to start a—some kind of a erm—I don’t
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know—some kind of tuition work or something for free to get practice so by the time
he’s basically ready to establish his very own career ['kaeri:r] he’s over 45 and er he
would need er money to set up a law firm or something

And what about his family? Who will earn the money?

Yes because he will not bring back any more income as a taxi driver.
Well if he’s clever enough he can do it both.

Both ah (laughing)

Well [C: | mean in part-time] | believe that is almost quite impossible because law [law]
school is extremely demanding [C: That’s for sure] and | don’t—| don’t see it possible to
do

Yes and Daphne is single so [P: Yeh] she has time and she’s ambitious

Plus [C: She has marihuana [ maerihi'wa:na] (laughing)] being a lawyer runs in her—her
family [I: Yes] [C: (laughs)]. They can help her and maybe—maybe her records are erratic
but it doesn’t mean anything. She has very good results and—and if she’s interested in
law school then I’'m sure that she will perform er magni—magnific

magnificently [maeg nifikntli:]

Well yeh OK then you convinced me.
All right.

OK. Thank you.

Thank you.

Bye.

Data file 21: Vivien (V) and Csilla (C) (Time: 2:36)

V:

N < 0 <0

(slowly, deliberately) | think Lady Searle should inherit or get money ‘cause she’s erm old
and erm ill and erm she should enjoy her ... years left ‘in erm comfortable erm
circumstances’.

That is my opinion er Miss Langland should inherit the money because er she spent
almost all time er with er this man. Erm er it’s true that er erm he—she was a well-paid
job but I think it’s nothing.

But erm she she gave up to get er another mm well-paid job in the future so what about
this?

| think that...

She’s just 48 year old and erm but then potential to get another well-paid job.
er but | think that only this...

Lady Searle?

Searle. Erm erm that commercial that er she erm has been on speaking terms with Lord
Moulton for years so | don’t think it would be a good idea.
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Erm it’s true but er she’s ill and er enough and she’s tired enough to er live longer and
it’'s more important than just having a quarrel and erm not erm keep contact with Lord
Moulton.

| think erm they should share the money.

laughs. OK, then they will share the money.

Data file 22: David (D) and Krisztina (K) (Time: 3:36)

D:

My choice was—is Daphne Braun because er he’s the daughter of two—daughter of
lawyers, er enthusiastic [entu:-], he has good—she has good results erm yeh

Mm my choice is Albert Smith | think that he’s the most responsib- he’s the best er for
the scholarship because er he’s a very hard-working man married with er—and has three
children and er he didn’t have er time to fulfil [fu:l-] his dream and now he—he wants to
attend the university and er make a better future er for er himself and er his family.

Yeh but Albert doesn’t have the ability, the natural ability to be a lawyer so he won’t
make a good candidate so that’s | think he’s out of the question.

But what he has to do is sit down and learn and er everything can be learned just er he
has to be diligent.

Yeh but just imagine it if you are standing in front of like one-hundred people and you
have to defend your—your erm er [K: yourself ... opinion... not] yeh your opinion then
he’s going to stand there and say nothing because he don’t have the abilities. That’s—
that’s all.

Erm yes OK let’s see Daphne Braun. What’s the advantages of ... her?

Well, he’s ambitious, he has the natural skills because her parents are lawyers.

K: Yesitis very good because she er was surrounded by lawyers from her childhood and er

she could er learn much from them
Yeh he er she grew up in that environment so it’s easier to adapt in a law situation.

And not only erm does her members of family are lawyers but er she’s also ambitious
and career-minded so she wants to have a good life (laughs) [D: (laughing) Yeh]

And I’'m not—and | didn’t choose her because he’s not from the working class or the
worker class but because of her skills

. Yes. Unfortunately she had a mental breakdown last year and she was in hospital for

three months but er she appeared ‘to have made a complete recovery’.

Yeh so that’s not really a disadvantage (laughing). ... That a disadvantage could be that
she was accused of being in possession of marihuana [ maerihiu'wa:na] but I think
everybody (laughing) tried it once in his life [K: makes mistakes] so. Yeh it’s not a really
big mistake.

And she learned a lot from these mistakes and

(laughing) Yeh she did

K: And | think—we think she deserves this scholarship.
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Yay.

Data file 23: Adri (A) and Kati (K) (Time: 4:24)

A:

So er | think er Miss er Langland er killed Lord Moulton because erm he worked as a
nurse for years and er he had been work- and erm ... | think it’s very boring and she
wanted to er get a little money

Erm | disagree because | think er Tim Brodie er killed him maybe because er he has no
money and er he wants to er go abroad and study there er so maybe he just wanted er
him money to aim ... his goals.

Er but er Lord Moulton helped him so he paid for his education and er
But it maybe wasn’t enough for him

Well [K laughs] maybe it’s true but er Jane Smith ... may ... have ... killed him because er
er he could be the—the er er daughter of er Lord Moulton so ... and—and er he vagy she
didn’t have—she didn’t have any money so

But er it could be that Tim Brodie f—feeled ashamed because er er he hasn’t got enough
money although he’s er very popular er he’s a very ‘popular young man’ and er maybe
er his friends er ... don’t want to er accept [A'sept] him because he’s poor (they laugh)
and then in order to get the money er he just killed ... him

Mm but Jane Smith er didn’t know that he has money—that she has money er just er
read a letter er that was written by Lord Moulton and er it er said that er vagy er yes it
said that er it could be her father so well she could have money. And er she’s alone and
unmarried and has a little baby so maybe he vagy she killed him. But maybe you have
right.

(laughing) Er | think maybe Tim Brodie er so he was er not very honest [honst] so maybe
he—he could do this ... deliberate murder.

Yes yes ... and

Because | think er his family was also [A: And maybe he] er poor because his f—father
was a gardener so

And he wanted er and he may ... have ... wanted to become er more er popular and the
money er could help him.

So we think Tim Brodie killed him
Yes yes

| agree.

Data file 24: Orsi (0O) and Zsoka (Z) (Time: 3:20)

O: OK so from my point of view the only one person who could get the scholarship er

would be Carole Anderson, a twenty-year-old girl, a quiet, at—attractive girl. She’s really
responsible er and to tell the truth her parents cannot afford to er to finance ['fi:nans]
the course for her so that’s why it is a hot issue to get the scholarship. Mm well er it’s
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good to know that er she’s engaged to be married to a doctor and she would like to
finish her university studies before settling down. What do you think?

Well | think you are right. But | think that er the person who should get the scholarship
should be Daphne Braun [O: Why do you think?] aged 21. Because er she’s the daughter
and granddaughter of lawyers so she already has er er big er push in his life because er
maybe her parents want her to be a lawyer and er she quite did well in university well
she did—she did a mediocre [ mi:di'ovkri:] job but er she finished it and er had a mental
breakdown last year and er was called to possess [pos-] marijuana [mari: hiu ana] and
maybe this scholarship could be the only way to—to get out of—of this breakdown she’s
in.

