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ABSTRACT

The aim of the present study is to give accourd emall-scale longitudinal re-
search carried out for one year and a half in agli§imn medium instruction secondary
school in Budapest. The research population isrgfl yfear Hungarian and foreign pu-
pils studying in English at a school which follotk&e Hungarian national curriculum.
The study centres around three main areas:

The first isadapting to the contextthe pupils live and work in. The process is
called interculturation. This context is the muttgual/multicultural community of the
school, and the smaller unit in it, the class. Tduatext is embedded in the wider set-
ting, the Hungarian society.

The second is thole of the languagegpresent in the context: English, the lan-
guage of instruction and the common language ohthkilingual community, but not
that of the society the school functions in, ie.gaman, the language of the wider set-
ting, and the pupils’ the native languages.

The third is thepupils’ advancement in their studiesconducted in English,
their average achievement, their English languag@avement, their development in
certain subjects demanding different levels of leage and cognitive skills and in-
volvement.

The study investigates the nature of and the psaseis interculturation, the role
of language acquisition/language learning in thiscpss and its impact on study
achievement.

To find answers to the research questions andawepthe hypotheses set in ad-
vance a number of research instruments were appliedpupils’ intergroup behaviour
patterns and preferred learning styles were chedked English language proficiency
was tested, their attitude toward the languagescaninunities in question was meas-
ured, the group structure and the pupils’ positiothe group was examined, their ad-
vancement in their studies were analysed. Selfrtegata, teachers’ comments and
background personal data were used to crosscheckldata gained from the above
sources.

The study confirmed that pupils of high level ofwmon language proficiency
could more easily integrate into the multicultugabup. It also confirmed that pupils of
high level of survival language proficiency proniaterculturation by mediating be-
tween pupils of low and high level of common langgiproficiency. The study revealed
the many subjective factors present in school assest due to which direct relation-
ship between interculturation and study achievenoenidd not be established, but it
proved that in a work-related context the desirbd@art of the group was higher than
in other contexts.

The study concludes in elaborating pedagogicaligagpons and outlining fur-
ther research areas induced by the research ifietdeof defining interculture, testing
English as a lingua franca, teacher education angr@mme implementation in the
special context described in the research.
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INTRODUCTION

In the late 80’'s more and more Hungarian seconsiengols and universities in-
troduced their total range, or part of their coarseEnglish recognising the Hungarian
students’ need to conduct their studies — partlgaoallel to their native language stud-
ies - in a language which is the means of inteonalicommunication. At the same time
it was a decision triggered by the financial densaofithe institutions to attract foreign
students, who paid tuition fee for their studies.tihe time of the political change in
Hungary in 1989, a growing interest abroad couldbserved towards the Hungarian

secondary and tertiary education.

The English-only educational programme the prestrmty deals with has come
to life out of necessity: foreigners came to warkHungary for a shorter or longer pe-
riod of time and wanted their children to contirtheir studies. Many of the nationali-
ties coming to work in Hungary will not find scheakhere the medium of instruction is
their native language. An obvious option for themswo find a school where the me-
dium of instruction is entirely English, the langeain which their children had previ-
ous studies. For financial reasons they chose ¢heat following the Hungarian na-
tional curriculum. The tuition fee in this schoslmuch lower than that of the American
or British schools. The fact that dual languageosth do not offer all the subjects in
English excluded them from the range of schoolsdhmigrant parents could choose
from. The existence of such a school attracted Huag pupils, too, whose parents
judged it to be a better solution for language tgyeent purposes than dual language

schools.
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The same tendency can be found at some Centrap&amo(Olomouc, Czech
Republic, Sucany-Martin, Slovakia) and Western paem (Delft, The Netherlands)

institutions to mention only those with whom | hadigect personal contact.

The above tendency was promoted by the fact thgligknhad become an inter-
national language (Kachru, 1985), which is an uiioterm for multifunctional varie-

ties of Englishes used across cultures and coagntrie

English has already become the language of acaddistourse and is becom-
ing the working language of studies in internatls®tings. As the political barriers are
disappearing, student exchange programmes andityi@i increasing. If we take the
European Union tendencies into consideration,atigs concerning the single market
and more economic distribution of labour, | strgngklieve that multilingual groups
studying in English in other than English-speakowuntries will be a general phe-
nomenon in the near future. This phenomenon is -prbguct of globalisation and
worldwide integration. Individuals or groups of jpé® go to live in a foreign country
not necessarily with the intention to settle down adapt to the new environment.
There are individuals of different cultural backgmad who are staying in a foreign
country for a longer period of time with study oonk purposes, and who form a multi-
cultural community — that is a community with cuéilpluralism (May, 1994) - speak-
ing a common language, often different from theglaage of the country where they
live and different from their own native languageswell. To some extent, they adapt
to the new country where they live but it is farmmanportant for them to adapt to their

primary environment, the multicultural community.

In the context described above with English beimg medium of instruction,

the acquisition of the English language takes plasth in and outside the classroom. In

12



these situations English is more like a seconduagg in its use to obtain information
and to become a member of the closer communitydbei$s instructional role. The

European Schools (Bulwer, 1995) are a good exaofglds context.

Being involved in the implementation of English med instruction pro-
grammes at tertiary and secondary level, too, Icceae the functioning of the system
from close and | put the following questions to eifisHow do these pupils adapt to the
situation? Do they adapt to the host country amdntlultiingual/multicultural commu-
nity to the same extent? Are there unique elemarttse group formation processes due
to the multicultural nature of the participant gos@ What is the role of the two lan-
guages, one being the language of the host cowarid/the other, the language of their
studies, which is at the same time the means adlsioteraction? Is there any relation-
ship between the extent to which they integratéhéogroup and their development in

their studies? What motivates these pupils to bebto be member of the group?
These questions centre arouhcee main areas

The first isadapting to the contextthe pupils live and work in. This context is
the multilingual/multicultural community of the smbl, and the smaller unit in it, the
class. This context is embedded in the wider ggttime Hungarian society. In the con-
text, there are three categories of cultures ptese@ pupils’ cultures represented by
themselves and by compatriots if there are anfiengroup, the culture of the wider set-
ting represented not only by pupils and teachemimg from this setting, but by the
institution as an administrative unit and thuseetihg the cultural background it is part

of, and the culture the language of instruction iated.

The second is thle of the languagegpresent in the context: English, the lan-

guage of instruction and the common language oftbkilingual community, but not

13



that of the society the school functions in, Humgarthe language of the wider setting,

and the pupils’ the native languages.

The third is thepupils’ advancement in their studiesconducted in English,
their average achievement, their English languag@avement, their development in
certain subjects demanding different levels of leage and cognitive skills and in-

volvement.

The initials questions listed above were formulateéd more systematised gen-
eral questions, then reworded into workable resequestions as detailed below:

The wish to conduct a study with the aim to exphbwe interrelationship of the
factors shaping the context described above praimpee following more systematised

questions:

- What does adapting to the context mean in thiggon? Can the different models of
acculturation described in the literature be apbbe this new learning context, or a

new, more complex from intercultural perspectivedeiaan be conceptualised?

- How does the common language proficiency inflgetie process of adapting to the

context, and what is the impact of the languag@fvider community on this process?

- How does the degree of adapting to the contdktance the learners’ achievement in
their studies.

- What other factors are present in the contextiwmodify the processes of adaptation

and learning?

These were the initial questions that served as fmaghe more focused general
guestions:

* How does English as a working language (EWL) preficy influence intercul-
turation?

* How does the language of survival, that of the losintry (LS) proficiency influ-

ence interculturation?

* What is the relationship between interculturatiod atudy achievement?

14



The above general questions were reworded into atbekresearch questions
to be able to design the study and to find the @mate research instruments for data
collection.

1 Does the level of English as a working language fE\Woficiency influence
group cohesiveness (interculturation)?

2 Does the level of the language of survival (LS)fisiency influence group co-
hesiveness (interculturation)?

3 Does the degree of group cohesiveness (interctittnjanfluence the members’
study achievement?

As a consequence of the pilot study the above relseguestions were supple-

mented by a fourth one:

4 |s there direct causal relationship between intarcation and study achieve-

ment?
These were the research questions to which | tadohd answers in my study.
A further aim of the study was to outline furthesearch areas on the basis of the find-

ings.

The study consists of 8 parts: in idroduction the circumstances are described
in which the English-only educational programme phhesent study deals with has come
to life.

Chapter 1 describes what the literature has to say abousthees important from
the point of view of the investigated areas: cdtlgarning, intercultural learning, indi-
vidual differences in second language acquisit®bA), personal characteristics in atti-
tude, motivation and learning styles, group forwrmtprocesses, the role of English, the
common language in these processes, the relatphs&teen language proficiency de-
velopment and study achievement.

Chapter 2 presents the rationale for the main study andatine of the re-

search followed by the presentation of a pilot gtudth its aim, questions and hy-
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potheses, the description of the setting, the @adnts, the instruments, the data
collecting procedures and analyses, the findingh wieir consequences on the de-
sign of the main study.

Chapter 3 presents the main study, the methodological amprda the in-
vestigation defining the type of the research,dekd by the description of the set-
ting and the participants with the detailed dedarip of the research questions and
hypotheses, the variables studied, the researttumsnts applied, and the data col-
lection procedures. Next, the presentation of thBdity and reliability measures
applied is given followed by the elaboration of theta analysis procedure with the
discussion of the results, and findings to thosthefpilot study.

Chapter 4 summarises the findings of the study in relationhte areas investi-
gated. First, the relationship between intercuttaraand language proficiency is de-
tailed. This is followed by the presentation of sofactors found influencing intercul-
turation. Next, the findings about the relationsbipnterculturation and study achieve-
ment are presented and the research questioasssered in the light of the findings.

Chapter 5 presents the pedagogical concerns the studytettiand summarises
the special features of the context the study dedls calling attention to the impor-
tance of further analysis of such learning situatjoand offers a possible analytic de-
vice to explore the complexity of such contextddtails the areas in which further re-
search is required.

In the Conclusion the limitations and merits of the study are dethiland fur-
ther plans are outlined.

Finally, it provides the list oReferencesandAppendicescontaining additional

details of the study, which could not be built itite main text.
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Chapter 1. Literature review

As described in the Introduction, the study is arag investigating the process
of adapting to the context the pupils live and gtud the role of the language of in-
struction and that of the wider community in thiegess, and their impact on the pu-
pils’ advancement in their studies.

Adapting to the context involves culture learniagd because of the intercul-
tural aspects of the setting, it involves intengrdt learning processes. Language learn-
ing takes place in a setting that can be definédraband instructional at the same time.
In both processes — adapting to the context, amdatilguage acquiring/learning process
— individual differences, personal characterisdos important factors to be taken into
consideration because they can modify the ratedagdee of both.

From among the many personal characteristicaidétjtmotivation and learning
styles are the ones which deserve special attefroom the point of view of the study:
attitude, the positiveness or negativeness of wpidmotes or inhibits the processes
described above; motivation, the impetus that maledearner for integrative or utili-
tarian reasons; learning styles, the differenceshich can account for the acceptance
or rejection of the methods and activity types iwed in the learning situation.

The individuals, the learners, constitute a grahejr class, the formation of
which also depends on the factors described akawd,can influence the social and
learning outcomes of the processes.

Another issue in this special context is the lagguof instruction, English, the
common language of the group that is used for saaid instructional purposes, and in
this aspect it is like a second language. As thguage of the wider community is not
English, it does not have the characteristics sé@nd language, although it functions

as that for the school community.
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The group formation processes influenced by thguage learning processes
have an impact on the study advancement of thedesarThe learners’ study achieve-
ment is influenced by other social and personalofa¢ too: the impact of the wider
context, the methods and approaches the teaclaentp represent, and the learners’
variations in their personal histories.

From the above it follows that it has to be seemtvthe literature has to say
about the issues in question: culture learningrautitural learning, individual differ-
ences in second language acquisition (SLA), petsdraaacteristics in attitude, motiva-
tion and learning styles, group formation processies role of English, the common
language in these processes, the relationship bati@eguage proficiency development
and study achievement. When looking at the diffeigsues, references to the concrete

context in which the present study is embeddedlavays made.

1.1 Culture learning
1.1.1 Culture learning and the present study

Culture learning is a crucial issue in the prestatly as one of its foci is the rate
and degree of the pupils’ adaptation to the enwvirent they function in. To understand
the complexity of the culture learning process, fibllowing themes are worth being

reviewed: culture, cultural awareness, culture klsom acculturation.
1.1.2 The definition and process of culture learning

Damen (1987) defines culture learning “as a natmatess in which human beings
internalize the knowledge needed to function im@etal group.” (p. 140) She differen-
tiates between enculturation — culture learnintha native context, “build[ing] a sense
of cultural and social identity” (p. 140) — and altaration — culture learning “in a non-

native or secondary context...pulling out of the wwarlew orethosof the first culture,
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learning new ways of meeting old problems, and dimgdethnocentric evaluations” (p.

140).

The content of culture learning can be structuredhe form of culture studies.
Brogger (1992) in the definition of culture studiedicates the complexity of the proc-
ess: "culture studies ... as the study of mutuadiyfirmative and conflicting patterns of
dominant assumptions and values signified, expticit implicitly, by the behaviour of

members of a social group and by the organisatidhedr institutions” (p.38).

Byram (1994) argues that cultural studies shouldb®separated from language
teaching, because “language teaching has a signifiole in developing young peo-

ple’s critical awareness of their own and otheletges” (p. 3).

Beside acknowledging the usefulness of cultureissuals structured information in
the curriculum, in my view teaching culture is ipaeable from teaching the language
because “the knowledge of the grammatical systera l@hguage has to be comple-

mented by understanding of culture-specific measiiigyram, 1994, p.4).

1.1.3 What s culture?

In a monograph from 1954 Kroeber and Kluckhohnuisanore than 300 defi-
nitions of the term (Seelye, 1993). Here are soxaengles to show how complex a no-

tion culture is:

“One of the most common departure for modern apilogy seems to be Edward B.
Tylor's definition from 1871 of civilisation or duire as ' that complex whole which in-
cludes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, customd other capabilities and habits ac-
quired by man as a member of society '. This canokpulture is all-embracing, those
historically created designs for living ... whiclist at any given time as potential

guides for the behaviour of man" (Kluckhohn andl{Xe1945. p. 97).
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Geertz (1973) describes culture as “.... the fabfimeaning in terms of which

human beings interpret their experience and gunde action” (p. 154).

Kroeber and Parsons (1958) define culture as 'tnétexd and created content
and patterns of values, ideas and other symbol@amgful systems as factors in the

shaping of human behaviour and the artefacts peatittrough behaviour” (p.583).

Brogger (1992) says that "Culture is the fabricnedaning in terms of which
human beings interpret their experience and gtheée action. ....One of the advan-
tages of my somewhat elaborate definition is tddamd in the flexibility of the term
'social group'. ...it may be stretched so as terrf the nation as a whole and designate
some of its dominant culture patterns: ...it maferd¢o a particular group of people
within the nation and designate the culture pastefrthat specific group” (pp. 38-39).