: OK | see your point but er | don’t prefer this kind of people for instance who are erratic

and yeh he has got some good results but not the best person | think [Z: Yes but she
also] could be aggressive [Z: Yeh but] quick-tempered oh no

If you consider being a lawyer it—it comes with aggression sometimes and also her
parents doesn’t have the money—don’t have the money to—to support her in this way
and maybe this aggression in her and this quick-tempered characteris- character can be
er ... can be the one ... to get the

: OK | see but er maybe after some changes she could get the scholarship but this is not

his time | think

All right then maybe if there’s another chance then [O: Carole Anderson?] she should be
the one

: Now Carole Anderson well she’s perfect for the job that’s right.

OK OK | think we can go along with that. Carole Anderson’s the best person for that
scholarship.

: Allright.

Let it be Carole Anderson.

: OK. Thank you very much.

Data file 25: Maté (M) and Dani (D) (Time: 5:23)

M: | think that these candidates [ 'kandi:keits] have many er things because er many things

so they don’t really er (whispering) megérdemel-megérdemel [D: deserve] deserve this
money yeh

. Well | agree you—I agree with this because obviously they all have some flaws as we can

see but unfortunately one of them will get this money so we have to make a decision
have to come to an agreement somehow. [M: Ah] So who do you think should really not
get the money?

: Ah first of all, | think Miss Langland because | mean he treated [D: she] er she treated

Lord Moulton in his last years but er ... and it is written that he’s well paid so [D: she] she
(both laugh) she’s well paid so | don’t think that she would deserve more money
because it was his duty to it was his job
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Well | agree you with this—I agree with this and as you said she’s well paid and she has
already everything and don’t need the money to maybe corrupt—this money may could
corrupt her

: Yes he would er give up his job [D: she] her—she basszus

(laughing) Don’t be nervous so and | think we both agree with that Tim Brodie doesn’t
deserve it because well in my opinion he acts like a playboy.

: Yes he could with his—with this money he could go abroad to study but | don’t think that

he er would er use this money for his studies but other than he would use it rather for er
getting girls and things and buying motorbikes.

And what do you think about this orphanage?

: It is written that the officials would er steal the—steal a large amount of the money so

If not all of it.

: Yes so we should need er people who check this situation

Yes but once the money is given to them maybe they’ll just well | don’t know and if they
know an in- an inspe—inspection is coming then they might just [M: imitate] yes imitate,
have a poker face or kind of like that and then we would be really careless. ... OK so
what about Lady Searle or what’s her name.

: I think that er he’s the only relative of Mr Lord Moulton so with er she could get the

money by right [D: Of course] even if-even if they were in a quarrel but he’s old and sick
so it’s an—it’s a ... disadvantage [-vein-] of it.

Yes but if a family has quarrels then it’s obvious then the dead person who just died,
naturally, wouldn’t want that money to end up in a—with a person who he or she in this
case he hasn’t spoken to for many years. | don’t think it’s the most proper thing to do.

: Erm let’s see our last candidate ['kaendi:keit], Jane Smith. [D: (whispering) Ez ‘candidate’

['kaendideit] egyébként.] (repeating it) ‘candidate’ [ 'keendideit].

D: Well she ... That’s a good question. What do you think?

<

L 9 909020

Er | think that there is some mischief [-tfi:f] in it because no one can ... really ... prove
that he’s—that she’s his er daughter | mean the baby.

Blood test. [M: Mm?] There’s blood test that can prove that.

But how can you get from a dead man?

Well if he hasn’t been dead for too long it could be useful | guess.
Yes.

Well if | have to make a decision I'd say then Jane Smith maybe.
Yes er with er—with evidence she can get the money

OK

We can—we can find out if she is or not

OK so agreed then

Yes we agreed that Jane Smith should get the money.
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D: OK thanks.

Data file 26: Fanni (F) and Réka (R) (Time: 5:41)

F:

So what do you think about this er circumstance? Who is the best member or some
person who ... will be a good hmm (whispering) hogy van az, hogy hogy é aki tudod ...
mindegy?

| think the best character in this story mm is er Tim Brodie in my opinion.

Tim Brodie who ‘dr—drives a motorbike’ and has a lot of girlfriend? [R: Yes] He's too
easy-going, he’s a too ... easy-going person | think.

Yes, but er he—he wants to achieve something he has er aims [F: Yes] and er he er he
would like to learn a road which is and | think he’s ambitious [F: Yeh] so it’s positive in
him [F: Yeh] | think

Yeh | agree with you and | think that er Jane Smith is she’s er a woman who er wants to
get a hold of this money and but maybe she’s totally un- [un-] unrelated to this former
Lord Moulton. What do you think about her? Jane Smith. She’s a [R: | think] con-girl or a
con-man?

she’s a fake—a fake daughter of—of him |-l don’t think he—he would er have a daughter
[F: Yeh] so | think that she ... just er wants to be rich because as we read she’s unmarried
but she has a child [F: Yea a baby] she has no money so she [F: she wants to get] needs
some money to erm earn ... a living for mm her and her child [F: Yeh] so | think she’s not
real.

Yeh yeh | agree with you. Mm Miss Langland, she hdt she had er helped er the Lord
Moulton.

Yes so |-l think she’s a positive character in the story because er er it is written er that
she is very good at her work. So | think the she er she er would have helped a lot to Lord
Moulton | think.

Yeh and maybe she loved him to some extent so not in love with him but like him to
some extent. [R: Mm yes] So | think we should er cut this erm money into pieces
szétosztani ... | think

Mm yes yes maybe

Because the local orphanage can be very ... would be very happy to ... get some
donation—receive some donations so but also Tim Brodie somehow some [R: could learn
abroad] yeh yeh ... so

And what about Lady Searle? We haven’t talked about her yet.

Also yeh she ... I didn’t mm ... | don’t think she ... | don’t want to give her this money |
think ... [R: Yes] | wouldn’t choose her

| think yeh she’s not a very ... positive person [F: Yeh she quarrels a lot] | think she can’t
be

Yeh and she—she wasn’t ‘on speaking terms with Lord Moulton for years’ so
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So maybe she has done something wrong [F: Yeh] for him. | think ... and er what about
Jane Smith? | think she does not deserve this money [F: Yeh] at all but her baby maybe |
would give er part of the money

Yeh but not all of the money. Yes so Miss Langland and Tim Brodie and the local
orphanage would be the best choices [R: to give the money ... for] Yeh yeh and that’s all
[R: OK] The end!

Data file 27: Alexandra (A) and Zaldn (2Z) (Time: 2:46)

A:

N > N > N

N > N P

bt

In my opinion, Jane Smith mm should get the money because maybe she’s er his
daughter and er she needs the money to raise her baby and it’s er not her fault that she
didn’t know his father.

| don’t think she speaks the truth because she has only recently appeared on the scene
and er maybe she’s not really her daughter. | think Miss Langland should be more
capable.

OK but er Miss Langland er has money because she worked hard and she has money but
that girl she’s poor.

But Miss Langland is the only one er who

: OK but think of the baby

| think Jane Smith has just only wants the money er and now

: OK but she really needs the money because otherwise the child will die or | don’t know

Yes she—she really needs the money but Miss Langland was always there for Lord
Moulton.