This definition describes culture as group normsvadl as a framework for
communication or a context for language. Broggdgfinition seems to be a working
one for the purpose of the present study becauselitdes the process of shared atti-

tudes as opposed to the materialised productslinfreu

Every community has its own distinctive culturef & norms and under-
standings that determine their attitude and behavidowever, the individuals of a
given community are often not, or not explicitly @ of their own culture. Most
people see themselves not as product of a culburteas “standard or right” (Valdes,
1986 p. vii) and the rest of the world as differenttures. It is interesting that indi-
viduals who normally recognise subgroups in themnaulture, i.e., they are aware
of differences in attitudes of people belongingdtfierent social groups, think that
another culture they came into contact with is amf. The individual must first be

made aware of himself “as a cultural being” (Vald&986 p.vii), the product one of
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the different cultures in the world. Only then da@ perceive different cultures as
interesting, different but not hostile, and s/ha ¢ty to conform to it as s/he wants

to perform well and enjoy her/himself.

Valdes (1986) says that people brought up in ol finding themselves
in a different one, may react with anger, frustratifright, confusion. When at the
same time they have to learn a foreign language,canduct their academic studies
in this language, the reaction may be stronger lmxahey are faced with many un-
knowns simultaneously. “Until the threat is remoyedtie learning process is

blocked.” (Valdes, 1986 p.vii)

A widely debated question, which has serious maetdlogical implication, is
whether culture should be analysed on the basdifigrences or similarities. Damen
(1987) claims that both differences and similasitsould be analysed but both of them
should be treated in the way as they are reflestégjectively and mutually in the per-
ception of the members of the two comparative ceuKramsch (1993) suggests start-
ing out from the differences, where the componeiitsulture - people’ s norms, life
style, habits may lead to misunderstandings arghekoccur.

In my view, Kramsch’s standpoint is more acceptabézause analysing the dif-

ferences can lead to finding ways of coping witknth
1.1.4 Cultural awareness

According to Moran and Stripp (1991) cultural agrass is the recognition that
culture affects perception and that culture infeeshvalues, attitudes and behaviour.
Once people achieve this recognition, they canyapph order to communicate more
appropriately and adapt more effectively to theturel This recognition can be trig-

gered by information about the culture, real orudated experiences in the culture, re-
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flection upon the information or experiences, orchynparison and contrast with one’s

own culture and one’s own values

Damen (1987) defines cross-cultural awareneskegprocess “uncovering and
understanding one’s own culturally conditioned htraand thinking, as well as the
patterns of others” (p. 141). She calls cross-caltawareness “the force that moves a

culture learner ...from monoculturalism to bi- or medlturalism” (p. 141).

Cross-cultural awareness-raising can be an indegpénculture-related aim.
People have to be taught the different aspectsiltire, to be made aware of their cul-

tural identity to be able to see others as prodoictgher cultures, to accept otherness.

Kleinjans’s concept (in Damen, 1987) of culturerhéag presented in Figure 1
is rooted in educational psychology. The matrixvehithe structuring of different levels
and domains of the learning process moving fromsihelest towards the more com-
plex in the three main domains covering all thealdes in the process. The three do-
mains are cognition, affection and action. Withacle domain, the levels of culture
learning are different. The simplest is the fiestdl: information, perception and aware-
ness, the starting point of the culture learningcpss, from where the culture learner
through three more stages can arrive at the hideest — insight, identification, inter-
acting — where he or she has insight into the athéture, can understand and identify
with otherness, and can interact with people fradheocultures

Figure 1 Reproduction of Klenjans’s Culture Learning Matrix (Damen, 1987, p.

217)
HIERARCHY OF CULTURE LEARNING MATRIX

Cognition Affection Action
Information Perception Awareness
Analysis Appreciation Attending
Synthesis Revaluation Responding
Comprehension Orientation Acting
Insight Identification Interacting
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During the process of culture learning people epee different levels and
degrees of adaptation to the new environment. @tteecstages is culture shock, the

loop in the process, and acculturation is the emdict.

1.1.5 Culture shock

People experience culture shock after arriving ifor@ign country, culturally
different from theirs. Brown (1986) cites the awijpwlogist, George M. Foster (1962,
p.87) who describes culture shock as "a mentakskn and as is true of much mental
illness, the victim usually does not know he idietiéd. He finds that he is irritable, de-

pressed, and probably annoyed by the lack of ateshown him” (p.36).

Brown (1986) himself gives a more elaborate detiniof culture shock stating
that it is “one of four successive stages of aceatton....[which] emerges as the indi-
vidual feels the intrusion of more and more cultuliferences into his own image of

self and security” (p. 36).

Brown (1986) draws the attention to the fact thaspite of the negative conno-
tation of the word and the negative feelings @trdn, anger, fear) associated with this
stage, it is crucial from the point of view of thentinuation of the process, because

during this time “the learner will either ‘sink swim’ (p. 38).

The knowledge of the nature of culture shock amduhderstanding of its im-
portance in the acculturation process is indisgaasfr teachers working in a context
the present study deals with. They can help thgpilp when observing the symptoms
of culture shock, and the recognition of the pheaoom modifies the picture of as-

sessment of the pupils’ performance.
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1.1.6 Acculturation

Damen (1987) defines acculturation “as an indigldarocess of learning to ad-
just to a new culture” (p. 140).
The following models and representations of acecation in natural and SLA

contexts explore the nature and identify the stafélse process.
1.1.6.1Schumann’s Acculturation Theory

Schumann (1978) claims that the extent of accuitbmadepends on the level
of social and psychological distance.

Social distance constitutes a group dimension, ledt refers to the extent
to which learners integrate into the target languggoup. This integration is influ-
enced by societal factors — social dominance, natiggn pattern, enclosure, cohe-
siveness, size, cultural congruence, attitudenohee length of residence - the char-
acteristics of the two groups in the process, &ed trelationship that either promote
or hinder the process.

Psychological distance constitutes a personal demen because it refers to
the extent the learner feels at ease with the legrsituation. Psychological distance
is determined by the psychological factors (languabock, culture shock, culture
stress, ego permeability) that encourage or inhit@tlearners to proceed with his or

her studies in the given group.

Ellis (1994) (based on Schumann, 1978) in Figureuthmarises the social
and psychological factors determining social angichslogical distance giving a

short description of each.
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Figure 2 Factors affecting social and psychologicalistance (Ellis,
1994 p.232)

Factor Description

Social distance

1 Social dominance The L2 group can be politically, culturally,
technically, or economically superior (dominant),
inferior (subordinate), or equal.

2 Integration pattern The L2 group may assimilate (i.e. give up its own
lifestyle and values in favour of those of TL group),
seek to preserve its lifestyle and values, or
acculturate (i.e. adopt lifestyle and values of TL
group while maintaining its own for intra-group
use).

3 Enclosure The L2 group may share the same social facilities
(low enclosure) or may have different social facilities
(high enclosure).

4 Cohesiveness The L2 group is characterized by intra-group
contacts (cohesive) or inter-group contacts (non-
cohesive).

5 Size The L2 group may constitute a numerically large or
small group.

6 Cultural congruence The culture of the L2 group may be similar or
different to that of the TL group.

7 Attitude The L2 group and TL group may hold positive or
negative attitudes towards each other.

8 Intended length of residence  The L2 group may intend to stay foralong time ora
short time.

Psychological distance _

1 Language shock The extent to which L2 learners fear they will look
comic in speaking the L2.

2 Culture shock The extent to which L2 learners feel anxious and
disorientated upon entering a new culture.

3 Motivation The extent to which L2 learners are integratively
(most important) or instrumentally motivated to
learn the L2.

4 Ego permeability The extent to which L2 learners perceive their L1 to

have fixed and rigid or permeable and flexible
boundaries and therefore the extent to which they
are inhibited.

Gardner (1985) gives the visual representatiora shodel based on Schu-

mann’s Acculturation Theory in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 Schumann’s Acculturation Theory (Gardner,1985. p. 136.)

Dominance Integration Enclosure Cultural Group
SOCIAL VARIABLES patterns strategies size and congruence attitudes

conesive

ACCU LTURAT@ |
|

INDIVIDUAL

Language Cultural Motivation Ego-
shock shock permeability

He criticises Schumann’s theory for two main reasdne is that Schumann
does not attribute importance to some factors sagkhpersonality and cognitive
styles, biological factors, although, in Gardner'sw, they are as crucial as the fac-
tors described by Schumann. The other point ofctsin is that Schumann applies
his model strictly to natural language acquisitioontexts whereas in Gardner’s

view it would be applicable in instructional contgxtoo.

Gardner’s position is acceptable, however, thkuarfce of the factors on the
process of acculturation would be different in rostional settings from that in
natural settings, because the structured conteatszhool could diminish the impor-

tance of some of the factors (culture shock), amddmodulate others (motivation).
1.1.6.2Acton and Walker the Felix’s four-stage acculturaton model

Acton and Walker the Felix (1986) distinguish betwdour stages of the accul-
turation model: 1. tourist when the new culturalimost totally inaccessible, 2. survi-
vor, the stage of functional language use and fonal understanding of the culture, 3.
immigrant, the stage an educated person can rdtshhaving spent an extended pe-

riod of time in the foreign culture, 4. citizengtistage almost at the level of the native
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speaker. Their four-stage acculturation model drawselevant research on accultura-
tion in the field of second language acquisitioohi@mann, 1978, Brown, 1980, Clarke,
1976) on models of acculturation from cognitive ggylogy and linguistics (Cummins,
1981, Wong-Fillmore, 1983, Ausubel, 1968) on relatesearch in the affective domain
(Gardner & Lambert, 1972, Maslow, 1954, Bloom, 19&6d on models of personality
and role development (Guiora, 1979, Cope, 1980ahoy, 1978, Curran, 1976). Their
findings, though from different aspects, seem tppsut the concept of the four-stage
acculturation model with the acculturation threshioétween stage 2 and 3, “the critical
juncture in the process” (Acton & Walker de Fell986, p. 29). In Figure 4 they sum-
marise the different models with their most impottanplications for language out-
comes, the role of cognitive abilities, affect tethvariables, and the development of

personality in the acculturation process.

Figure 4 The four-stage acculturation model (Actorand Walker de Felix, 1986. p.
31)

Theorist Tourist (1) Survivor (2) Immigrant (3) Citizen (4)

Schumann Pidginization Pidginization
Brown —=—— Sociocultural critical period——s= A
Clarke g —~=s—Clash of consciousness
Cummins Basic interpersonal communication skills ] Cogpnitive-academic language proficiency
(BICS) L (cALP)
Wong-Fillmore Novice Advanced beginner E Competent Proficient
Ausubel Exploration Manipulation R Acquisition of Ego enhancemer
: A knowledge
Gardner & Lambert ~ —a——Instrumental and/or integrative — g T Instrumental and/or Integrative only
0 integrative
Maslow Physical security Identity development N Self-esteem Self-actualizatior
Bloom Receiving Responding Organizing a value Acting within a
. E system system
Guiora L1 ego only L1 ego as L2 R L2 distinct L2 ego is as inte-
develops E grated as L1
Cope Anxiety management  [nteraction S Competence in self- Teacher
management H monitoring
Lozanov Infantilization New identity 8
Curran Dependence on Nurturing by D Independence from
teacher/group teacher/group teacher-group
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1.1.6.3Black and Mendenhall’s cross-cultural adjustment malel

Black and Mendenhall (1991) develop the model &ntithe words they attach
to the four stages of acculturation, or as they itatross-cultural adjustment reflects
the emotional state of the individual undergoing #tculturation process. They accept
the existence of the four stages, but call thenaitie to the variances of when and how
the stages are reached. They question the U-chamegGass & Madden, 1985) of the
cross-cultural adjustment process presented inr€igwlaiming that on the basis of so-
cial learning theory (Bandura, 1977) two factors mnportant to be taken into consid-
eration. One is the person’ anticipatory adjustntenthe new culture on the basis of
former information about it. The other is individudifferences in adjusting to a new
culture. These two factors may “cause the amplinfdbe honeymoon effect or culture
shock to be different and also may cause theseestagoccur at different points in

time” (p. 242) thus changing the U-curve pattemo ih-curved.

Figure 5 The U-curve of cross-cultural adjustment Black and Mendenhall, 1991 p.
227)

The U-Curve of Cross-Cultural Adjustment

Degree of Adjusiment

Honeymoon Mastery

Adjustment

Culture Shock

W L e ]
02 34 46 69 1012 1324 2536 4648 49+

Time in Months
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1.1.7 A new type of acculturation: interculturation

When people of different cultural and languagekigagsund arrive in a for-
eign country with the purpose of staying there ddonger period of time, working
there or conducting their studies in a languagethan their mother tongue while
staying there, they find themselves in a situatrdmere they belong to two large
groups, both of which they have to adapt to in somag to be able to succeed in
their studies. The larger group is the host envirent with the smaller group of the
multilingual, multicultural population they have idacontact with. Their common
language is the language of their studies, the si@dncommunication with the
members of the larger and smaller group as welé [BEnger is a unified, monocul-
tural group with a given native language, the saeralh an assembly of different cul-
tures and languages the members of which creapeead culture, a speech com-
munity “rooted in shared subjective knowledge” (8+Griffler, 2002, p. 142) with

values and customs characteristic only for them.

Brown (1986) claims that there are different typdgssecond/foreign lan-
guage situations with different degrees of accalion. The context of the present
study is a complex one as described above. Itfierént from those described in the
literature in many aspects. The language in quessiamot a foreign or a second lan-
guage described in the literature (Kachru, 1982vBr, 1986, Oxford, 1990, Ellis,
1994), but a lingua franca (Risager, 1998, Bruttfgr, 2002). The pupils represent
many cultures and they meet many cultures. The comeculture they all face is the
culture of the context filtered through their ownes, that of the common language
they use in their studies, that of the host countgdiated by the school administra-

tion, and by their own encounters with it outsithe school. Adapting to the com-
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munity they live and study in is adapting to thidtarally diverse “speech commu-

nity ... viewed as a sort of strong case of commuir(@yutt-Griffler, 2002, p. 142).

Gomez (1998) defines community as “a collectionnafividuals and fami-
lies who share a common and identifiable networlsadfiocultural communications
... that have their origin in either a particular gesiphic area and period of time or a
unique system of beliefs and rationalization.” §p Brutt-Griffler based on Gomez’s
definition of community claims that beside the cepiion of the natural — rooted in
ethnicity — communities, in the age of globalisatito introduce the concept of
speech communities as a type of cultures, rooteshared subjective knowledge is
justifiable. Shared knowledge (Kachru, 1999) anawedge content (Quinn and
Holland, 1987) has already been used as a bagéarion in the definitions of cul-
tures. The addition of the word ‘subjective’ to tleem is to emphasise the fact that

knowledge held in common in a group is treated ettijely by the members.

To differentiate the adaptation process to the epemmmunity described
above from acculturation, the process of which $emdadaptation to a culture of a
given country or ethnicity, in my view, it is mouseful and justifiable to call such a
process interculturation. Interculturation can leérked as the process of adapting to
a community, a culture created by the members haadtontext, based on the differ-
ent cultures represented by the participants irctiregext, in which the common lan-

guage is a lingua franca, a language different ftioat of the wider community.