OK but she’s old and she—she has money
Miss Langland’s not old. She’s just 48 years old.
That’s old. (laughs) OK but it ... | don’t think that she deserves the money.

Jane Smith can—might also deserve the money but | think she doesn’t speak the truth. ...
She has ‘no references’. That’s what this says. And maybe she’s not really his daughter.

But—but maybe. ... | don’t know.
| think she should er—Jane Smith should prove—prove that she’s really his daughter.

OK but Miss Langland wants the money to go on holiday. ... Why is she better than Jane
Smith?

She was always loyal (laughs) to Lord Moulton.

OK but she needs the money for a holiday, but Jane Smith needs the money to—to raise
or to bring up her child (laughs).

Well, it seems that you are right.
Thank you.
Maybe Jane Smith is really his daughter but ... yeh it’s OK.
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Az értekezés témadja és kutatasi céljai

A Teaching as a subversive activity [,,A tanitas mint szubverziv tevékenység”] cimu
munkajukban Postman és Weingartner a kovetkez6 sokat idézett megallapitast tették:
»,Nem az szamit, hogy mit mondunk az embereknek, az szamit, hogy mit tesznek ennek
eredményeképpen” (1969: 30, magyar forditas és kiemelés t6lem). Arra igyekeztek
rdmutatni, hogy a tanaroknak radikalisan valtoztatniuk kell azon, hogy a tandrdkat hogy
szervezik, ha hatékonyan akarnak tanitani. Amikor a valtozas mellett tették le a voksukat,
John Dewey ([1913] 1975) oktatasfilozofiai elveit idézik fel, miszerint a tanuldkat aktivan be
kell vonni a tanulasi folyamatba. Dewey gondolatmenete szerint: (1) a személyes tapasztalat
el6relenditi a tanulast, (2) a személyes relevancia és céltudatos tevékenység a tanulé vilaga
és a tandrai tanulas kozotti 6sszekotd kapocsként szolgal, (3) a funkcionalis relevancia a
tandrai tanulas zaloga, és (4) az oktatas akkor a leghatékonyabb, ha a tanuldk aktiv
agensként miikodnek kozre a tanulas folyamataban (Samuda—Bygate, 2008: 18).

A feladatkdzpontu nyelvtanulds- és tanitds (task-based language learning and
teaching, TBLT) ugyanebbe a hagyomanyba illeszkedik, és egy olyan paradigmadval szolgal,
amelyben — Samuda és Bygate (2008: 58) szerint ,,a feladatok az oktatds kdzponti elemei,
ezek ,hajtjak” a tandrai tevékenységet, meghatdrozzak a kurrikulumot és tanmenetet,
valamint az értékelés maédjat is” (forditds t6lem). De mit is jelent ebben a kontextusban a
feladat? Samuda és Bygate (2008: 69) kritikusan megvizsgalta a feladatnak Ellis (2003) altal
meghatdrozott atfogd kritériumait, és a kovetkez6 praktikus definicioval szolgaltak: , A
feladat egy olyan holisztikus tevékenység, amely nyelvhaszndlatot kivan meg ahhoz, hogy
nem nyelvi célt érjen el, mikézben egy nyelvi kihivasnak felel meg azzal a hosszutavu céllal,
hogy a nyelvtanulast segitse a folyamaton vagy az eredményen, vagy mindkettén keresztil.”

Példaul: az egyik feladat azt kivanja meg, hogy a nyelvtanulék sorrendbe tegyenek képeket,
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és igy elmondjanak egy torténetet, mig egy masik feladat azt kivanja meg, hogy
megnézzenek egy vitas kérdésrdl sz616 videdt, megbeszéljék azt, majd a
végkovetkeztetéseikrél beszamoljanak. A 1ényeg az, hogy a feladat teljesen be kell vonja a
nyelvtanuldkat abba, hogy céltudatosan és életszerlien kommunikaljanak és a négy nyelvi
készséghdl egyet vagy tobbet haszndljanak. Mig a TBLT mind a négy készség fejlesztésére
torekszik, a hangsuly a szébeli interakcién van.

A TBLT alapja a Long (1981, 1996) és Swain (1985) altal kidolgozott elméleti keret.
Long az dltala kidolgozott interakcids hipotézisben (Interaction Hypothesis) feltételezte,
hogy a nyelvtanuldk ugy sajatitjak el a lexikai—nyelvtani alakokat, hogy kommunikacids
probléma megolddsdban hasznaljak Gket, és a megoldast médositd—javitd folyamaton
(negotiation for meaning) keresztiil érik el. Az ilyen folyamat soran két vagy tébb beszél6
valamilyen modon helyrehoz egy félresiklott kommunikacidt, példaul azzal, hogy tisztazo
kérdést tesznek fel (Long, 1981, 1996). Long rendszerében a nyelvtanuldk interakcidkban
vesznek részt, alak- és funkciéfékuszaltsagra vannak rdvezetve (amelynek definicidja az,
hogy a nyelvtanuldk figyelmét bizonyos nyelvi alakokra iranyitjak egy jelentéskozpontu
tanodrai tevékenység soran (Long, 1981, 1996). Ezt egésziti ki az output hipotézis (Output
Hypothesis), amely szerint a masodiknyelv elsajatitasat elGsegiti az, ha a nyelvtanuldkat
0sztonozzik arra, hogy helyes és preciz nyelvi produkcidt nyudjtsanak (Swain, 1985).

A feladatkdzpontu interakciét a szociokulturalis tudatelmélet szempontjabdl is
vizsgaltak (Vygotsky, 1978, 1987), amely szerint a nyelvtanulas (és mindenfajta mas tanulas
is) tarsas folyamat, amelyet a nyelvtanulé inditékai hatdroznak meg, és a tanuldtarsak
segitségével valésul meg. Ebben az elméleti keretben a tanulast segitik olyan eszk6zok is,
mint a szamitdgép, olyan szimbolikus rendszerek, mint a nyelv, valamint a masokkal valé

interakcio is.
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igy hat felmeriil a kérdés, hogy vajon a szébeli interakcié el6mozditja-e a masodik
nyelv tanuldsat. Mindenképpen ugy tlnik, hogy igen. Feladatkozpontu interakcidt vizsgald
kutatasok (1980-2003) Keck et al. (2006) altal elvégzett metaelemzése 14, szigoru
bevalogatasi kovetelményeknek megfelelt kutatast vizsgalt meg és azt talalta, hogy (1) a
kisérleti csoportok jobban teljesitettek mint a kontroll csoportok mind a nyelvtan, mind
pedig a székincs teriiletén, a tanitast azonnal valamint kés6bb kovets utdtesztekben
egyarant; (2) a tanitasi célhoz elengedhetetlen feladatok (target-essential tasks) terén ez a
kilénbség nagyobb volt, mint a célhoz hozzajaruld feladatok (target-useful tasks) terén; és
(3) a nyelvi output lehetéségeknek donté szerepiik van a tanulasi folyamat soran. llyen
meggy6z6 eredmények mindenképpen arra sarkalljak a kutatot, hogy igyekezzen még
teljesebben megérteni a feladatkdzpontu interakcid jellemzGit sajat oktatdsi kontextusaban.