1.1.8 Implications for the present study

The pupils’ aim is to achieve success in theirigsidl o fulfil this aim they have
to adapt to the community, they live and work iheTrate and degree of the adaptation

process depends on two intervening factors: otkeeislegree to which the learners in-
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ternalise the rules and practises of the communigecondary socialization (Scollon
and Scollon 1995), and the other is the degre@afkintegration, an aspect of accul-
turation (Ellis, 1994), that is contact with themm@ers of the community. The degree of
socialization and acculturation accounts for th@ettgpment of basic interpersonal
communication skills and of adequate cognitive aoad language proficiency (Cum-
mins, 1983, Acton and Walker de Felix 1986). Theettlgpmental interrelationship of
academic performance and language proficiency (Casymi983) accounts for the
level of study achievement. Apart from the linguistonsiderations, social integration
has another aspect influencing indirectly the mimiliccess in their studies: this aspect
is the notion of group membership, because a goampbe a “resource pool” for the
members and “can serve as an instrument of sugportmaintenance” (Dornyei and

Malderez, 1997, p.67).
1.2 Cultural differences
1.2.1 Cultural differences and the present study

The pupils of the present study are from differemtures the nature of which
defines their initial attitude to the new cultubrey arrive in and determines their rate
and degree of adaptation to the new context. Taeralifferent approaches to describ-
ing those cultural differences the participantsam international setting may suffer
from, and have to be aware of to be able to copie thém. To be able to define the ma-
jor factors in cultural differences, some typesuatural dimensions and orientations are

described here.
1.2.2 Trompenaars’ five basic types of cultural orientatons

Trompenaars (1993) lists five basic types of oagah that may cause problems

in intercultural encounters. Relational orientatmoncerns the relationship of the indi-
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vidual to others, the individual's status in thent@xt. Time orientation concerns the
temporal focus of human life, the interpretationpafkt, present and future influencing
the moment. Activity orientation is about the maiyabf human activity. Man-nature
orientation defines a human being’s relation taureat Human-nature orientation con-
cerns the character of innate human nature.

He provides a list of relationships and rules, \detifrom value orientations.
Universalism versus particularism is about whategos people’ actions. The rules of
the society, or relationships, special circumstartan be taken into account in the deci-
sion making process. Collectivism versus indivitkral neglects or emphasises the
status of the individual in the group. Neutral weremotional centres around the in-
volvement of the participants, whether interactionsst be objective in nature, or emo-
tions can be expressed. Specific versus diffusestakto account how circumstances,
personal relationship can influence the outcomentdractions. Achievement versus
ascription is about how status is accorded, whedtsus is achieved by hard work, or it

is attributed to the person by factors not basedabmevement.
1.2.3 Hofstede’s four types of cultural dimensions

Hofstede (1991) focused on four dimensions on tssbof social inequality,
the relationship between the individual and theugrahe concepts of masculinity and

femininity, and the ways of dealing with uncertgint

Power distance is the extent to which the less piolverembers of institutions
and organisations within a country expect and actlegt power is distributed un-
equally. Institutions are the basic elements ofetpdike the family, school and the

community: organisations are the places where pewsprk.
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Individualism pertains to societies in which thestibetween individuals are
loose, everyone is expected to look after himselherself and his or her immediate
family. Collectivism as its opposite pertains ta@isties in which people from birth on-
wards are integrated into strong, cohesive ingrowpéch throughout people's lifetime

continue to protect them in exchange for unquestgloyalty.

Masculinity pertains to societies in which sociahder roles are clearly distinct:
men are supposed to be assertive, tough, and fbousematerial success whereas
women are supposed to be modest, tender, and oaadcetth the quality of life. Femi-
ninity pertains to societies in which social genddes overlap: both men and women

are supposed to be modest, tender, and concertietheiquality of life.

Uncertainty avoidance can be defined as the extemthich the members of a
culture feel threatened by uncertain or unknownasions. This feeling is, among other
things, expressed through nervous stress and eéed flor predictability, a need for writ-
ten and unwritten rules. Uncertainty avoidanceoisthe same as risk aversiveness. Risk
is the chance that an action will have an undelgirabt known outcome, whereas un-
certainty pertains to unknown situations and ou&snThus, it is possible to combine

strong uncertainty avoidance with high risk taking.
1.2.4 Implications for the present study

The notion of cultural orientations and dimensibefp interpret certain types of
behaviours. It determines the individuals’ wishr@luctance to take part in intercultural
encounters, and the rate and degree of the adapfatcess. The pupils’ attitude in the
process must be interpreted with the underlyinducal orientations and dimensions

born in mind.
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1.3 Intercultural learning
1.3.1 Intercultural learning and the present study

To be able to live and work in an interculturaltiset — for a short or a long period
of time — the participants in the context havee@arh how to communicate with people
from different cultures, have to acquire the skifsintercultural communication. It is
true for the pupils of the present study becausg tive and learn in an intercultural
context, and as said above, their success in $haities largely depends on how fast
they adapt to the intercultural community. Theytlgamugh the process of intercultural
learning that involves acquiring verbal and noneérimtercultural communication
skills, developing intercultural sensitivity, gangi personal experience by active par-
ticipation in the life of the intercultural commuwifiltering the differences through

their perception. These themes are described aadetkbelow.
1.3.2 The definition and process of intercultural learning

Paige (1990) defines intercultural learning as ‘dlggamic developmental, and on-
going process involved in communication and intingceffectively with individuals
from other cultural backgrounds and in culturallyedse settings. As a process it en-
gages the cognitive, behavioural, and affective aiomof learning, which we may refer
to respectively as knowledge, performance/skills] &alues/attitudes/feelings/ emo-

tions” (handout).

The aim of intercultural learning is to acquireeirdultural competence that Bennett
(1998) describes as “the ability to communicateciVely and appropriately in a vari-
ety of cultural contexts. It requires culturallynsgive knowledge, a motivated mindset,

and a skillset.” (handout)
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1.3.3 Intercultural communication

Intercultural communicatiomefers to the communication process in its fullest
sense between people of different cultural backgieu The communication process
between different cultures includes non-verbal af as verbal communication and the

use of differing codes, linguistic or non-lingugst{Pusch, 1979)
1.3.3.1 Damen’s model of intercultural communication: the'Mirror of Culture’

Figure 6 presents Damen’s (1987) model of inteucaltcommunication, the
‘Mirror of Culture’, a model of intercultural commication that presents all the con-
stituents of the intercultural communication practsat have to be taken into account.

Figure 6 The Mirror of Culture (Damen, 1987 p.44)

CULTURE

material subjective social/communicative }
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= - ———
| values, assumptions, beliefs,

|
perceptions |
Loz i |

intercultural communicative skills INDIVIDUAL CULTURE BEARER cross-cultural awareness
2mphasis upon unity of human beings |<—p Persona%/private; public/shared assumption of cultural relativity,
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The model presents all the components that musbhsidered to enhance ef-
fective communication between individuals of diffet cultural background. The cul-
tural patterns presented here are filtered thrabghindividual's subjective self, but at

the same time through the individual as the cagfeyne particular culture. But the in-
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dividual never represents a whole culture. To ft@até understanding and effective

communication intercultural communicative skillosld be develop
1.3.3.2Dirven and Putz’s distinction between intercultural communication contexts

Dirven and Putz (1993) differentiates between titercultural communication
contexts of migrants and minorities, that of intronal politics and business, and that
of foreign language teaching.. They claim that fitrener context involves masses of
people constantly under threat between two culturae intercultural communication
context of international politics and business imes “a very small exclusive ‘club’ of
negotiators” (p. 150), who can choose their pastntédte context, the setting, the com-
municative event. The foreign language teachingesdns very similar to that of mi-
grants and minorities in many respects, althoughutige to be able to communicate in
the foreign language may not be so strong as ifirdtecontext. They argue that devel-
oping intercultural communicative competence shdaddhe goal of foreign language
teaching. They define intercultural communicatieenpetence as the ability of the for-
eign language learner to bridge “the gaps betwéfihperfect and ‘un-cultural’) use

of the foreign language and the fluent and cultylabded native-speaker” (p. 152).
1.3.3.3 Nonverbal communication and intercultural contexts

Damen (1987) emphasises that language is only specaof communication.
Non-verbal elements of communication must alsotbdied to be suitably interpreted
and reproduced in terms of different cultures. Slagms that “the term nonverbal ...
[is] used as a cover term to all forms of nonveirhtdraction, including paralanguage,
body language, and contextual arrangements udedhian interaction and communica-

tion” (p. 158). By nonverbal communication she nseaunlturally specific behaviours
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and symbols, a wide range of nonverbal means ofnoamcation including nonvocal

motions, gestures, sounds, body movements, comtiecties.

O’Connor and Seymour (1994) give a list of nonvéddaments of commu-
nication: kinesics (facial expressions, eye contgeistures, posture, space usage,
touching, olfaction, colour symbolism, clothing,tefacts), and prosodics (tone,
pitch, stress, rhythm. The third element of comroation is the verbal element, that
is the word content.

They claim that when the three main aspects of comaation (kinesics,
prosodics and word content) reinforce each othes,dommunication is congruent.
The non-verbal elements of communication can aksouiture specific, thus deserv-

ing special attention in teaching intercultural coamication.
1.3.4 Developing intercultural sensitivity

Successful intercultural communication leads todéeelopment of intercultural
sensitivity, the token of understanding, toleraaoel successful cooperation between
different cultures. Intercultural sensitivity carm lbearnt through conscious analysis.
Bennett (1986) provides the following developmemaldel of intercultural sensitivity:

Figure 7 The developmental model of intercultural ensitivity (Ben-
nett, 1986 p. 182)
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Figure 7 shows the six stages of development:arfitkt three the individual is
trying to deny the differences, trying to proted br her self, and trying to minimise
them in order to survive. Then s/he accepts thadifierences exist, adapts to the new

environment, and finally is able to integrate te trew culture to be a member of it.

Pohl (1997) claims that the aim of interculturari@ng is heightening the cul-
tural sensitivity of language learners. He discssdgee competencies the learners
should be able to draw on in successful intercaltencounters: 1.“[[Jearners become
aware of their individually and socially framed geption and are willing to gain reflec-
tive distance on their ego/ethnocentric perspetti2e “[ljearners approach a foreign
culture with an emphatic understanding: they respeseparateness and look for simi-
larity”, 3. [lJearners are in touch and deal prodkedy with the processes of enstrange-

ment they experience as part of language and allearning” (pp. 3-4).
1.3.5 Ethnography as intercultural learning

Byram’s (1994) notion of the ’learner as an ethapiper is the participant-
observer, the cultural actor who draws on perserpérience as well while learning the
foreign language. Doing ethnography which “is a hodt of describing a culture or
situation within a culture from the ‘emic’ or naghg point of view” (Nemetz-Robinson,
1985. p.73), promotes interaction and understandimg positive attitude toward peo-
ple from different cultures. The notion of the laage learner as ethnographer com-
bines “the experience of the ethnographer in thkl fand a set of conceptual frame-
works for cultural analysis with the best practicenm communicative and immersion
language learning” (Barro, Jordan and Roberts, 18980), and thus with the focus
shift from content and knowledge to the learnempsatientify the skills the learner

needs as an intercultural speaker (Andrews and B98V).
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1.3.6 Intercultural learning and perception

A major psychological factor present in the procekstercultural learning is
perception (Byram 1994), the importance of whies lin the fact that all the differences
account as much as they are perceived by the ipartiis. According to Singer (1982)
the perception of people is culturally determinedduse “...individuals and the groups
they constitute can only act or react on the bafsibeir perceptions [and] the important
point is that the ‘same’ stimuli are often perceidifferently by different individuals
and groups” (p. 54.). As one’s perception is “ctiodied by the cultures in which he
has been raised” (p.55.), this psychological fadeserves special attention in the proc-

ess of intercultural learning.

“Perception is generally regarded as a basic cegnfirocess, related to other
mental activities such as thinking and rememberirigough perception we get a pic-
ture of the world around us, which may differ fravhat is actually there or from the
way other individuals perceive the same things”d®vand Baker, 1990. p.78.). Differ-
ent theories deal with the way we derive informatioom the world around us. Early
inference theonydistinguishes between sensation and perceptiomialg that the first
is the registering of a sensory event at the sembés the second is the interpretation
and combination of simple sensations; the latténgpenconscious and based on past
experiences. Later the two-step theory of percaptias developed and refined stating
that sensation and perception are not two cleafferdnt events but one inferential
process that is closely related to the cognitiveaio. According taGestalt theoryer-
ception happens in a single step and that it isanotinconscious interpretation of the
world. According to theStimulus theonall the information needed for perception is
contained in the world around us — it is stimulusnd we do not need to use mental

processes to interpret it.
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Most psychologists agree that our perceptionsrdheenced by past experiences
and current interests. To cope with the complexasagorld around us, we organise
information about other people into categories bask our expectations on them. “De-
veloping cross-cultural understanding involves petiag other people positively. ...
How we perceive other people affects how we beltaward them and how they, in

turn, behave toward us” (Nemetz-Robinson, 198®)p.4

As cross-cultural misunderstandings often derieenfperceptual mismatches in
schemas, cues, values and interpretations betwegpigpfrom different cultures, per-
ception is a key area for teachers to work on aparing students for intercultural en-
counters. Bringing students to an understandinghaf subjectivity of perceptions of
and the range of reactions to....” (Byram 1994 p. &93jain phenomena should be the
aim of teaching intercultural learning. The succelthe teaching/learning process re-
quires the teachers and the students alike “tdesige [their] preconceptions” (Byram,

1994. p. 89).
1.3.7 Implications for the present study

The importance of intercultural learning in thentaxt the present study deals
with implies that it should be incorporated inte turriculum of such programmes, and
in teacher education as indicated in Chaptérie development of the elements in the
intercultural learning process determines the degwavhich the pupils adapt to the in-
tercultural community: the insufficient level oftémcultural communicative competence
and intercultural sensitivity can be an obstaclenttking contact with the members of
the class, and that in turn influences their atgttoward pupils from different cultures,

and toward the class as a collection of culturafig linguistically diverse individuals.
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1.4 Group processes: group, group formation, groupohesiveness

1.4.1 Group processes and the present study

The pupils of the present study constitute a grols class. The formation and
cohesiveness of the group, the dynamics withieteshds on their attitude to each other
and to the group as a whole. They are participantise formation of the group, and in

turn the existence of the group has impacts om befiaviour.
1.4.2 The definition of groups

According to Bass (1960) a group is a collectibmndividuals whose existence
as a collection is rewarding to the individualseoables them to avoid punishment. A
group does not necessarily perceive itself as ddehclaims that the members do not
have to share common goals. Interaction, intertugkoles, and shared ways of behav-
iour are not implied in this definition, althoudhese are common characteristics of man

groups.

Schein (1970) says that a psychological group ysrammber of people who in-
teract with one another, are psychologically awafrene another, and perceive them-

selves to be a group.

McGrath (1984) defines a group as ‘an aggregatidwo or more people who

are to some degree in dynamic interrelation witd another” (p.8).

Brown’s (1988) definition of a group is that it “.xists when two or more peo-
ple define themselves as members of it and wheexitgence is recognised by at least

one other” (p.15).

Avery and Baker (1990) accepting McGrath’s andvBr definition go further

and state that the members of a group are awatkeeof belonging to a group, they

41



share common goals. They add a further dimensiangrbup: the members are inter-
dependent in the sense that what happens to athe @roup members can — to some

degree — affect the others.

Avery and Baker’s definition is a workable one @alning contexts. Dornyei
and Malderez, (1997) give a list of benefits fag thdividual being member of a group:
access to a collection of resources, guidelinesséarttlards for evaluating attitudes and

behaviour, source of motivation and support.
1.4.3 Group formation

According to Brown (1988) the key concepts conaggrgroup processes are the
following: the dynamics within groups and betweeoups are closely related (Turner
and Giles, 1981), groups are a source of socialtitye(Turner, 1984), the distinction
between task and socioemotional orientation is mamb (Parsons and Bales, 1955), the

social comparison processes play a decisive ralen€r, 1984).

Groups create their own slogans, values, normsatratinternalised. Doérnyei
and Malderez (1997) claim that — in a learner greugroup norms (“...the rules or
standards that describe behaviour that is essdntidhe effective functioning of the
group” [p.69] ) are internalised if an explicit mo#building procedure is introduced
early in the group’s life, and that group charastars and processes promote or hinder

the learners’ achievement in class.