Kutatasom a Szegedi Tudomanyegyetem angol alapszakos hallgatdinak egy
csoportjdra terjed ki, akik feladatkdzpontu interakcidkat folytattak az dltalam (rendes
oktatdi munkam részeként) tanitott nyelvérakon, ahol az osztalytermi alapu kutatasi
hagyomanyok keretén bellil egyszerre nyelvtanar és kutatdi szerepben léptem fel. Ennek
megfelel6en beszédkészséget fejleszt6 feladatok parokban valé elvégzését kértem téliik,
melyeknek célja az volt, hogy egy kozosen kialkudott dontést hozzanak meg (pl. arrdl, hogy
ki nyerjen el egy 6sztondijat). Arra voltam kivancsi, hogy az interakciéjuk képlékeny és
kollaborativ lesz-e (Vigotszkij fogalmai szerint) vagy pedig kommunkacidjukban félresiklasok
is el6 fognak fordulni (ahogy Long 1981 és 1996 irja). Arra is valaszt kerestem, hogy milyen
egyetemes és/vagy kulturaspecifikus médokon magyarazhatjuk a nyelvtanuldk
egyuttmikodését kozosen meghozott dontés kialakitasanak folyamataiban. Ezen kivil azt is

szerettem volna megtudni, hogy az egyes tanuldparok hogyan végzik el a feladatokat:
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kovetik-e a tandri utasitdsokat vagy valtoztatnak rajtuk, hogy a sajat elképzeléseiket
érvényesitsék (Slimani, 1992)?

A kutatassal az is célom, hogy jobban megértsiik: hogyan tekintenek a hallgatdink az
intézményes keretek kozotti nyelvtanulasra, és kozelebbrdl, arra az angol nyelvtanulasra,
amelynek a kdzoktatasbeli tanulmanyaik részét képezi. Segitségikre van az eddigi
intézményes idegennyelvtanulds altaldban és az eddigi angoltanulas az idegennyelvek
elsajatitasaban? Vagy inkabb csak ennek ellenére tanuljak meg a nyelveket (példaul
utazason vagy maganoérakon keresztil)? Tudni szerettem volna azt is, hogy nyitottak-e a
TBLT mddszer irdant? Tagabb megkozelitésben, Bernat és Gvozdenko (2005) tanuldi
motivaciora és tandrai tapasztalatokra és viselkedésre hatdssal levé tanuléi hiedelmekre
vonatkozo kovetkeztetéseinek ismeretében, szerettem volna megbizonyosodni arrél, hogy a
TBLT-t lehet ebben az oktatasi kontextusban alkalmazni.

Amint arra fentebb mar utaltam, a kutatast tandrai keretek kozott végeztem el (vo.
Foster, 1998; Gonzalez-Lloret, 2007; Kumaravadivelu, 2007), azaz egy olyan paradigmaban,
amely a nyelvtanulasi feladatok valds osztalytermi megvaldsuldsat kutatja, nem pedig
kontroldlt laboratériumi kortilmények kozott. Ennek a kutatasi paradigmanak a valasztasa az
ilyen fajta kutatasok szamanak névelésére buzditasra (pl. a , TBLT 2005: 1% International
Conference on Task-based Language Teaching” konferencian) adott valasznak is tekinthetd.
A vilagban fellelhet6 osztalytermi kérnyezetek mar csak a sokszinliségének is fényében, az
érarend szerinti érakon végrehajtott feladatokon végzett kutatasokra égetd sziikség van. igy
van ez kiilléndsen Magyarorszagon, ahol a jelen kutatas hianypétlonak tekinthetd a rendes
osztalytermi koriilmények alatt sziiletett nyelvtanuldi szébeli interakcié kutatasanak terén.

Medgyes és Nikolov (2014: 529) véleménye szerint, amelyet idegennyelv-tanitas targyaban
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a kdzelmultban irt 200 publikacid attekintésére alapoztak, ,[n]incs olyan kutatds, amely

szébeli beszamoldkon, kisel6addsokon kivil mas beszédet elemzett volna” (kiemelés t6lem).

A kutatds ismertetése és a disszertacio felépitése

Jelen disszertacidban targyalt kutatas azokat a szociokulturdlisan meghatarozott
attitlidoket és interakcids stratégiakat célozza leirni, amelyeket a (jelek szerint) sikeres
nyelvtanuldk alkalmaznak egy magyar egyetem feladatkdzpontu tandrdin. A teljes kutatds
négy részbdl all és hat kutatasi kérdésre keresi a vdlaszt (Id. 2. tdblazat).

A disszertacio a Szegedi Tudomanyegyetem Anglisztika alapszakos (angol vagy
amerikanisztika szakiranyos), fels6-kozéphaladé és haladd angol nyelvtuddasu hallgatéktol
szarmazo nyelvi adatokat elemez. A kutatasban 57 hallgatd vett részt adatkozl6ként a
szerz6/kutatd mint oktatd iranyitasaval végzett nyelvéorak keretén beliil véghezvitt
projektben, amely a szokdsos tandrai feladatok részeként az adatkozlSk altal parban végzett,
standard feladatkdzpontu, beszédkészséget fejlesztd, Ur (1981) alapjan Osszedllitott
feladatok megolddsat vizsgalta. Az adatkozl6k beszédiiket sajat mobiltelefonjukon
rogzitették, és az igy készult audio fajlokat eljuttattak az oktatonak/kutatonak. Az adatokat a
kovetkez6 szempontok alapjan vizsgaltam: (1) (a) a félresiklott interakcié miatt alkalmazott
modositas—javitas (negotiation for meaning) (pl. megerdsitéses visszajelzés) (Long, 1981,
1987) kivano konstruktivista lépések kilonb6z6 megjelenéseit, valamint (2) a feladatok
megoldasaban a nyelvtanuldk altal alkalmazott idioszinkratikus sajatossagokat (Slimani,
1992). Fontos megemliteni, hogy az elemzett adatok nem szolgaltak az adatkozl6k

tudasszintjének felmérésére, hiszen ez nem volt célja a kutatdsnak.
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Az 57 adatkozl6 kozil 44-en résztvettek egy kérdGiv kitdltésében, 18-an pedig az
oktatdval/kutatoval négyszemkozt lefolytatott féligstrukturalt interjaban. Az interjukat
kazettasmagndval rogzitettem, majd finomabb, beszélgetéselemzést lehet6vé teve atirast
alkalmazva atirtam. Ezeket az adatokat késGbb a nyelvtanulék nyelvtanulassal kapcsolatos
hiedelmeit és a feladatkézpontu mddszerhez vald viszonyukat leirjam.