Tuckman and Jensen (1977) list five stages of gfoupation: forming, storm-
ing, norming, performing, adjourning. The proceaa be hindered by high variability
between individuals within the group in their atties and behaviour. The process of
becoming a member of the group can often provokesgndue to the necessary change

in self-concept.

42



In the process of group formation the individualaypdifferent roles. Adair
(1986) emphasises that roles in the context of ggaare different behaviour patterns.
Jacques (1984) claims that the roles in a groupbeacategorised along two dimen-
sions: the roles of social dimension are to buile group, the roles of task dimensions

are to help the group do its work.
1.4.4 Group cohesiveness

Adair (1986) defines group cohesiveness as teagtn of bonds of the indi-
viduals within the group. There are numerous factofluencing group cohesiveness:
physical proximity (the same setting, the lengthimie spent together), homogeneity,

personalities of the individuals, communicatioritie group, size of the group.

Doérnyei and Malderez (1997) state that group coleesiss is the strength of in-
termember relationships, and the strength of ttegioaship linking the members to the
group itself. Group cohesion can be achieved byatimeunt of time spent together,
shared group history, positive intermember relajoewards, group legends. Group
leaders can also enhance group cohesion. They #rguthe key concept of group dy-
namics is that group cohesiveness can be achiegaddiess of initial intermember re-
lationships, in other words negative or positivelifegs toward each other can change
during the course of development of the group. PéirG2001) refers to research find-
ings documenting that “group cohesiveness ......... lgad(mcreased group productiv-

ity” (p. 40.), and claims that group cohesivenedisiences the individual’s motivation.
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Dornyei (2001, p. 122) lists the most importantdas promoting intermember ac-
ceptance and group cohesiveness in a learner group:

» Time spent together and shared group history

e Learning about each other

* Proximity (physical distance)

e Contact (situations offering spontaneous opporiemio meet
* Interaction (situations in which people’s behavimiluences each other
* The rewarding nature of group experience

» Cooperation with each other

« Joint hardship experienced together

* Emphasising ‘us’ and ‘them’: defining the group iagaothers
* Intergroup competition

e Common threat

e Solidarity against a common enemy

* Developing group legends

e Public commitment to group

* Personal investment in the group

* Active presence of leader

Tuckman and Jensen (1977) draws attention to tdtetfat intragroup cohesion
Is often increased as a consequence of intergroofliats. It follows from it that the
status of the intragroup in the wider community bana crucial element in the devel-

opment of group cohesiveness.
1.4.5 Implications for the present study

The process of interculturation is group formatitfrthe members of the multi-
cultural population identify themselves with thénerts, if they have their own norms,
values, if they are aware of the common fate theyehthey will form a group. The
question is whether they will, if so, how fast, amtiether the larger community is
viewed as another group or they consider themselses subgroup of the large one. A
further point of interest is whether the norms tkey for themselves if they do, will be
adopted from familiar patterns, or they will cre#tteir own new ones. In other words,

will there be a dominant culture, that of the hostintry or one of the several present in
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the multicultural group, or they will create th&wn unique culture with norms and

values specific for them?

Group cohesiveness is an index of interculturatibhe bonds, the mutual
choices of the pupils show the relationships witlie group, which as described ear-

lier, can be the resource and support in their work

1.5 Individual and cultural differences in SLA

1.5.1 Individual and cultural differences in SLA and the present study

Although language learning as a process is nofdbes of the present study,
SLA models are important to be reviewed for thdofeing reason: as described later,
language learning in the context of the study taiase in natural and instructional set-
ting at the same time. The learning/acquiring psec@ the case of the common lan-
guage of the class is very similar to that of aoeeldanguage, although it is not the lan-

guage of the host country.
1.5.2 Individual and cultural differences in SLA: some malels

Individual and cultural differences play an impaotteole in influencing the lan-
guage learning outcome. A lot has been discovdedtahe nature and extent of indi-
vidual differences in linguistic abilities and belaur since the notion of the ideal
speaker-hearer (Chomsky 1965) and the homogengaexts community (Chomsky,
1981) lost its ground.

There are various dimensions of linguistic abiatyd behaviour along which in-
dividuals can differ from each other. The approtcthe study of individual differences
in language ability and behaviour must be inteigistary because it has to incorporate

the findings of various disciplines of social anatural sciences, has to build on the
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findings of various disciplines such as linguistiogurolinguistics, psycholinguistics,
and sociolinguistics.

People can differ greatly in the ways they acqainel learn, use and control
their language. The question is in what way perstyn@etermines language resources
and in what ways personality is determined by lagguresources, and what the ob-
served variations in the language process and égygguse have their roots in. The so-
cial and personal aspects of the language leagwauat for much of the variations of
the language learning process and the variatiotfsecdchieved language proficiency.

The seven theoretical models described below peatfid theoretical framework
for the study of individual differences in SLA aadcount for variations in the language

learning process and the outcome.
1.5.2.1A framework for individual learner differences

The framework (Ellis, 1994) shown in Figure 8 g@idke investigation of learner
differences. Three sets of interdependent fact@peesented in the framework. The first
comprises three types of individual differencedidi® about language learning, affective
states and general factors, such as languagedtiige, learning styles. The second set
consists of various learning strategies. The thwdcerns language learning outcomes.
The learning processes and mechanisms at the bofttime triangle account for how the
input is received and taken by the learner, and ihtwilds into the learner’s system.

According to Ellis, all these factors are relatacaicomplex way. Individual dif-
ferences influence what strategies the learnerdagmp the language learning process
that in turn influences their language learningcoates. At the same time, successful
strategy use influences the learners’ motivatiorreduces language anxiety in the learn-

ing process, thus enhancing better results. Elisns that the learning processes and
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mechanisms are largely hidden, but they accourthimw input becomes intake and how
intake is integrated into the learner’s interlarggiaystem” (474).p.

Figure 8 A framework for investigating individual | earner differ-
ences (Ellis, 1994, p.473)

1)
Individual learner differences
- beliefs about language
learning
- affective states
- general factors

Learning processes and mechanisms

(2)

Learner strategies <
.

»
»

(3) Language learning out comes
-on proficiency
-on achievement
-on rate of acquisition

1.5.2.2The Good Language Learner Model
The model presented in Figure 9 was proposed bynalai Frochlich, Todesco

and Stern (1978):

Figure 9 The Good Language Learner Model (Skehan @B9: p. 4.)

TEACHING

Matenals
Syllabus
Methodology
Resources
THE LEARNER LEARNING OUTCOME
Age Unconscious Proficiency
Intelligence . processes = listening
Aptitude ~ generalization - speaking
Motivation - transfer - reading
Attitude - simplification - writing
Personality Errors
Cognitive style Coniscious Interlanguage
S processes Affective
- strategies reactions
THE CONTEXT
EFUESL
Opportunities
for use
Social milieu
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This is a taxonomy of classes of variables in laggulearning. The first three
classes (teaching, learner, context) are the indkgre variables subdivided into catego-
ries representing many independent influences.dependent variables are also subdi-
vided into parts making up the whole classes. Being a taxonomy it is atheoretical
and explains very little, but it shows a rangerndéracting influences on the language

learning process and outcome.
1.5.2.3The Caroll Model of School Learning: an Interactioral Model

This model was proposed by Caroll in 1965. The rmedamined the effect of
school learning and focused on a limited set ofades - instructional factors (time and
instructional excellence) and individual differerfaetors (general intelligence, aptitude
and motivation). However, Caroll's model is limitad it leaves out important variables
such as context, the learning process and stratagie an important stage in the study
of individual differences because it tries to spethie nature of interaction between the

variables.
1.5.2.4 The Disjunctive Model

This model states that outcomes can be achievatifferent ways (Skehan,
1986) In contrast to the models discussed eathés,one claims that outcomes may be
achieved in different ways and the different waysyrdepend on the different configu-
rations of abilities resulting in the same outcoaiiiout the linear relationship between

correlating variables suggested by the other models
1.5.2.5The Acculturation Model

Schumann (1978) in his Acculturation Model idemsfithe major social
causal variables underlying natural SLA withoutnfi@al instruction and in the envi-

ronment where it is spoken His major propositiothigt SLA is one aspect of accul-
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turation, but it is a crucial issue, because trerers acculturation into the target
language group will determine the degree to whiefslhe acquires the target lan-
guage. The model acknowledges the developmentatenaf L2 acquisition and ex-

plores the differences in the development of tlanlers’ language improvement, and
also in their level of achievement. This model &esion the external factors of lan-

guage acquisition, and does not explore the int@nmueesses of acquisition.

Schumann (1990) extends the scope of his Accuituraflodel to include cog-
nition claiming that the brain acts as a mediattween affect and cognition in the ac-

culturation process, and consequently in secorguiage acquisition.
1.5.2.6 The Inter-group Model (Giles and Byrne, 198

The inter-group model is based on the inter-griigory of SLA. It incorporates
the factors influencing inter-group linguistic bglaur with ethnolinguistic vitality be-
ing the key construct in the process. The modetaips in majority language settings,
and claims that learners are likely to acquirevealike proficiency in L2 if their ethno-
linguistic vitality is low, and they are unlikely tachieve that level of proficiency if

their ethnolinguistic vitality is high.
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Figure 10 Variables affecting L2 acquisition accorthg to the Inter-group Model
(Ellis, 1994, p. 235)

Variable Description

1 Identification with own ethnic group ~ This concerns the extent to which learners see
themselves as members of a specific group that
is separate from the out-group, and also
consider their L1 an important dimension of their
identity,

2 Inter-ethnic comparison This concerns the extent to which learners make
favourable or unfavourable comparisons with
the out-group. Learners may or may not be
aware of ‘cognitive alternatives'.

3 Perception of ethnolinguistic vitality =~ This concerns the extent to which learners see
their in-group as having low or high status and
as sharing or being excluded from institutional
power.

4 Perception of in-group boundaries This concerns the extent to which learners see
their group as culturally and linguistically
separate from the out-group (hard boundaries),
or as culturally and linguistically related (soft
boundaries).

5 ldentification with other social groups This concerns the extent to which learners
identify with other social groups (occupational,
religious, gender) and, as a consequence,
whether they hold an adequate or inadequate
status within their in-group.

Figure 10 gives the list of variables affecting tearners’ ethnolinguistic vital-
ity: identification with own ethnic group that iee awareness of being a member of a
group; interethnic comparison that is how favougatsl unfavourable comparisons are
made with other groups; perception of ethnolingaisitality that is the perception of
the low or high status of their group in the comtgserception of in-group boundaries
that is the perception of cultural and linguisteparation from other groups; identifica-

tion with other social groups that is the membdentification with other social groups.
1.5.2.7The Socio-educational Model of Second Language Acigition (Gardner, 1985)

This model derived from a social psychological maa®posed by Lambert

(1963, 1967), Gardner and Lambert (1965) and Latrdret Tucker (1972), and devel-
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oped over the years into the model presented iar€i§1, which comprises this devel-
opment (Gardner, 1985).

Figure 11 The Operationalised Socio-educational Maal of SLA
(Gardner and Maclintyre, 1992 p: 212)
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This model incorporates all the cognitive and affecvariables, which influ-
ence how well the individual, will learn a secomatiduage. In this model the sociocul-
tural milieu plays an important role in determinitige factors that influence language
acquisition and the extent to which the cognitinel affective variables will influence
language learning. These individual difference alalgs interact and influence both the
formal and informal language acquisition conteXise cognitive variables play a role
by influencing data processing while affective ghtes play a role by influencing the
individual’s reaction to the environment. The liatibn of the model is that it does not
account for the differences between particulairggdt or for developmental patterns as

it concerns only ultimate proficiency measureddnyguage tests.
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Schumann (1994) argues that affect and cognitiahenbrain “are distinguish-
able but inseparable”(p. 231). From a neurobiolaigigerspective he proposes the
reconceptualisation of the affective filter, thenstbuct developed by Krashen (1981)
and claims that the reformulated affective filteithe emotional memory and its stimu-
lus appraisal system. The brain’s stimulus appkaigstem interacts with cognition, and
either promotes or inhibits second language intemacHe claims that stimulus ap-
praisal integrate with past associations storethénemotional memory. In second lan-
guage acquisition it is the brain’s stimulus apgabisystem that modulates cognition,

thus causing the variability in success in languagening.

1.5.3 An important psychological factor in SLA: emotion

People’s relationships with others are often infleed by their emotions. Some-
times emotions lead to organised, effective behay®ometimes disorganised, ineffec-
tive behaviour. As emotions have a strong effecbehaviour, within that on attitude,
it is important to know what emotions are.

There is not a general agreement about how to elefimotion. Goleman (1996)
takes “emotion to refer to a feeling and its didive thoughts, psychological and bio-
logical states, and range of propensities to grt289). Goleman thinks of emotions in
terms of families and dimensions, taking the mamifies such as anger, sadness, fear,
enjoyment, love and shame. Each of these famikssam emotional nucleus at its core
with ripples in countless mutations. These rip@es moods, temperaments and disor-
ders of emotions. The emotional mind accountsHat what we do is so often emotion-
ally driven. The emotional mind is much quickerrththe rational mind. Psychologists
distinguish between slow and quick paths to emottbe former through reflective

thought and the latter through immidiate perception
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The advantage of the emotional mind is that it i emotional reality, it is a
radar for ganger, but the disadvantage is thatesgions may misguide us. The emo-
tional mind creates a symbolic, childlike realigdause it takes elements that symbolise
a reality or triggers a memory of it. The pasiigposed on the present because “[w]hen
some feature of an event seems similar to an emalljocharged memory from the
past, the emotional mind responds by triggeringféledings that went with the remem-

bered event” (Goleman, 1996. p. 295).

1.5.4 Implications for the present study

Although the described models of language acdoiiglearning are based on the
recognised — to different degrees - role of indigldand cultural differences, and that of
the influence of social factors, they either operat second language contexts, or de-
scribe the processes ignoring the importance ofdméext of the learning situation. It is
only the Good Language Learner Model that mentiéRE contexts. The individual
and cultural difference issues explored in secanduiage or foreign language contexts,
or in non-contextual learning situations shouldreeonsidered for language learning
contexts the present study describes. Second aegjfiodanguage contexts are not ap-
plicable because the language learnt and usedeiprissent study is neither a second
nor a foreign language. It is the common langudgbelearners for whom the input is
almost entirely provided within the school. Otharigbles — instructional, cognitive,
affective factors — must be interpreted in a manaplex framework. The context of the
present study calls for further research to workatheory for lingua franca learning

contexts.
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1.6 Social contexts and SLA
1.6.1 Social contexts in SLA and the present study

Second language learning takes place in differgpés of contexts and settings
“shaped by social, economic, and political forcésarious kinds” (Ellis, 1994 p. 214).
The types of contexts and settings influence tinguage learning outcomes, because
the amount of input in L2 is determined by the eahtthe attitude of the learners to-
ward the second language is influenced by the kfaators characteristic for the setting

they live and learn in.

As said above, the context of the present studyasicial phenomenon. The issues
of the relevant literature investigating the natofalifferent settings and contexts have

to be studied to see what and how is applicableda@ontext of the study.
1.6.2 Natural and educational settings

Ellis (1994) examines various types métural and educational settingsin
which second language learning takes place. Hes@ivist of potential outcomes of the

language learning processes in these settingsoasish Figure 12.
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Figure 12 Social contexts and potential L2 learningutcomes (Ellis, 1994 p. 229)

Setting

Examples

Potential learning outcomes

Natural contexts
Majerity language settings

monolingual
bilingual

Official language settings

International settings

Educational contexts
Segregation

Mother tongue maintenance

Submersion

Immersion
majority language

minority language

Language classroom

L2 English learnt in USA or UK

L2 English learnt by
Francophones in Canada

L2 English in Nigeria; Bahasa
Indonesian in Indonesia

Use of L2 English for tourism,
business, media etc.

Special migrant worker
programmes in Germany; ‘Bantu
education programmes’' in
Namibia.

Finnish-medium education for
Finnish minority in Sweden.

Education in mainstream
classrooms for ethnic minority
students in UK and USA,
withdrawal for L2 instruction.

Bilingual education programmes
for English-speaking students in
Canada.

Bilingual education programmes
for Hispanic-speaking students
in the United States.

Foreign language classes in
monolingual countries (e.g.
Japan); Second language ESL
classes for Francophone
students in Canada.

Considerable variation in L2

proficiency:

- immigrant interlanguages
(stable and unstable)

- subtractive bilingualism

- additive bilingualism.

Subtractive bilingualism likely.

L2 learnt as additional language;

Different levels of proficiency:

- pidginized varieties

- 'babu’

- local standards (e.g. ‘New
Englishes’).

Functionally simplified varieties
(e.g. Alrspeak);

Transfer of culture-bound
strategies for impression
management.

L2 proficiency may be restricted
to development of ‘survival
skills’; CALP likely to be
underdeveloped.

High levels of L2 proficiencyin
both BICS and CALP.

Low academic performance

resulting from many learners’
failure to develop CALP;
subtractive bilingualism.

High level of functional L2
proficiency but grammatical
praficiency fails to reach NS
levels.

High level of L2 proficiengy
achieved if programme attends
to L1 literacy and provides plenty
of comprehensible input,

Many learners fail to develop
functional oral L2 proficiency; L2
proficiency higher in reading and
writing skills.

The main distinction he makes is the distinctiotweennatural and educa-

tional settings In natural settings the learner has contact witter speakers of L2 in
various situations whereas in educational settihgslearner has contact with other
speakers of L2 only in educational contexts. Etisls that most learners are exposed to

the L2 both in natural and educational settings.
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1.6.2.1Natural settings

Within the natural settings he lists three major variationsiajority language
settings, official language settingandinternational settings. The potential language
outcomes are considerable variations in L2 prdficye

In majority language settingsthe language outcome can be an “immigrant in-
terlanguage’ (Richards 1972)...the product of thead@onditions in which the learners
live” (Ellis, 1994, p.217). Another learning outcern these contexts can be bilingual-
ism, subtractive in the case when the learners terndse their L1, and additive bilin-
gualism when the learners maintain their L1.

In official language settingsL2 is used as an additional language. The learning
outcome can be pidginized varieties incorporatmmgnk from other than the target lan-
guage sources, or local standard varieties refigctome structural features of the na-
tive language of the community.

In international settings L2 is used to performs certain functions and #dsen-

ing outcome is a functionally simplified version goying standard language forms.

1.6.2.2Educational contexts

In educational contextsEllis following Skuttnab-Kangas and Cummins (1988)
lists four types of contexts in multilingual sitigats: segregation, mother tongue
maintenance, submersiorandimmersion. He adds a fifth type, thereign language
classroomfound in monolingual situations.

In segregationsettingslearners are educated separately from the majdritg
learning outcome is limited L2 proficiency restedtto the development of survival
language skills.

In mother tongue maintenancesettings learners are given classes in their

mother tongue, or are educated through the mediutheir mother tongue. In both
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types learners achieve high level of proficiencybasic interpersonal communication
skills and in cognitive academic language proficien

In submersion settingslanguage minority learners are educated through th
medium of the majority language foreign to theme Tearning outcome can be low
level of cognitive academic language proficiencysiag low level of academic per-
formance or failure.

Immersion settingsrefer to a number of bilingual educational congextth bi-
lingual majority and minority programmes. An example of the bilingual majority
programmes is the Canadian French immersion educathere majority language
(English) speaking children were educated throlghnedium of the minority (French)
language (Skuttnab-Kangas and Cummins, 1988). Treggammes proved to be suc-
cessful concerning not only language learning au&sy but interethnic relationships,
too. In bilingual minority programmes learners adeicated through the medium of L2
with attention to L1 maintenance. Bilingual mingrjirogrammes are more controver-
sial, but with attention to maintain L1 literacydato provide enough comprehensible
input they can be successful (Skuttnab-Kangas amindns, 1988).

Thelanguage classroom contexdiffers from the previously described ones in
two aspects: one is that the L2, a foreign or asgdanguage is taught as a subject, and
the other is that the L2 is not a means of comnaimn outside the classroom. Gardner
and Clement (1990) emphasises the importance ofaspects of language classroom
settings being influential on learning outcomes kmarning situation and the parental
support. By the learning situation they mean tHatianship of the teachers and the
learners, their roles in the learning processiype of activities through which real-life
situations are reproduced. Parental support catirbet “by monitoring their children’s

curricular activities” (Ellis, 1994, p. 228), ordimect providing models of successful
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language learning, thus motivating their childrerdarn the language (Gardner, 1985).
The language learning outcomes of these contesgeliadepend on these two aspects.
Ellis claims that in most language classroom castéxe insufficient development of

functional oral skills can be observed.
1.6.3 The Hungarian context

The Hungarian context, in which the present stisdgmbedded, is very dif-
ferent from any of the contexts and settings descriabove. Bilingual and foreign
language immersion programmes discussed in theafitee focus on the language
component: the goals are to promote bilingualisto,gnable the students to com-
municate across linguistic and cultural boundar{@#kain and Johnson, 1997, p. 6).
In the Hungarian context the focus is on the imagntal impetus toward learning in
English, so strong that it has brought about theddwian immersion/dual language
programmes described by Duff (1997) and Bognar @20@nd the English-only

programmes surveyed by Kurtan (2003).

As said in the Introduction, the Hungarian duadgaage schools teach two
or more subjects in a foreign language. Many Huigatertiary institutions offer
foreign language medium instruction. In both catesmedium of instruction in the
majority of the programmes is English. Bognar (200@mmarises the results of the
Hungarian dual language schools. Kurtan (2003) gyave overview of the Hungar-
lan tertiary institutions offering foreign languageedium instruction and analyses
their programmes in comparison to similar ones airaognar (2000) lists a num-
ber of disadvantages beside the many advantagksrisummary of the results of
the Hungarian dual language schools. There ares thmain problem areas: lack of
teaching material, insufficient training of teachen this aspect, some negative in-

fluence of the foreign language medium instructmnthe native language use of
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the pupils. Kurtan’'s (2003) findings support thesfitwo. Her further findings re-
veal serious deficiencies in the foreign languagedimm instruction practice of
most Hungarian tertiary institutions: lack of designost programmes are mere
“translation” of the Hungarian language mediumrnag with no consideration of
the differences in content, language use, pedagbhgictercultural and organisa-
tional aspects. Comparing the Hungarian practicth&b of the Scandinavian coun-
tries, her findings are the same regarding thes$eidecies. She lists a number of
suggestions how these problems could be solved edatkful programme planning
including the thorough analysis of the constituesitshis special teaching/learning

context.

1.6.4 Implications for the present study

The English-only programme investigated in thespng study does not fit any
of the contexts and settings described in thedlitee. It is a combination of the natural
and educational settings, but the natural asperssicted to the school community
sharing the same common language, which is ndatiguage of the wider community.
As a consequence of this restricted, closed contiegtrelationships of the participants
— pupils-pupils, and pupils-teachers — relationstipve bigger influence on the teach-
ing/learning processes than in contexts where tldervcommunity can also serve as a
source of information.

Another difference is that the primary focus o gorogramme is not language
learning facilitated by integrating language andteat, but content teaching where the
foreign language is the medium of instruction. Tuestion is not only what language
learning outcomes can be observed in the procegshdw the language proficiency

level influences study achievement.
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In sum, the present study explores the contexhefprogramme and the rela-

tionship between language proficiency and studyesreiment.
1.7 Integrating language and content — an approach tol\
1.7.1 Integrating language and content and the present stly

As said above, in the programme under investigdfinglish is a subject and at
the same time the language of instruction. Met 8) 33ates that “many content-based
courses or programmes use the second language asethium for learning the content
of specific courses (such as mathematics, sciertepr social sciences) shifting the
focus from language as course content to languagbeamedium of instruction” (p.
35). She claims that designing content-based auduanc requires careful consideration
of six factors, because these factors influencentitare of content and language learn-
ing alike. The six factors are the following: ratéde for integrating language and con-
tent, models of integrating language and conteiaking decision about language and
content, content and the attainment of culturakdijes, the role of explicit language
instruction, teacher preparation and teacher phayni

These factors have to be explored to see how tblkeyerto the English-only

programme of the present study.
1.7.2 Rationale for integrating language and content

Following Savignon (1991) Met (1998) claims thpt]6ntent-based courses or
programmes are a natural concomitant of communeapproaches to second/foreign
language instruction that emphasise the use oliEggto interpret, express and negoti-
ate meaning” (p. 36). Learning the language throcmfttent provides the students op-
portunities to use the language in real-life situa “to communicate authentic mean-

ings... for authentic purposes...and to accomplishemitt tasks” (Met, 1998, p. 36).
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Constructivist theory provides a strong rationfde content-based language
teaching claming that learning takes place throexgheriences in meaningful contexts.
According to it, learners can perform better whieeytcan see how the parts they learn
fit into the whole. “For language educators, thes emply that the content to be inte-
grated with language be the content students ayagenl with in the rest of their school
day” (Met, 1998, p. 37). Caine & Caine’s (1991)aash proves that making connec-

tions between the parts increases learning andtrete

In multilingual settings, where there are moreglaages used in different con-
texts both within and outside the school, decisiaking regarding the extent of inte-

gration language and content is more complex.
1.7.3 Models of language/content integration

Met (1998) proposes a model for classifying theowes approaches to integrat-
ing language and content.

Figure 13 Content-based language teaching: A contimm of content and language
integration (Met, 1998, p. 41)

Content-driven Language-driven

Language
classes with
Language frequent use
classes of content
Subject courses based on for lan-
Total im- Partial Subject plus language thematic guage prac-
mersion immersion  courses classes/instruction  units tice
The various approaches to integrating languagecantent reflect a continuum
with content-driven programmes at one end of th@iocaum, and language driven pro-
grammes at the other. In content-driven programeoegent is taught exclusively in the
second/foreign language. In these programmes #rades’ performance in the content

Is as important as the development of their languyaficiency. In language —driven
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programmes learners learn the language as a sudjettcontent serves as an effective
vehicle for communicative language experiences4f).Between the two ends of the
continuum there are models integrating languagecantent to different extents, and in

different ways.
1.7.4 Making decisions about language and content

Met (1998) emphasises that two factors must bentékto consideration in de-
signing the curriculum of content-based languageg@mmes: the language profi-
ciency of the learners, and the fit between theeetqul language outcomes and the con-
tent selected.

Language proficiency level is particularly impartain content-driven pro-
grammes in bilingual or multilingual settings, whdearners are expected to have high
level of academic language proficiency in a nonwealanguage. In these programmes
content outcomes and language outcomes are edogilyrtant. Complementary lan-
guage instruction that is the language taught sisbgect may support content instruc-
tion. In all content-based language programmesnt@bin must be paid to ensure that
learners reach the level of language proficieneyaleded by the content.

The choice of content to be taught in the seconeifjn language must be de-
cided after careful consideration of its fit witietlearners’ current proficiency level, its
fit with specified language objectives (the deveh@nt of targeted language skills), and

the fit with the cognitive demand of the subject.
1.7.5 Content and attainment of cultural objectives

Byram (1998) notes that in multicultural settirtgere is more than one culture
present in the classroom and in the curriculum. (1888) claims that including culture

teaching in the curriculum of content-based langusgpching has an effect on the
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choice of content, especially in the case of subjedor example mathematics - which
do not offer “a natural avenue for including cuétdearning in the curriculum” (p. 53).
Integrating culture and content is more naturathie case of social sciences. She em-
phasises the importance of integrating cultureni@grinto content-driven programmes,
too, but does not have any suggestion how to d@g@mm’s (1998) suggestion is in-

cluding explicit reference to the other culturesha curriculum.
1.7.6 The role of explicit language instruction

Explicit language instruction may be part of ttwntent course or complemen-
tary to it. Met (1998) recommends to include explianguage instruction in the cur-
riculum of content-driven programmes where theeesabjects which “provide limited

opportunities for the development of social langidg. 55).
1.7.7 Teacher preparation and teacher planning

Nunan and Lam (1998) draws attention to the spet@aands on teachers’
competencies in multicultural/multilingual settingdlet (1998) claims that teaching
content through the medium of a foreign languaggpiires specialised professional
knowledge, skills, and abilities. In content-bapedgrammes for teachers who are con-
tent specialists with high proficiency in the laage of instruction it is essential to un-
derstand and to be able to use strategies of mkeldnguage instruction. Effective
teaching always involves plans for instruction, etond/foreign content teachers must
consider a number of additional factors: “the laaggi proficiency of students, the lan-
guage objectives for the unit of instruction, tinéeraction between the language and

content objectives, and how objectives will be ased” (Met, 1998, p. 57).
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1.7.8 Implications for the present study

The English-only programme the present study dedls is a unique type of
content-based programmes. It is unique in the sitraget was not elaborated according
to a rationale professionally worked out, but saisl before — it has come to life out of
necessity meeting the demands of parents and ¢hédren arriving from different
countries in Hungary where the conditions of multjual education defined by Nunan
and Lam (1998) as “educational programmes in whndre than two languages are
taught and academic instruction is presented throongre than two languages” (p. 117)
did not exist. Consequently, all the issues desdridbove must be examined with this

uniqueness in mind. That is what the present sairthg to offer.

1.8 Personal characteristics: individual differences inattitude, motivation, learn-
ing strategies and learning styles

1.8.1 Personal characteristics and the present study

The following review surveys the categorisatiorimmfividual differences focus-
ing on the developments of four of them: languggéwde/ability/intelligence, learning
strategies, learning styles and attitude/motivat®iven the culturally/linguistically di-
verse composition of the class, individual anduwralt differences in language aptitude,
learning strategies, learning styles, and attitmdgivation are crucial from the point of
view how the pupils can create a cooperative warkjroup. Cooperative learning is an
instructional approach where the group’s achievenasna group is highly evaluated
and rewarded (Ddrnyei and Malderez, 1997). As abhmle, one of the foci of the pre-
sent study is the formation of the group to whilcl kearners adapt to various degrees.
To use methods that promote the formation of trmugris another important issue

commented on later in Chapter 5.
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1.8.2 Categories of Individual Differences

There are various characteristics of the individudlich influence how and how
well s/he will learn a foreign language. AccordiegGardner’'s and Macintyre’s (1992)
categorisation these variables can be groupedtiméz main categories: 1. Cognitive
variables - different aspects of cognition (intglince, language aptitude/ability, learn-
ing strategies, previous learning experience); fleddive variables - the individual's
reaction to the situation (attitude, motivatiomdaage anxiety, self-confidence, learn-
ing styles); 3. Miscellaneous category of factdreither cognitive or affective implica-

tions (age, gender, sociocultural experience).
1.8.3 Aptitude, Ability, Intelligence

Caroll (1965) distinguishes between ability anctliigence, which are two dif-
ferent but related concepts. He sees intelligescanaimportant factor in school learn-
ing because it influences how well and quickly #tedent understands the teacher’s
instruction, while language aptitude determines momch time is needed by the indi-
vidual to acquire the material. Language aptitigla set of abilities that promote lan-
guage learning. These abilities may vary almosepeesdently and it means that talent
for language learning as such does not exist.