A disszertdacid a kovetkez6 modon épiil fel (Id. 1. tablazat). A Bevezetést kdvetben a 2.
fejezet harom hosszabb terjedelm alfejezetben vazolja fel a kutatds elméleti kereteit. A
2.1-es alfejezetben a feladatkdzpontu nyelvtanulas- és tanitds (task-based language
learning and teaching, TBLT) elméleti hatterét irja le az alapvets definicioktol és a
paradigma megjelenésétdl és az els, indiai (Bangalore-ban — hivatalos nevén: Bengaluru —
beinditott) TBLT programtdl kezdve és felfejtve a mddszer tovabbi fejlédését. Ugyanez az
alfejezet 6sszehasonlitja a TBLT-t a mara mar bevettnek szamité PPP (present, practice and
produce, azaz ,prezentalni, gyakorolni, [nyelvi alakot] produkalni”) nyelvtanitasi
strukturaval, és az el6bbi kritikajaval zarul. A 2.2-es alfejezet feltérképezi Long (1981, 1991,
1996) nyelvtanulasi inputtal, interakcidval és alak- és funkciéfékuszaltsagaval (focus on
form) kapcsolatos elképzeléseit, amelyek a TBLT alapjanak egy részét képezik, ezt kovetGen
pedig szambaveszi Sheennek (2003) az alak- és funkciéfékuszaltsaggal, DeKeysernek (1998,
2010) pedig a gyakorlds alternativ, pszicholingvisztikai értelmezésével kapcsolatos kritikajat,
valamint N. Ellis (2015) az implicit és explicit oktatds 6sszjatékara vald fokuszalasra buzditd
felhivasat. Az alfejezet az interakcidkutatds szakirodalmanak attekintésével zarul. Végul a
2.3-as alfejezet az interakcidkutatds szociokulturalis megkozelitését és a szociokulturalis
tudatelmélet elméleti kereteit targyalja, beleértve a proximalis fejl6dés zénaja (zone of

proximal development, ZPD), allvanyozas (scaffolding) és kollaborativ dialdgus (collaborative
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dialogue), maganbeszéd fogalmait valamint az aktivitdselméletet (activity theory) (Vygotsky,
1978, 1987).

A 3. fejezet a kutatas felépitését (research design) mutatja be kilenc alfejezetben,
kitér a kutatds felépitésének kereteire, részletesen leirja a kutatds kontextusat, felsorolja a
kutatasi kérdéseket, és jellemzi a nyelvtanuldkat/adatkozlGket. Ezutan a kutatas két
szakaszdnak, a (1) kérdGives felmérés és interjuk szakaszanak és a (2) nyelvi feladat
elvégzése szakaszanak bemutatasa kovetkezik. A fejezet tovabbi részében az adatgyijtés
eszkozei és a kutatasban hasznalt eljarasok leirasa jon, végil bemutatdsra kertl az
osztalytermi-alapu kutatasi perspektiva és a beszédkészséget fejleszt6 feladatok
kivalasztasdnak szempontjai.

A 4. fejezet a kutatds négy részét a fent emlitett két szakaszban csoportositva
targyalja. A 4.1-es alfejezet bemutatja a kutatasnak a nyelvtanuldk elvarasaival kapcsolatos
részét (ez a rész magaba foglalja a kérdGives felmérés és interjuk szakaszat) és megvalaszolja
az els6 két kutatasi kérdést azzal kapcsolatban, hogy (1) a nyelvtanuldk/adatkozl6k milyen
nézetekkel és tapasztalattal rendelkeznek a magyarorszagi angol (és mas idegennyelvi)
nyelvtanulast illetéen, és (2) e nézetek és tapasztalat birtokdban milyen attitldokkel
rendelkeznek a TBLT paradigmat illet6en. A 4.2—4-es alfejezetek beszamolnak a
beszédkészséget fejleszts feladatok teljesitésével kapcsolatos adatok elemzésérél.
Kozelebbrél, a 4.2-es alfejezet leirja mindazokat a mddszereket, amelyekkel a nyelvtanuldk a
beszédkészséget fejleszts feladatokat elvégzik a tandran, majd az ezekbdl nyelvtanarok és
nyelvtanuldi feladatokat 6sszedllitd szakemberek daltal levonhaté kdvetkeztetéseket. A 4.3-
as alfejezet feltdrja, hogy a nyelvtanulék milyen mdédokon kollaboralnak az interakcio
|étrehozdsa soran. Végiil a 4.4-es alfejezet azt elemzi, hogy a nyelvtanuldk interakcidi milyen

mértékben siklanak félre és szorulnak mddositasra és javitasra, valamint egyetemes és
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kultura-specifikus vdlaszokat ad arra, hogy ilyen félresiklasok miért meriilnek fel oly ritkan a

beszédkészséget fejleszts feladatok megoldasaban. A disszertaciot Kovetkeztetések zarjak.
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1. sz. tablazat: A disszertacio felépitése

1. fejezet: Bevezetés

2. fejezet: EIméleti keretek

Feladatkdzpontu tanulas és tanitas (task-based language learning and teaching, TBLT)
Az interakcid és az alak- és funkciéfokuszaltsag elméleti hattere
Szociokulturdlis tudatelmélet (sociocultural theory of mind, SCT)

3. fejezet: A kutatas felépitése

A kutatas médszertani keretei

A kutatas kontextusa

Kutatdsi kérdések

Adatkozl6k

A kutatds két szakasza

Az adatgylijtés eszkozei

Kutatdsi folyamatok

Az osztalytermi kutatds

A beszédkészséget fejleszt6 feladatok kivalasztasa

4, fejezet: Egy kvalitativ kutatas négy része, két szakaszban

Nyelvtanuldi elvdrdsok: ‘...ez nem jo, meg ez sem jo, meg ez sem jo...”
o A magyar nyelvtanuldi forgatékonyv és annak jelent6sége

o Elméleti alapok

o Eredmények

o Targyalas

o A kutatds jelent6sége

o Kovetkeztetések

A feladat ki/ujraalakitdsa: A nyelvtanuldi kiszamithatatlansdg beszédkészség fejleszté
feladatok teljesitésében

o Korabbi kutatasi eredmények

o Jelen kutatas

o Eredmények

o Kovetkeztetések

A fekete dobozon tul: A beszédkészséq fejlesztd feladatok teljesitésének
szociokulturdlis megkézelitése a jelen elemzésben

o A médositds—javitas

o A médositas—javitason tul

o Eredmények

o Kovetkeztetések

A mddositds—javitds hidnya: , Lehet egy ... kérdésiink?”

o Eredmények

o A mddositas—javitas hidnyanak lehetséges magyardzatai
o Kovetkeztetések

5. fejezet: Kovetkeztetések

A legfontosabb eredmények
Jelen kutatas korlatai
Lehetséges tovabbi kutatasi iranyok
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2. sz. tablazat: A kutatas szakaszai

Kutatasi kérdések Az adatgylijtés eszk6zei Az elemzés mddszerei
A kérdGives/interju szakasz o Milyen nézetekkel és tapasztalatokkal birnak ezek a Kérddiv Tartalomelemzés
- KérdGiv (N=44) nyelvtanulék a magyarorszagi angol- és mas Interju Tartalomelemzés
- Interju (N=28) idegennyelvtanitassal kapcsolatban?

e A nézeteik és tapasztalataik milyen mddon alakitjak a
TBLT paradigmaval kapcsolatos attitlidjeiket?