Caroll in his analysis of the major componentsamiguage ability compares the
rate at which individuals acquire their first laiage to the rate at which they master
various language related skills later. His ressttisw that aptitude for foreign languages
is a residue of fist language learning ability. Teerse language abilities often reflect
specific kinds of environmental and educationalueces. We must differentiate be-
tween competence as ability or performance as sdwtording to the customary dis-
tinction between them, competence is what the iddal knows about the language,

and performance is how s/he uses that knowledgetmal communication. Perform-
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ance may be affected by a number of factors - sfdbealth, mood - which fall beyond
the scope of ability.

He proposed that language aptitude was comprisémincomponents: 1. pho-
netic coding ability, 2. grammatical sensitivity, Bemory abilities, 4. inductive lan-
guage learning ability. The Modern Language Aptiutiest (MLAT) published by
Caroll and Sapon in 1959 was developed to assess four components of language

aptitude.

Oxford (1993) criticises the MLAT for three reasofe claims that it is out-
dated and agrees with others, McLaughlin’'s (198polsky’s (1989) and Skehan’s
(1989), who also claim that changes are requirgderassessment of language aptitude.
The other reason of her criticism is that in henmm the MLAT is a useful instrument
to assess language aptitude at lower levels bug doediscriminate well at all levels.
The third point of her criticism is that it doestradlow for different approaches to L2

learning, and that it might not be valid to assess-native speakers of English.

Fillmore (1979) also examines variation among irdinals in the ability to learn
a second language. He claims that first languaggeisition is quite uniform across
population, while there are considerable differsnicesecond language learning. These
differences are the consequence of the learnt ttegraind social strategies, which play

an important role in second language acquisition.

Skehan (1989) proposed that aptitude measures egendent on underlying
language-learning abilities and on decontextualizhilities. In contrast to the previous
studies, which assumed a linear relationship betvwke different components of lan-
guage aptitude, Skehan examined whether succesbecachieved in different ways
and found evidence for the existence of differemffies of language aptitude. Some

individuals are linguistically oriented to learnirtey consider language learning a pat-
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tern-making problem. Others are more memory-dep@rated they see language not as
a system but a series of chunks. On the basissdirtdings he proposed that there are

analytic learners and memory-oriented learners.

Day (1980) makes distinction between language- 8damd language-optional
individuals, the former perceiving and remembeengnts in language terms, the latter

being able to use language structures or to set #stde depending on task demand.

Smith, (1978), Naylor, (1980) draw attention to fhaet that biological aspects
must also be taken into consideration - cerebra@rdéization also affects language
processing. According to Hardyck (1977) experingidws that there is superior ability

at providing verbal coding for difficult informaticamong left-handed subjects.
1.8.4 Attitude, motivation

The use of the terms “attitude” and "motivatiors taried within the areas of
second language acquisition. Ellis (1985) discusisesise of the terms in the literature
of second language acquisition and concludes thaté¢ is no general agreement about
what precisely ‘motivation’ or ‘attitudes’ consigi§ nor of the relationship between the
two. This is entirely understandable given the ralothess of these concepts, but it

makes it difficult to compare theoretical propasis” (p.117).
1.8.4.1Motivation

According to Gardner (1985) “(motivation) involvisir aspects: a goal, effort-
ful behaviour, a desire to attain the goal and @aable attitudes towards the activity in
guestion. Of these four, the goal is not a measeiredimponent of motivation, but the
stimulus giving rise to it. The reasons of wanttogattain the goal have been incorpo-

rated under the banner of orientation” (p.5.).
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Gardner (1985) in his Socio-educational Model, preed in figure 14, which
he has been developing since 1960 seeks to iraéerébur aspects of L2 acquisi-
tion: 1. social, cultural milieu 2. individual leser differences 3. setting 4. learning
outcomes.

Figure 14 Socio-educational model (Gardner 1985, p53)

LANGUAGE
SOCIAL ACQUISITION
MILIEU INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES CONTEXTS QUTCOMES

Integrative motive

x5

Cultural
beliets

| Formal
Linguistic
Attitudes toward
the learning
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Non-
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Language R O

aptitude

The basis of the model is that L2 learning, evea tlassroom setting, is not
only information learning but acquiring symbolicegients of a different ethnolin-
guistic community.

He identifies a number of variables resulting imivadual difference, e.g.
motivation and language aptitude. The model predicat the relationship between
the social/cultural milieu and L2 proficiency is ardirect one, but it is more direct
between integrative motivation and proficiency. T8oeial and cultural milieu de-

termine the extent to which the learner wish tanidfg with the target language cul-
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ture (integrative motivation), and also the extemtwhich they hold positive atti-
tudes towards the learning situation. Both influebe nature and the strength of
motivation. Motivation has an impact on learningoimth formal and informal learn-
ing contexts. Aptitude is considered to be impartamly in formal settings, it plays
a secondary role in the latter. Motivation, aptauchtelligence and situational anxi-

ety determine the learning behaviours, consequenéyearning outcomes.

Dornyei (2001) affirms this model stating that igtativeness and attitude
toward language learning are correlated core vigalbhat influence motivation,

which with language aptitude influence language@ament.
1.8.4.2Attitude

"An attitude is a learned predisposition to respamén evaluative (from ex-
tremely favourable to extremely unfavourable) martogvards some attitude object.”
(Davidson and Thompson, 1980. p. 27.) “An attitisle@ mental and neural state of
readiness organised through experience, exertdigeative or dynamic influence upon
the individual™ s response to all objects and sibma with which it is related” (Allport
1954) and ..can be described as a learned predispd® respond in a consistently fa-
vourable or unfavourable manner with respect tavargobject.” (Fishbein and Ajzen,
1975) It is a hypothetical construct to explain theection and persistence of human
behaviour, which is a relatively stable and endyudrsposition in people. According to
Baker (1990) the three-component model of attitpigosed by Rosenberg and Hov-

land (1960) describes best the nature of attitude.

Figure 15 The three-component model of attitude (Beer, p. 13)

Attitude

A

Cognition Affect Readiness for Action
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1.8.4.3Attitude and motivation

Newcomb (1950) suggests a twofold difference betvadtude and motivation:
motivation has an existing drive state and is gpaicific, while attitude does not have

any drive state although it may produce drivesiarabject specific.

Gardner and Tremblay (1994a ,b) sees attitude @®biine three components of
motivation: motivational intensity, desire and taitie towards a foreign language. This
conceptualisation of motivation has a behaviouragnitive and affective component

with attitude belonging to the last category.

Doérnyei (1994a) welcomes the addition of the sodialension to the study of
motivation by Gardner and associates and pointshaditattitudes and motivation origi-
nally are different concepts and derive from défar disciplines of psychology, but
“...due to the multifaceted nature and role of lzange (i.e. the fact that it is at the same
time acommunication coding systemnintegral part of the individual's identityand
the most importanthannel of social organisatignthe motivational background of L2
learning involves a unique and necessarily eclemitstruct where "motivational” and

“attitudinal” approaches should meet” (p. 282).

Gardner’s motivational theory can be interpretethini the framework of the

operational formulation of the socio-educationaldelqsee Figure 11).

Gardner focuses on integrative motivation asmae enduring than instrumen-
tal motivation is. His motivation theory compridesir elements: goal-directedness, in-
tensity, desire and favourable attitudes. The Kegent of this theory is the integrative
motive, which comprises three components: integeagss, attitudes and motivation.

He distinguishes between formal and informal leagrncontexts claiming that motiva-
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tion influences both. Aptitude and motivation irdhce achievement independently
from each other, and motivation is influenced hijtwades toward the learning situation

and integrativeness.

Regarding the causative role of motivation SkeHe391) criticises Gardner’s
motivational theory on the basis of the findingsotier researches claiming in contrast
to Gardner that success influences motivationnfativation both causes, and is caused
by, success” (Skehan, 1991: p. 283). Another @iticof his is that the relationship be-

tween orientation, motivation and the context afihéng is not clear in the theory.

Clément and Kruidenier (1986) find that there a@emorientations than those
two claimed by Gardner and they connect theserfmjor orientations to different con-

textual factors.

Doérnyei (1994a) claims that the Gardnerian constafianotivation should be
extended by adding new components such as exfiimtsitsic motivation, intellectual
curiosity, attribution about past success/failureed for achievement, self-confidence,
classroom goal structures together with variousvastsuch as classroom events/tasks,
classroom climate, group cohesion, course conteathing material, teaching feed-

back, grades, rewards.

Dornyei (1994b) criticises the Gardnerian modelterminological, measure-
mental and conceptual basis. He notes that thertheze components at three different
levels carrying the same term ‘integrative” (ind¢ige motive/motivation, integrative-
ness, integrative orientation) which causes thdeang use of these terms in the lit-
erature. Secondly, motivation is part of the in&ige motive according to Gardner,
while he feels that motivation is a broader teronsequently integrative motive is part

of motivation. He raises measuremental issues asithe self-report behavioural meas-

71



ures and the separation of the three componentsotfation causing difficulty in in-
terpretation. Among the conceptual issues, he fimglsthe relationship of motivation
and orientation needs clarification because thegdun the Gardnerian sense, are con-
fusing. A second conceptual issue is whether thelit@aian motivation is restricted to

the integrative motive.

Doérnyei (1994a) proposes a general framework ofrid@ivation consisting of
three levels, that of the language, the learnet the learning situation. The three levels
reflect the three basic constituents of the se¢anguage learning process (the L2, the
L2 learner, and the L2 learning environment) anedhdifferent aspects of language
(social, personal and educational dimension). Eid presents the components of for-

eign language learning motivation.

Figure 16 Components of foreign language learning ativation (Dérnyei 1994a,
p.280)
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1.8.5 Learning strategies

“A learning strategy is a device or procedure usgdearners to develop their
interlanguages. ... Learning strategies accounhdev learners acquire and automatise
L2 knowledge. ... Learning strategies contrast widtmmunication and production
strategies, both of which account for how learness rather than acquire L2 compe-

tence” (Ellis, 1994, p. 712).

According to Rubin (1981) there are three typestidtegies: direct, indirect and
institutional. Direct strategies are cognitive ttgges that apply the principles of learn-
ing to make the acquisition easier. Indirect sgi#® are affective strategies that en-
hance positive emotional reaction and reduce negatiactions. Institutional strategies
are those undertaken by language teaching insiisitio assist students. Concerning the
learner, he suggests the two-part (direct-indiretdssification system, which is en-
riched by others adding a third type of stratedies,social-affective strategies (Chamot
and Kupper, 1989). These strategies are a cogniviable because they are used on
the level of cognition to promote language learnimghe process of acquisition, stor-

age, retrieval, or use of information.

The theoretical basis for learning strategies cariolind in cognitive psychol-
ogy as demonstrated by O’'Malley and Chamot (199@)bncept of which provides the
theoretical framework where learning strategiessiarm the manner in which material

is processed.

Oxford (1990) lists about 200 instances of strateggy applied when practising
the four skills in a second language. Built on iearfindings she provides the most
comprehensive classification of learning stratedtd®e proposes a strategy system with

two major categories of direct and indirect straggthe former being those which op-
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erate on the second language material to storeeaadl information, and the latter be-
ing those which are used by students to adjusketr@ing situation to their needs. The
purpose of direct strategies is to improve memarg eomprehension processes, the
purpose of indirect strategies is the same but #reyapplied on the situational level.
The direct strategies include memory, cognitive aothpensation strategies, the indi-
rect strategies include metacognitive, affectivd aocial strategies. The major strategy
categories are subdivided into six groups as sedfigure 17 These strategy groups

support each other, and each can connect with ssist any other strategy group.

Figure 17 Diagram of the Strategy System: Overview (Oxford, 290 p. 16)

- l. Memory Strategies

Direct Strategies —————— Il. Cognitive Strategies

. Compensation Strategies

LEARNING STRATEGIES

l. Metacognitive Strategies

Indirect Strategies
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Ill. Social Strategies

According to some researchers (Rubin, 1981) stedehtifferent proficiency
levels use different strategies. They reflect #heel on which the student is able to op-
erate. Ellis (1994) notes that there has been uffitient research done to prove that
there is direct relationship between the type oategy used and the stage of the
learner’s language development. Students very afen strategies across levels of
strategy typology. Unsuccessful learners may usmnileg strategies but not the appro-
priate ones. Many variables such as attitude, ratim anxiety interact to produce will-

ingness or unwillingness to employ a strategy aemmonstrated by Oxford and Nyikos
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in a study (1989). It is clear from the findingatimotivation plays an important role in
the use of learning strategies. Motivated studdetslop strategies to promote further
learning. Strategies are born from previous le@rmrperiences and can be developed

through training.
1.8.6 Learning styles

Following Gregorc (1979), Oxford (1990), Oxford, rEtan and Lavine (1991)
learning styles can be defined as approaches ddmji¢he individuals to the process of
learning. They are a general disposition towarc@ssing information in a particular
way. They represent a consistent approach to legmiith considerable individual

variability.

Reid (1995) categorises learning styles in threpngoups: cognitive learning
styles, sensory learning styles, affective/temperartearning styles. Cognitive learning
styles include field-independent/field-dependentnalgtic/global and reflec-
tive/impulsive, tolerance/intolerance of ambiguidarning styles. These styles depend
on the cognitive processes applied by the leam#énea learning process. Sensory learn-
ing styles include perceptual (visual, auditoryndeasthetic, tactile, haptic) learning
styles, environmental (sound, light, temperatutasstoom design, food intake, time,
mobility) learning styles and sociological (groupdividual, teacher authority, team,
pair) learning styles. These learning styles demmanthe learners’ perception in physi-
cal and social sense, too. Affective/temperamearniag styles include temperament
indicators  (extroversion/introversion, sensingftiom, thinking/feeling, judg-
ing/perceiving), and brain hemisphericity (righf/leemisphere). These styles are based

on the learners’ personality characteristics.
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Oxford and Ehrman (1993) list four major aspectseafning styles important
for language learning: 1. the analytic-global pagtan 2. sensory preferences, 3. intui-
tive/random vs. sensory/sequential learning, 4atired orientation toward closure or
openness. Analytic (field-dependent) students auinate on details while global (field-
independent) students concentrate on main ideaso8epreference (visual, auditory,
hands-on /kinaesthetic-tactile orientation/) refessthe perceptual learning channel,
which is preferred by the student. Intuitive/randstadents think in abstract, non-
sequential ways, while sensing/sequential studieciss on concrete facts and operate
in an organised way. Orientation to closure referthe degree to which the individual

needs clarity. It is closely related to tolerantambiguity.

Nelson (1995) discusses the culture bound natudeawshing styles. They are
culture bound in two aspects: the notion of leagrstyles implies individuals, but indi-
viduals are part of some culture that as said exagietermines individual choices. The
other aspect is that culture is learned, and idd&is acquire the knowledge of how to
learn in the process of their socialization. Sitayie(1991) calls it the “hidden curricu-

lum” (p. 120).
1.8.7 Implications for the present study

As one of the aims of the study is to find outwthitve underlying factors pro-
moting or hindering the pupils’ adaptation to themenunity of the class, atti-
tude/motivation is a crucial issue to be investadaftTheir positive or negative attitude
toward the class, the school, the wider environmér@ language influences the rate
and degree of the process. As seem in the literaftitude/motivation is a crucial fac-

tor in group formation and maintenance.
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The study is conducted in a learning situation iettbere are individuals from
different cultural background. Their personal cltgestics are reflected in the way
they approach the teaching/learning process. Tovhether there is the potential of es-
tablishing a cooperative learning group, two indual factors, closely connected to the
social aspect of cooperation, are chosen to besiigated: the personality factor of in-
troversion/extroversion as an affective learningestimension, and the learners’ work
style, their preference of working individually iora group, as a sociological dimension

of learning styles.
1.9 Gender issues
1.9.1 Gender issues and the present study

The present study takes place in a class with stirequal number of girls and
boys in it. It has to bee seen what the literahas to say about gender differences in
attitude, in the approach to the learning situat@mout the roles males and females

have in the group formation and the learning preees
1.9.2 Gender differences

Ditz and Stern (1998) claims that gender differsnoelanguage use are caused
by social differences. The most critical socialsmof gender differentiation is level of
education. When equal educational opportunity ferefl, females tend to be more sen-

sitive to the status norm of the language than snale

Oxford (1995) explores gender differences in foigaa of learning styles: sen-
sory preference, field-independence/field-dependdifield-sensitivity), reflection and
impulsivity, objective/impersonal and subjectivefdmatic styles. She claims that men
are more field-independent, analytic, objective &gically minded, while women are

more field-sensitive, globally patterned, subjeetand capable of using emotions. She
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suggests that these differences exist in othesaseéfe too, and that they “influence

classroom dynamics and student success” (p. 45).

Sunderland (1992) claims that gender operates fiareht levels including
classroom processes, more precisely learning pesgseacher-learner, and learner-
learner interactions. She finds that in classro@in work and group work males are
more active than females, who provide good supgemenvironment for the males, but

getting little feedback themselves.

Ellis (1994) gives an overview of several resediotings stating that on the
whole females are more successful in languageifepbecause their attitude regarding
language learning is more positive, they stresspmration and deal more sensitively

with relationships.
1.9.3 Implications for the present study

As seen above, gender differences can be spottedl the areas the study is
concerned with: language learning, study achievéraed group formation. The rela-
tively big proportion of girls in the class indieatthat all the data about any of the three
aspects described above have to be analysed frdeifemaale aspect, because the dif-

ferences are likely to influence the processes imdestigation.
1.10Language proficiency and study achievement

1.10.1 Language proficiency development and study achievesnt, and the present

study

The relationship of language proficiency developtrend study achievement is
a central issue of the present study. The langisalgarnt as a subject and through con-

tent teaching. At the same time it is acquiredhm ¢ourse of the social activities of the
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class, even if in limited context. The pupils’ gaslto achieve success in their studies
that are conducted in the language common forfahem. The question is if there is a

direct relationship between their proficiency ahéit advancement in their studies.

From the above it follows that the literature bade consulted about the rela-

tionship between language proficiency developmadteducational success or failure.
1.10.2 Language proficiency and academic performance: thdebated issue

Many psycholinguists and educational psychologisise already raised the
question how language proficiency relates to acadechievement. Oller and Perkins
(1978) suggest that language skill, the factorlobgl language proficiency, influences

almost all aspects of linguistic and academic parémce.

Labov (1972) denies direct relationship betweernyleage proficiency and suc-
cess or failure in education and emphasises theriance of sociolinguistic and so-
ciocultural factors being much more responsible tfee degree of achievements in

school situation.

Canale and Swain’s (1980) theoretical frameworkcafmmunicative compe-
tence distinguishes grammatical, sociolinguistiscourse and strategic competencies,
and emphasises the importance of the “integratidmowledge of the second language
culture” (p. 33) into the syllabus, but they do melate their framework to academic

achievement.

The question of what constitutes language prafyeis also a debated issue.
Ellis (1994) defines language proficiency as ‘tharher’s ability to use L2 knowledge

in different tasks’ (p. 720). Oller and Perkins 189 insists that all of the traditionally
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recognised language skills should be taught imsglects of the curriculum because of
its overwhelming importance in educational contexts

They also draw attention to the difference in aatl written communicative
situations emphasising the presence of contexhdaparalinguistic factors, thus dimin-

ishing the importance of the pure linguistic fomthe first case.
1.10.3 Language proficiency development and the wider coekt

Donaldson (1978) rises the issue of embedded aseimthedded thought and
language. She points out that children’s thinking language use develop in meaning-

ful contexts.

Cummins (1986) insists that a theoretical frameworkconceptualising the re-
lationship between language proficiency and acadehievement is needed and that
this theoretical framework should incorporate aed@wmental perspective, namely that
there are some aspects of language proficiencyhndrie mastered early and others vary
across individuals as development progresses. &natiportant issue is that there are
differences between the linguistic demands of ttieal and the linguistic demands of
interpersonal communication outside the school.

Cummins’ framework can be applied to monolingual ailingual contexts and
draws on his earlier distinction between basic rpgesonal communicative skills
(BICS) and cognitive/academic language proficie@©ALP). His framework, pre-
sented in Figure 18, shows how language proficieray be conceptualised along two
continua. The first is a horizontal one the extreraewhich are described as ‘context-
embedded’ and ‘context-reduced’ communication. Vhdical continuum represents
the developmental aspects of communicative profeyan terms of cognitive involve-

ment in tasks or activities.
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Figure 18 Range of contextual support and degree afognitive involvement in
communicative activities (Cummins, 1983 p. 153)

Cognitively
undemanding
A c
Context- Context-
embedded reduced
B D
Cognitively
demanding

Context-embedded situation is more typical of nustructional settings,
whereas context-reduced situation is more typidalhe classroom. The framework
proposes that context-reduced communicative pesfey can be developed on the basis
of prior context-embedded communication. The manetext-embedded input is proc-
essed by the learners, the greater the range of ingontext-reduced situations which
will be comprehensible for them.

Cummins argues that some aspects of L1 and L2Zcmoty are interdependent
as he claimed in his interdependence hypothes&ljl8@pplicable to bilingual contexts.

He claims that cognitively demanding tasks show esategree of interdependence
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across languages. He distinguishes between thaceurhanifestation of the two lan-
guages in bilingual contexts and the common unaylyroficiency (Figure 19) in-
volved in cognitively demanding task, and which &t&ndeveloped through experience

with either language.

Figure 19 The dual-iceberg representation of bilingal proficiency (Cummins,
1981 p.83)

Surface features
of L1

Surface features

of L2

ommon underlying
proficiency

1.10.4 Implications for the present study

It follows from the above that in the measurenwrianguage proficiency in the
present study more factors have to be consideregnitive involvement, context-
reduced or embedded aspects, the input outsidsctiml. A further consideration to
keep in mind is that the language performance tdractional style and academic

achievement is likely to be less direct than inrstigely demanding learning contexts.
1.11 Englishes
1.11.1 Englishes and the present study

The English language the present study dealsiwiite language of instruction.
It is the common language of the school commurtitys it is used as the means of
communication for social purposes, being - in ntastes - the only common language

in the linguistically diverse community. The schaslin a country the language of
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which is not English. In the school English funosoas a second language but outside
the school it is a foreign language. For most pupils a second language outside the
school, too, being the language in which they aodiggent enough to be able to com-
municate through it compared to their level of griehcy in the native language of the
wider community. They find more and more peoplarirthe wider community with

whom they can have contact because of the comnnguidae, English.

To find the place for this type of English amohe varieties, it has to be seen

what the literature has to say.

1.11.2 Varieties of Englishes

Following Oxford’s (1990) and others’ (Ellis, 199dachru, 1982) distinction
between foreign and second languages, the fornmatia native language but learnt for
different reasons and does not play a major soai@) does not have an immediate so-
cial and communicative function within the communivhereas the latter does and is

institutionalised in one way or another.

English as an international language defined bytlSfli976) as a language
“which is used by people of different nations taroounicate with one another” (p.
38) serves a variety of purposes and as such lasreenationalised by many coun-
tries, and culturally neutralised, and it is noe tproperty of the original mother

tongue speakers.
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Figure 20 Some distinctive features of ESOL vs.EIIL(Smith, 1983, p. 15)

SOME DISTINCTIVE FEATURES OF ESOL vs. EIIL

Scope and Depth

“Officialdom™  Purpose of Student Performance Language Cultural
%{_:‘:l:f::rge Public Function Learning Population Language Model Target Interactors Emphasis
ESOL: general English  school subject  (a) limited use as Non-native educated native performance (L,e—L) culture of native
Englishas a a tool for jobs speakers speaker level of educated speakers
Foreign English for (b) higher native speaker
Language Special Purposes education
Communication:
low priority
ESOL: general English  medium of for international Non-native educated native performance (L,«—L,) cultureof
English asa to greater depth instruction and internal speakers speaker or level of educated  intranational (a) native
Second and range than interactions educated speaker native speaker or  (L,<—>L,) speakers
Language EFL lingua franca of local variety of educated speaker (b) local
Communication: English of local variety of countrymen
English for high priority English
Special Purposes
EIIL: English general English may be medium for internal Non-native  educated native performance level intranational culture of local
asan of instruction interaction speakers speaker or of educated (L,«<—L,) countrymen
Intranational English for educated speaker speaker of local
Language Special Purposes lingua franca ~ Communication: of local variety of variety of English
high priority English
EIIL: English general English international for international Nativeand ~Anyeducated  mutual (Ly«—>L,) cultureof
asan business interactions non-native  English speaker intelligibilityand international specified
International English for ads speakers appropriate (L,~—>L,) countries
Language Special Purposes sports Communication: (native speaker, language for
news high priority local, or situation international
diplomacy regional) (Li=—L))

travel
entertainment

Smith as seen in Figure 20 gives a detailed degmmipf English as a foreign,
second and international language describing tbpesof language treatment, the func-
tion, the purpose of learning, the learner popaoigtihe language model, the perform-
ance target, the language interactors and theralmphasis of the contexts of each.

He makes distinction between English as an intranak language and English
as an international language, the former beingcthamon language between non-
native speakers in an English speaking environnsemyjng as a lingua franca, and the
latter used in international interactions. The efiféince between an intranational and a
second language is that the latter involves natiek non-native speakers in the English
speaking context. Smith does not attribute edueatifunction to English as an interna-

tional language.

As a consequence of the globalisation of the lalbmanket, in many non-English

speaking countries English is used as a commonu&ayegfor educational or work pur-
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poses. Where English plays such a social andutistiialised role, the development of
the language takes place both in and outside #ssr@dom, acquired and learnt both in
instructional and non-instructional circumstancesl avays following Schumann’s

(1978) and Gardner’s (1985) definitions.

1.11.3 English as a lingua franca

There has always been a desire among people efelitf languages to find a
commonlanguage.The attempts to develop artificial languages amaerous: Volapik
(1880), Esperanto (1887), Interlingua (1903), 1d8Q7), Novial (1928) to mention
some of them. These artificial languages not béathby and from a living culture

could not serve as a vehicle of communication bebngeople of different languages.

We live in an age when apart from qational identity there is a nevgupra-
national identity emerging due to the tendencies of internationadisaglobalisation
as a consequence of joint markets, global commtioigamass tourism and mass mi-
gration. The need to mediate between languagesualhaes increases with multilin-
gual classrooms, with TV programmes from abroadh whe exchange of commerce

and the increasing international contacts at waitgs.

The need for #éingua franca is returning to restore the international functain
language through which our national identity camd fexpression, and makes it possible
to become members of a multicultural community.sTisia unique opportunity for the
development of a lingua franca, which can facéitabmmunication at all levels. The
idea of developing multilingualism, a competencatiteast one language other than the

native language promotes intercultural communicatio
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Swales (1993) quotes Burchfield who wrote the feitay in 1986: “English has
also become a lingua franca to the point that @esate, educated person on the face of

the globe is in a very real sense deprived if hesdwt know English” (p.283).

Brutt-Giffler (2002) claims that there are two mairocesses by which English
has become a “world language: language spread amglage change” (p.ix). The
framework she operates in is presented in Figure 21
Figure 21 A model of English language spread and anhge (Brutt-Giffler, 2002 p.
120)
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She introduces the new construct of macroaceuisisocial second language
acquisition with its two types (presented in Figl®). “Type A takes place in multilin-
gual settings in which the acquired language seraesnifying linguistic re-
source,....(t)ype B takes place , in general, inranély predominantly monolingual
setting — one - in which one mother tongue domsiaep.138-9). Type A macroacqui-
sition roots in community formation. In the contexdt world language theory, this
speech community is a world speech community ardadrihe processes leading to its

formation is transculturation. “Transculturationtl® process of transcending monocul-
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turalism in language both within the world econtaral system and also within the va-

rieties of World Englishes” (p. 178).

Figure 22 Language convergence with World EnglishBrutt-Giffler, 2002 p. 178)
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1.11.4 Implications for the present study

When English is taught and used as the languaggusfies by non-native
speakers in non-native environment in internaticgghlcational settings, it is a com-
bination of English as a foreign language (EFL) &mylish as a second language
(ESL). I call this variety English as a working tarage (EWL) — a subtype of Eng-
lish as an international language (EIL) - definihgs the non-native language of the
users for whom it is the means of communicatiorhwiite members of the larger and
smaller groups for social purposes and at the dameeit is the official language of
the smaller community in which they conduct theudses. In the light of the above
definitions EWL is different from English as anennational language, which serves
a variety of purposes. | interpret EIL as an umlaréérm for non-native varieties
used as a common language and which can be diwdedategories according to
the function, role it serves and the time spars iised for. | define EWL as one of

the subcategories of EIL with the function desdiiladove.
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There is a factor that has to be taken into comaite when investigating the
process of interculturation: it is the languagéhaf host community. In the acculturation
process the target language is the same as theagegf the host culture. In our case
they are different: the target language which igdpdearnt while being used as the
means of communication and the medium of instracigoEnglish. The language of the
host community is different, and different from thetive languages of the learners, too.
It does not play any role in the intragroup comngation by which | mean the commu-
nication between the members of the smaller grBup.it does in the intergroup com-
munication by which I mean the communication betwdee members of the smaller
and the members of the larger group. The quessiovhiether the knowledge of the lan-
guage of the host community, the language of sahikS) promotes or hinders the
process of interculturation. In other words, if thdividuals posses the language of the

wider community, too, they can choose which graujin.
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Chapter 2 The Pilot Study

This chapter will first present the rationale tbe main study investigating
the relationship between language proficiency dgwelent and group formation,
and their impact on study achievement. Then the @firthe research will be pre-
sented followed by the presentation of a pilot gtudth its aim, questions and hy-
potheses, the description of the setting and thé@cgzants. After that the instru-
ments used in the pilot study will be detailed witle data collecting procedures and
analyses. Finally, the findings of the pilot studil be presented with their conse-

guences on the design of the main study.
2.1Rationale for the research: implications from the iterature review

The rationale of the present study is to exploe dheas, about which little re-
search can be found in the literature, and this tedyelp gain deeper insight into the na-
ture of this new phenomenon, into the nature othseducational settings where the
school is an island of interculturalism, using Hslglas a lingua franca, the language of

study and social interaction in a non-English emvinent.