Feladat teljesitési szakasz e Avizsgdlt nyelvtanuldk milyen médokon jarulnak hozza  Beszédkészség-fejlesztd Részletes atiras
(N=57) az osztalytermi beszédkészséget fejlesztd feladatok feladatok Beszélgetéselemzés

kivitelezéséhez?

o Milyen mdédokon kollaboralnak az interakcid
létrehozdsanak érdekében?

o Milyen mértékben és miért siklik félre valdjaban a
nyelvtanuldi interakcid és szorul mddositasra—

javitasra?

o Amennyiben a mddositds—javitas nem megszokott
ebben a kontextusban, mivel magyarazhato ez?
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A kutatas eredményei

A kutatas eredményeképpen kvalitativ adatokat kaptam, amelyekkel azonosithatok
azok a szociokulturalisan meghatdrozott inditékok és interakcids stratégiak, amelyekkel (a
(jelek szerint) sikeres nyelvtanuldk alkalmaznak egy magyar egyetem feladatkdzpontu
tanorain.

Ahogy azt Nunan és Bailey (2009: 434) megallapitotta, az ilyenfajta kvalitativ adatok
,erételjesek” abban a tekintetben, hogy képesek ,fontos fogalmakat emberi médon
vilagossa tenni tandrok, oktatasi intézmények vezetdi, Ujsagirdk és szil6k szamara, mig a
kvantitativ sokszor tul elvontak és szenvtelenek, vagy éppenséggel ellenkezéleg, tul
konkrétak és személytelenek”. A jelen kutatds ezt a kozvetlenséget és atlathatésagot
célozta meg. Egészen konkrétan, a kutatas négy egymdssal sok ponton kapcsolddo része
(vo. 1. tablazat, fentebb) a 2. tablazatban felsorolt hat kutatasi kérdés megvalaszolasat tlizte

ki, amelyekre a valaszokat az alabbiak szerint lehet 6sszefoglalni.

Milyen nézetekkel és tapasztalatokkal birnak ezek a nyelvtanulék a magyarorszagi angol-
és mas idegennyelvtanitassal kapcsolatban?

A jelen kutatas soran vizsgalt nyelvtanuldk/adatkozl6k idegennyelv-tanulasuk
torténetének gazdag és dsszetett diszkurziv lenyomtatat adtak. Osszességiikben az adatok
hagyomdnyos osztalytermi gyakorlatoknak valé kitettséglikrél arulkodik (amelyben talzott
fontossagot kap a helyes nyelvi alakokra és nyelvtanuldi hibakra vald, nyelvtanuldi
szorongas altal kisért koncentralds, a magolas, a nyelvtani gyakorlé tesztek, a forditasi
gyakorlatok, és a tanar-frontalis vagy egyéni, és a lehetségesnél sokkal kevesebb parban

vagy csoportban végzett osztalytermi munka). A nyelvtanuldk sajat tapasztalataikkal



kapcsolatos meglatasai nagy szérast mutatnak: vannak, akik pozitiv emlékekrél szamolnak
be (Albert: ,,... j6 volt ez igy”) még a vitathaté hatékonysagu gyakorlatokkal kapcsolatban is
mint a nyelvtanhoz valé alak-fokuszaltsagu hozzadllas (Albert: ,,Amikor megtanultunk egy Uj
igeid6t, mindent megtudtunk réla. Szerintem ez nekem rendben van, mert én szeretek
mindent megtanulni egy igeid6rél...). Mdsoknak azonban negativ emlékeik voltak (Anna:
»Nem jut eszembe egyetlen jé drai tevékenység sem”; Attila: , Egy szt sem tudtam
kinyogni, sz szerint, ugyhogy nem értettem, mit mondanak, és [ez] nagyon zavard volt”; és

Alexandra: ,Ett6l ideges leszek és azon aggddok, hogy ne hibazzak”).

A nézeteik és tapasztalataik milyen mdédon alakitjak a TBLT paradigmaval kapcsolatos
attitldjeiket?

A nyelvtanulék alapjaban pozitivan reagaltak a beszédkészséget fejleszt6 feladatokra
és teljes tandrat kitoltd feladatciklusokra, amelyeket az 6rakon megtapasztaltak —annak
ellenére, hogy latszélag mesterkélt helyzet az, amikor két azonos anyanyelv(i beszélé
idegennyelvén kommunikal egymassal. Ez az altaldnos reakcid valdszinlleg azzal van
Osszefliggésben, hogy az altaluk ismert oktatasi rendszer fogékonnya tette e nyelvtanuldkat
arra, hogy végrehajtsak a kapott feladatot, és hogy altalaban motivalénak talaltak ezeket a
beszédkészség-fejleszt6 feladatokat — és ez magyarazza a TBLT-hez vald pozitiv
hozzaallasukat is. A TBLT médszerrel vald révid idejl tapasztalatuk is valdszinileg az
Ujdonsag erejével hatott rajuk. Mig kifejezetten befogaddak voltak e mddszer irdnydba, a
nyelvtanulassal kapcsolatos nézeteik néha ellentétben alltak a TBLT-s elvekkel, ugyhogy

ezzel a lehetGséget is szamolni kell a gyakorlatban — vagy Ugy, hogy a nyelvtanuldkat
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gondosan Ujratrenirozzuk, vagy ugy, hogy feladattal megtdmogatott kompromisszumos
megoldast alkalmazunk.

Végiil, egy olyan intézményes kontextusban, mint amilyen a jelen kutatdsé, ahol a
nyelvtanuldk tartalmon keresztiil fejlesztik idegennyelvi nyelvtuddsukat, a tartalom-
kdzpontu oktatas (content-based instruction, CBI) el6nyei mindenképpen emlitésre méltdak.
A CBI szamos jellemzdjében hasonlit a TBLT-re, példaul a relevans érai anyagra, a
nyelvtanuldok bevondasara, aktiv részvételt kivano tanuldsra, rugalmassagra és
alkalmazhatdsdagra vald fokuszaltsagaval. Ily médon a TBLT-re vald nyelvtanuldi nyitottsag a

CBl-re valo nyitottsagot is feltételezi.

A vizsgalt nyelvtanulok milyen moédokon jarulnak hozza az osztalytermi beszédkészséget
fejleszto feladatok kivitelezéséhez?

Ugyanugy, ahogy a nyelvtanulék tarsadalmi kontextusban elsajatitott inditékok egész
sorat hozzak az osztalyterembe, az inditékaik arra sarkalljak 6ket, hogy olyan médokon
végezzék el a beszédkészséget fejlesztd feladatokat, amelyeket sem a tanar, sem pedig a
feladat megalkotéja nem tud el6re megjdsolni. Ezek a mddok a jelen esetben meglehetsen
széles skalan helyezkedtek el a (a) jatékos szerepjatszastodl és egyiitt |étrehozott humortdl
(vagyis az olyan fajta kreativ munka példaitél, amelyek a vigotszkiji elmélet szerint a
tanuldshoz vezetnek) a (b) feladat instrukcidinak megvaltoztatasan keresztil (c) az
interakcid irdnyanak a kitlizott céltdl mas irdnyba, mds témak felé valé megvaltoztatasaig.
Ezekben a kilonféle helyzetekben és a sok masik lehetséges helyzetben is, az interakcid
adott és a tanulast segiti el6, mind Long interakcidés megkozelitése, mind pedig Vigotszkij
szociokulturalis megkozelitése szerint. Mig az adatok figyelmeztetd jelleggel is birnak a
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tanar szamara (mint példaul amikor az egyik nyelvtanulé idioszinkratikusan uralja az
interakciét hangosan gondolkodé feladatmegoldé hozzadllasaval), tudjuk, hogy egyetlen
oktatdsi paradigma vagy osztalyterem sem mentes ilyen kihivasoktdl. Még azok a példak is,
amikor a nyelvtanuldk/adatkozlSk a beszédfeladatra készilve figyelmesen
attanulmanyozzak a széveget és felolvassak vagy csak egyszerlen rdmutatnak (ahelyett,
hogy életszer( interakcidt alkalmaznanak), a megértést és az idegennyelvil széveggel vald
foglalkozast jelzik, amely tanuldsrol arulkodik és arra utal, hogy talan esély van arra, hogy
kovetkez6 alkalommal a nyelvtanuld részt vegyen az interakcidban, mikézben szorongasa
csokken, magabiztossaga pedig er6sodik. A tanarok és a feladatok Iétrehozdi szamara a
feladatot az képezi, hogy megértsék: mikor kell a nyelvtanuléi kozrem(ikodéseknek ezt a
sokszinlségét tdmogatni, és mikor kell Uj stratégiakat alkalmazni ahhoz, hogy a nyelvtanuldk
feladatmegoldai teljesitményét mas iranyba terelni.

Végiil, a kutatas mélyebb rdlatast nyujt a nyelvtanuléi autondmia konstruktiv
lehetdségeibe. Bizonyitékok sora, amelyek arra mutatnak, hogy a relativ autonémia jobb
eredményekhez vezet — nemcsak a nyelvtanulék esetében, hanem mindenfajta tanuld
esetében is, s6t tanaraik és intézményeik esetében is — arra utal, hogy pedagdgiailag

egyediilalléan fontos az autondmia szerepét teljességében atlatni az oktatas egészében.

Milyen médokon kollabordalnak az interakcio Iétrehozasanak érdekében?
Bar a nyelvtanuldk megnyilvanuldsai gyakran vezettek nem a feladatnak megfelel6
nyelvi produktumhoz a feladatmegoldasok soran (Kumaravadivelu, 1991), ezek a

nyelvtanulék szamos modon kooperalva vettek részt k6zos tanuldsi folyamatban, példaul
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kollaborativ dialégus, személyes befektetés, jaték, kollektiv ,allvanyozas” (scaffolding) és
erds résztvevl bevonas terén. Mindezek a mdédozatok pedig termékeny talajt biztositanak a
tanulas szamara Vigotszkij elmélete szerint. Konstruktivista folyamatok egész soranak
jelenlétét is bizonyitjak az adatok. Ezek kdzé tartoznak a tovabblenditék (pl. ,Igen, miért?”
[biztatdan nevet], és ,, A motorosokra gondolsz?”), egyltt-épités, a sugas (pl. ,Na és Lady
Searle?”), az 6njavitas és a masik javitdsa, és a beszél§ aktiv tdmogatasa abban, hogy

magdanal tartsa a beszéd fonalat sajat habozdsa ellenére.

Milyen mértékben és miért siklik félre valéjaban a nyelvtanuldi interakcio és szorul
modositasra—javitasra?

A nyelvtanuldi interakcidval foglalkozd korai kutatasok eredményeivel ellentétes
maddon, kommunikacids félresiklasok és az azokat modositani és/vagy javitani hivatott
korrekcidk relative ritkan fordultak el a vizsgdlt anyagban. Félresiklasok ugyan torténtek
(pl. a nyelvtanulodk keresték a megfelel6 szot, vagy utdnanéztek egy ismeretlen és
atlatszatlan nevl szerepl6 nemének egy feladat teljesitése soran), a nyelvtanuléi
idioszinkratizmusok itt is erGteljesen jelen voltak (példaul amikor az egyik nyelvtanuld sugva
és magyarul megkérdezte a masikat, hogy ,,Hogy mondjak azt, hogy ‘gondoskodik’?”,

mintha ez a félresiklas ettél ,zardjelbe tett” megszélalds lenne).

Amennyiben a médositas—javitas nem megszokott ebben a kontextusban, mivel
magyarazhato ez?

Tobb lehetséges magyarazat létezik, mind altaldban a nyelvtanuldk egymas kozti

interakcidjara nézve, mind pedig a magyar kulturdlis kornyezet tekintetében. Foster (1998)
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els6ként a kontextust javasolta, konkrétan azt, hogy az angol mint idegennyelv kérnyezet
(az angol mint masodiknyelv kdrnyezettel szemben) és a konkrét osztalytermi feltételek
(szemben a kisérletes, laboratoriumi feltételekkel) masfajta eredményeket sziilnek. Ugyané
azt is kiemelte, hogy az anyanyelvi—-nem-anyanyelvi beszél6 parok lehetségesen mashogy
épitik fel interakcidikat, mint a két nem-anyanyelvi beszél6bdl allé parok, valamint azt is
felvetette, hogy az interakcids zokkend6k és javitasok a feladatot frusztraldan lassuva teszik,
mig ha a nyelvtanuld bevallja, hogy valamit nem értett meg, az tudatlansagot sugall. Ezek
helyett a nyelvtanuldk a ,,szinlelj és reménykedj” stratégiat alkalmazzak, hogy az interakcié
folyamatat fenntartsak és azon beliil maradjanak.

Eckerth (2009) eredményei alatamasztjak Fosterét. Eckerth azt tapasztalta, hogy a
nyelvtanuldk sajat kdzvetlen pedagdgiai sziikségleteiket gyakran kevésbé fontosnak tartjak
mint azt a tarsas kommunikativ folyamatot, amiben részt vesznek. Ezzel 6sszhangban
Seedhouse (2004) egy a masodiknyelvi osztdlyteremben létrejové ,interakcids
felépitményt” feltételez, amelyben javité—maddositd Iépések szlikebb kdre van haszndlatban.

Ami a magyar nyelvtanuldk kozti idegennyelvi interakcidt illeti, a klasszikus humanista
ideoldgiabdl, amely a magyarorszagi oktatast altalaban jellemzi, a nyelvtanuléi inditékoknak
egész sora kovetkezik és az olyan tendencidkat tdmogatja mint a kollaboralas, tarsnak valo
segités, és a gyors és hatékony, indokolatlan megszakitasoktél mentes feladatmegoldas felé
vald orientalddas. Suszczynska (személyes kodzlés, 2015. janudr 15.) a nyelvtanuléi interakcid
,ar—haszon” dimenziéjanak ebben a kontextusban vald fontossagara is felhivta a
figyelmemet: a félreértések okozta gyakori szlineteket tul ,koltségesnek” tlinnek.

Ramutatott az arcvédés (a sajat arc és a tarsak arcanak védése), valamint a szerény
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aldzatossag megdrzésének fontossagara is (vO. Suszczynska, 1999), ami a gyakorlatban azt a
szabdlyt jelenti, hogy ne legylink negativak az interakcidé sordn (és ne is tlinjlink annak), ne
kényszeritsiink erre masokat, és ne allitsuk meg az interakcid folyasat sem.

Hasonlé médon, Nagy—Nikolov (2007) is arrél szamolt be, hogy pécsi egyetemi
hallgaté nyelvtanuldk hasonld populacidja korében is nagy ellenallas fogadta, amikor
kommunikalni kellett nyelvéran, valamint Téth (2007) is ugyanezt tapasztalta Piliscsaban. Ez
igy, véleményem szerint, megmagyardzza az egyes nyelvtanuldk altal az éran tanusitott
relative szotlan hozzaallast és a legtobb nyelvtanuld altal tanusitott altalanos, a diskurzus
folyamatat kérdésekkel megszakitd viselkedés iranti averziét.

Ugyanezek a tanulmdanyok szintén beszamoltak a nyelvtanuldk szorongdsardl, és a
perfekcionizmusrél és versenyszellemrél, amelyek szintén tipikus fémjelzGi a fent kordlirt

klasszikus humanista oktatasi rendszernek.

Altalanossagban, ezek az eredmények erdsen sugalljak, hogy szélesebb, nyitottabb és
befogaddbb hozzadllasra van sziikség a kutatdk és a tanarok részérél a nyelvtanuldi
interakcié megértésében, hogy megannyi megjelenési formajaban a tanulasi folyamat
kulcsfontossagu eszkozének tekintsik. Az eredmények vildgosan ramutatnak a nyelvtanuldi
autondmia jelent6ségére az osztalytermi tanulasi folyamat sordn. Ezen tul, arra is
sarkallnak, hogy a tanulds és tanitds olyan paradigmait érvényesitsiik, amelyek nem csak
elméletileg megalapozottak és empirikus bedgyazottsaggal rendelkeznek, hanem az egyedi

nyelvtanuldk egyedi kontextusokban fellép6 sziikségleteihez is hozza vannak hangolva.
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A kutatas korlatai

Mint minden kutatdsnak, a jelen disszertaciéban targyalt kutatasnak is vannak
korlatai. Ahogy Dornyei (2007) és masok is mar rdmutattak, a kvalitativ és kvantitativ
kutatdsok kiegészitik egymast, és ezért a jelen kvalitativ kutatds eredményeit is kerekebbé
tették volna kvantitativ adatok. Példaul a (beszélgetéselemzésben hasznalt) kommunikacids
egységek megszamldlasa a beszéd feladat adataiban statisztikai megtamasztdsat nyujtotta
volna a nyelvtanuléi interakcidkban el6forduld javitdsok—maddositasok hianyaval kapcsolatos
kovetkeztetéseimnek. Ezen kiviil a minta relative kicsi mérete az eredmények
altalanosithatosagat korlatozza egyes felfogasok szerint, bar kvalitativ kutatasok kozott
tipikusnak mondhaté. Azonban, ahogy Dornyei (2007: 59) rdmutatott: ,,még akkor is, ha egy
kutatds sajatossagai nem dltaldnosithatodak, a f6 gondolatok és a megfigyelt folyamatok azok
lehetnek”.

Ha a kutatdsom egyes pontjait kbzelebbrél megnézziik, azt latjuk, hogy a 9
interjukérdésbdl csak egy emlitette explicit mdédon a TBLT-t a kérdGives/interju fazis soran.
Ha tobb kérdés irdnyulna explicitebb médon a TBLT-re, az megvaltoztatta volna az interjuk
soran adott valaszokat. Lehetséges az is, hogy a kettGs tanar—kutatdi szerepem hatassal volt
a hallgatok valaszaira, mig egy fliggetlen kils6 kutaté semlegesebben tudta volna
végrehajtani a kutatast. A kutatds masodik, nyelvtanuldk nyelvi produktumarél szél6
részében, az osztalyteremben megvaldsuld kulturalis sokszinlség valdszin(leg lehetévé
tette volna azt, hogy a magyar nyelvtanuldk nyelvi produktumat 6sszehasonlitsuk kiilfoldi
didkokéival, igy ravilagitva kulturalis kiilénbségekre is. Ez hasonldan igaz a kutatds negyedik

részével kapcsolatosan is, ahol a javitdsok—mddositasok hianyat kultura-specifikus okokra
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vezetem vissza. Ezen kivil, a feladatok megoldasanak fazisdban mindharom kutatasi
részben egy a nyelvtanuldék—adatkodzl6k kozott alkalmazott stimuldlt elGhivasi protokoll
tovabbi informacidval szolgalt volna a beszélt adatokrdl. Hasonldképpen, ugyanebben a
fazisban videofelvétel készitésével értékes adatokhoz juthattam volna a nyelvtanuldk

feladat teljesités kdzbeni nem verbalis kommunikacidjat illetéen.

Osszegzés

A jelen kvantitativ kutatas abbdl a jol ismert premisszabdl indul ki, miszerint a
feladatkdzpontu interakcié elémozditja az idegen- és/vagy masodik nyelv elsajatitast (vo.
Keck et al., 2006 metakutatasat). Ez a négy részbdl allé kutatds az altalam vizsgalt egyedi
oktatdsi kontextusban, egy magyarorszagi egyetem anglisztika programjaban az
interakciékozpontu oktatasi paradigma, a TBLT megvaldsitasanak lehetGségeit keresi, és
teszi mindezt az e kontextusban tanulé nyelvtanuldk, az anglisztika szakos egyetemi
hallgatdk egy csoportjanak oktatassal kapcsolatos hiedelmeinek felfejtésén keresztil
(kérddives/interju szakasz).

A kutatas a nyelvtanuldk beszédkészséget fejleszt6 feladatok teljesitése kozbeni
feladatkozpontu interakciojat elemzi kiilonb6z6 szempontok szerint (feladat teljesitési
szakasz), konkrétan azt, hogy hogyan alakitjak (at) a feladatot sajat szociokulturalisan
meghatdrozott inditékaiktdl indittatva; milyen médokon mikddnek egyiitt kollaborativan az
interakcid soran; és hogyan (és miért) kerdlik ki a javito—mddosité l1épéseket annak ellenére,

hogy ezekre iranyuld elvarasokkal tisztaban vannak.
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A kutatds négy részének mindegyike szolgal a nyelvtanulas, nyelvtanitas,
tananyagfejlesztés, és a tanarképzés terén, mind Magyarorszagon, mind pedig azon tul
levonhato konkluzidkkal. A két kutatasi szakasz eredményei nem csak kultura-specifikus
valtozékra vildgitanak ra, hanem tagabb korben hasznosithatd kdvetkeztetéseket is
lehet6vé tesznek. Ezek az eredmények — mint minden olyan eredmény, amely a hatékony
tanité és tanuld dinamikakra vilagit ra — talan kiléndsen nagy horderével birnak azoknak az
idegennyelvtudassal jaré jelent6s pénziigyi, informacids és interkulturalis el6nydknek az
ismeretében, amelyekbdl a vildgon — kdztiik Magyarorszagon is — sok millidan

részesulhetnek.
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