After reviewing the literature relevant to the ardlae present study deals with, it
can be concluded that there has not been sufficesetarch done regarding the situation
described in the introduction. The literature demilt acculturation and the role of the
second language in native environment, in an enment where the language of study-
ing is that of the country where the learners libe, relationship between the develop-
ment of the second language and study achievembate has been found little about
acculturation-like processes in the case of muttical groups using English as the
common language, the language of work and sodglliving in non-English environ-

ment for a longer period of time with study or wqnirposes. The role of the language
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used as the common language for the individuats fldferent linguistic backgrounds,
and the relationship of the two languages presetita context — the language of work
and the language of the wider environment is nptard yet. The relationship of lan-

guage proficiency and study achievement is alsarea to be reconsidered.

The visual representation of the context is giverrigure 23 with all the con-
stituents having influence on the processes gomgnat: adapting to the closer com-
munity defined as interculturation, the formatidracculture defined as interculture, the
relationship of the participants with each othke intragroup processes influencing the
formation of the new culture, the participantsatenship to the wider social environ-
ment, the host country, language learning includinglish as a working language and
the language of the host country, the languageunfival, the interrelation of the lan-
guage proficiency development and study achievenidm figure summarises the fac-
tors modifying the processes: the role of the calupresent, that is the culture of the
host country, the culture of the members of the nelture, their native languages and
personal characteristics (attitude to the new emvirent, motivation to adapt to and to
function in it, their diverse learning strategiesl atyles, their level of English language
proficiency upon arrival), and the influence of thest culture represented by the lan-

guage and by the members, mainly the teachersviedoh the context.

Figure 23 Visual representation of the context under investigtion (source own)

NON-NATIVE ENVIRONMENT MULTICULTURAL GROUP

Background cultures
Host culture
Native languages (NLs )
Survival language (LS ) aiiude
i ics : motivation
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Interculturation ( intergroup processes )

Intragroup processes
Learning in English
Learning LS N

Learning EFL - EWL
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2.2The aim of the research

The aim of the research is to investigate 1. thareaof and the processes in intercul-
tural development (interculturation, intragroupeirgroup relations and processes) and 2.
the role of language acquisition/language learnmgnterculturation and its impact on
study achievement.

The following general questions were formulate@ asnsequence of the above:

* How does EWL proficiency influence interculturation
* How does LS proficiency influence interculturation?
* What is the relationship between interculturatiod atudy achievement?
The above general questions were reworded into aibekresearch questions as detailed

in the description of the pilot and the main study.

1 Does the level of English as a working language (fE\Woficiency influence
group cohesiveness (interculturation)?

2 Does the level of the language of survival (LS)figiency influence group co-
hesiveness (interculturation)?

3 Is there direct causal relationship between intarcation and study achieve-
ment?

4 Does the degree of group cohesiveness (interctittnjanfluence the members’

study achievement?

In order to find answers to the questions a pilotg was designed to be able to de-
sign a clear and compact research framework fonthi@ study. It was also an aim of the

pilot study to try out the instruments that hacatty been designed.
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2.3The pilot study
2.3.1 The setting and the participants

The pilot study was conducted in the academic g&€a©99/2000 in an English
medium instruction school in Budapest. Thmarticipants were the multilin-
gual/multicultural group of 17 second year secondahool foreign pupils studying in
English (native languages represented: 2 Hungaspmakers, 2 English speakers, 5
Serbian speakers, 5 Russian speakers, 3 Chineakespel Italian speaker). The two
Hungarians are of Hungarian origin but they are Hiohgarian citizens and had never

lived in Hungary before they came to study to Hugiga
2.3.2 The aim of the pilot study

The aim of the pilot study was to find answershi® following questions, to test

the following hypotheses, and to try out the reseanstruments presented below
2.3.2.1Research questions

1 Does the learners’ proficiency in English influertbe degree of group cohesion
(interculturation)?

2 Does the learners’ proficiency in the languagehef host country influence the
degree of group cohesion (interculturation)?

3 Does the degree of group cohesiveness (interctittnjanfluence the members’

study achievement?
2.3.2.2Hypotheses

The following hypotheses were set up:
1 The higher the EWL proficiency the greater thencuéuration.
It was hypothesised that higher English languagdigiency level promoted the

creation of a more cohesive (interculturated) group
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2 The higher the LS proficiency the greater the degfenterculturation.

It was hypothesised that high proficiency levethe language of the host country
helped the learners create a more cohesive (irterated) group.

3 The bigger the interculturation the higher the gtadhievement.

It was hypothesised that a cohesive (intercultdjaggoup was more effective and

supportive in cooperation, thus achieving bettsuits in their studies.

2.4The pilot study design
2.4.1.1Summary of the research questions and hypothesestbk pilot study

The summary of the pilot study research questioiishgypotheses are presented
in Table 1.

Table 1. The research questions and hypotheses betpilot study
Research gquestions Hypotheses

Does the learners’ proficiency in English influFhe higher the EWL proficiency the greater the
ence the degree of group cohesion (interculturdgerculturation.

tion)?
Does the learners’ proficiency in the The higher the LS proficiency the greater [the
language of the host country influence degree of interculturation

the degree of group cohesion (interculturation)?

Does the degree of group cohesion (intercultufde bigger the interculturation the higher the
tion) influence the members’ study achievemersttidy achievement.

2.4.1.2Methods

The methods used to find the answers to the relseprestions are presented in
Table 2. A more detailed elaboration of the methigdsresented in the description of

the data collection and analysis procedures.
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Table 2 Methods used in the pilot study
Research questions Method of data collection Methodf data analysis

Does the learners’ proficiency jiEWL proficiency was tested by aQualitative analysis was ap-
English influence the degree [dnglish languageroficiency test | plied to decide if the EWL

g(r)c:;g cohesion (mtercunuril'nterculturation as group cohesiogerf'C'enCy influenced th

! X roup structure and the indi-
was tested by sociometric test . , e
viduals’ position in the group.

11

Self-report data was also ang
lysed.

Does the learners’ proficiency MMhe change ofiradesin LS profi-| Qualitative analysis was ap-
the language of the host country _. . SO X
. ciency at the end of two terms wgsied to decide if the change |in

influence the degree of group S . )
o . compared at individual and groppS proficiency influenced the
cohesion (interculturation)? S
level. group structure and the indi-

Interculturation as group cohesi:)\ﬁIduals position in the group.

was tested by sociometric test

Self-report data was also ang
lysed.

Does the degree of group coh@&he change ofgrades in three Qualitative analysis was ap-
siveness (interculturation) influsubjects and of the overall aveplied to decide if changes |n
ence the members’ studgges at the end of two terms wasudy achievement influenced

achievement? compared at individual and grouthe group structure and the
level. individuals’ position in the
group..

Interculturation as group cohe-
siveness was tested by so-
ciometric test

Self-report data was also ana-
lysed.

2.4.2 The research instruments

The summary of the research instruments usedermtilot study with the de-
scription of their function is given in Table 3.

Table 3. The research instruments of the pilot stug

The research instruments used The function ofrtbeuments

Learning about preferred ways of working in groups:
1 Personal trait questionnaire 1 | by themselves, with a single partner, in a grouh W

upils of the same ethnicity, with pupils from athe
"Sthnic groups, with pupils of higher or lower Esbli
proficiency levels, in groups formed by the teaae
by themselves

Intergroup behaviour questionna

=

Learning about the personality factor of introver-

2 Personal trait questionnaire 2 sion/extroversion determining preferred learnjng
Learning style questionnaire styles
Learning about the pupils’ attitude toward learning
3 Attitude questionnaire English, and toward English speaking communities,
learning Hungarian and toward Hungary, and |the
school
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4 English language proficiency tesf  Learning akibet pupils’ English proficiency level
upon arrival and its development
. . Learning about ingroup relationships and their
5 Sociometric test change, the amount of mutual choices as the iraticat
of group cohesion
6 Self report Learning about the pupils’ self exion concerning
their development in their studies
7 Grades received at the end of te@omparing the quantitative data of study advance-
land?2 ment with the data gathered by the instrumentsdist

2.4.2.1Personal trait questionnaires: intergroup behaviourand learning styles

The personal trait questionnaires were meant tolehout the participants’
general intergroup behaviouthe questionnaire was borrowed from Kinsella and
Sherak, 1993, (published in Reid 1995 p.235-7 Aggeendix 1) and learning styléthe
guestionnaire was borrowed from Oxford (1995b, 2183-214, see Appendix 2). The
intergroup behaviour questionnaire, as describdowhehad to be modified (see Ap-
pendix 3) to fit the purpose of the present stulhye learning style questionnaire was

applied with slight change (see Appendix 4) initistruction.

Theintergroup behaviour questionnaire originally was to indicate the pupils’
independent-collaborative work style in an ESL méag context and within these two
broad categories their preference of working wihingle partner or with a group, with
pupils of the same or different language backgrotimeir preference of the teacher be-
ing the organiser of activities, and the role @ fareign language proficiency modify-
ing their preference in certain constellations. Wading had to be changed to fit the
purpose of the pilot study with the different fraire original pupil population. The
original questions differentiated between nativeaqers of English and ESL students,
the latter being a heterogeneous population okwfft linguistic and cultural back-

ground. In the present study the diversity of thpils regarding their linguistic and cul-
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tural background was present, but the native spezkienglish category did not fit the
study. As the notion behind the original questicesvto find out how comfortable the
non-English speaking students felt working withdstots whose English proficiency
was higher than theirs, these question items wastguted with questions indicating
the different level of English language proficien®lthough aware of the fact that
working with native speakers of English is not oalynatter of proficiency level, be-
cause psychological factors such as self-confidgteg important role in the context,
but for the purpose of the study in which nativeadgership did not play any role, this
change was needed and seemed to make the questoamneorkable instrument. The
original questionnaire was aimed at finding out ahhof the two broad categories (in-
dependent-collaborative) the students fell in. Ag of the foci of the present study is
intragroup processes, the relationship of the pupith one another, the rest of the an-
swers not included in the original analysis prodideportant data, so these questions
were organised into categories regarding the fo€ulse questions: preference of work-
ing with pupils of the same or different linguistiackground, preference of working
with pupils of higher or lower English proficientsvel, the preference of pupils regard-

ing teachers’ role in group formation.

Thelearning style questionnairewas to decide the personal characteristics (ex-
troverted — introverted) of the pupils with regaodthe preferred learning styles. It was
applied with a slight change in the instruction himahandle it, and question 5 was re-

worded to make it clearer for the pupils.

2.4.2.2Attitude questionnaire
The attitude questionnair@borrowed from Doérnyei, 1996, see Appendix 5) was
adapted (see Appendix 6) to the purpose and thiextoof the present study borrowing

items from ELTE Leeds BC Project, 1997, Kozéki, 3.98he questionnaire was con-
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structed to describe the pupils’ attitude towardjlish and English speaking countries
and communities, toward Hungarian as a foreigndagg and Hungary in the case of
non-Hungarians, and toward the multicultural comitythe school they attended.

The first 2 parts of the questionnaire inquiringpaibthe pupils’ attitude toward
English and Hungarian are a modified version ofahginal. The original questionnaire
was aimed at gaining data about pupils’ attitudeara learning foreign languages. In
the present study the foreign language is EWL asrdeed above, and the target popu-
lation is English-speaking communities, not necelysine community of native speak-
ers of English. Regarding the attitude toward Huiageand Hungary, an important dif-
ference from the original questions was that thgilpuwere asked about their attitude
toward a context that was part of their everyd#ey With these differences and consid-
erations in mind the original questionnaire wa®rstructed to fit the aim of the study.

The ELTE Leeds learning background questionna®87) and Kozeéki' s
(1985) questionnaires served as a base for thebait of the attitude questionnaire,
from which only relevant - for the purpose of thedy — items were used reworded as
questions, and translated into English to fit thdied structure of the attitude question-

naire.

2.4.2.3English language proficiency test
The pupils’ English language proficiency was meaguby a British Council
placement test (see Appendix 7) which had beerydedifor placement purposes but is

able to show language improvement within a rel&tigbort time.

2.4.2.4Sociometric test

A typical three-choice, three-criteria sociometigest (Mérei 1971, Thomas, 1979 see
Appendix 8) was to gather data about the amounthoices of attractions, mutual

choices and pair-relations, the number of therdeng the indicator of group cohesion
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and the integration of the individuals into the ypoFor pedagogical reasons, only at-

tractions were asked and not rejections.

2.4.2.5Self-report

The guidelines of theelf-report(see Appendix 9) were meant to help the stu-
dents evaluate their development in their stuchethiee subjects (Hungarian, English,
history) at the end of the second semester. Thelanguages were a natural choice to
be included in the study as one of the aims wdsam about the relationship of lan-
guage development and group formation. The otharvaas to see how group forma-
tion and study achievement relate to each othetoHisvas included in the study for
two reasons: one is that it is a compulsory subjette matriculation examination, and
as such it cannot be neglected by the pupils evitvey do not prefer it. The result they
achieve in it is an indicator of their effort. Thkassification of the subject as ‘impor-
tant’ or ‘negligible’ cannot play a role. The otheason was that learning history re-
quires a number of linguistic and cognitive skilisus the result in it and the pupils’
evaluation of their advancement in this subjedecté$ a more complex range of factors

determining the result than language proficiendglgo
2.4.2.6Grades

The grades the pupils received at the end of tisé dnd second term in the three
subjects mentioned above and their average gradestive quantitative data assessing
the pupils’ performance in their studies. Althougiich data by some researchers are
said to be unreliable because they often refldatrothan achievement factors (e.g. be-
havioural problems), | decided to use them bec#usg are used conventionally and
institutionally to assess pupils in e.g. admisgoocedures or are taken into considera-

tion in job interviews.
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2.4.3 Procedure and analysis

The pupils were given the questionnaires (intergrbehaviour questionnaire,
learning style questionnaire, and attitude quesame) the sociometric test and the
English proficiency test with a cover letter (Appenl10) in which they were asked to
participate in the study and they were given irtom what to do. They were asked to
evaluate their overall achievement following thédglines they were given.

1 The questionnaires worked well, but two problerosurred: one was that the
intergroup behaviour questionnaire needed timenterpret the questions with the
sometimes slight differences in wording. The otheyblem was that when analysing
the data, background information about the pumits'sonal and schooling background
would have been needed, such as whether they bdakdttheir native languages in
formal or informal ways, what language they useti@ahe or in the breaks at school,
because such information can modify the picturedhantitative data — for example
language proficiency test results — provide. Thalitative analysis of the data revealed
unexpected changes in the results of the pupils,éXplanation was given by the form
teacher: in one case the negative change in tlitegeould be explained by the serious
family problems the pupil experienced, in some pttases the change was due to the
overall negative attitude of the Serbian populattaused by the war in their home
country. This fact drew my attention to the impoda of cross-checking the informa-
tion provided by the quantitative data, or by theifs. In both respects, the form
teacher’ s comments — originally not planned t@$leed for - proved to be useful.

2 The sociometric data showed that gender was portamt issue worth being
analysed because it proved to be an organisingrfatthe formation of the group.

3 Regarding the analysis of study achievementydahge of subjects had to be

enlarged by involving the grades in mathematicgheir favourite and least liked sub-
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jects: mathematics being a subject needing difterémom the so called social sciences
- cognitive and language skills, favourite and idesd subjects providing additional in-
formation about the pupils’ study preferences.

4 Some practicalities were important to be recaghighe time the pupils had
to fill in the questionnaires and to do the testswnot enough. For the self-report a

more thoroughly elaborated layout was needed fo tive! pupils not skip points.
2.4.4 Findings of the pilot study

1 Hypothesis-testing clarified the research quastiand hypotheses proper. The re-

search questions and hypotheses of the pilot sitelpresented in Table 1.

* The results show that English language proficielesyl does not play an im-
portant role in the pupils’ social life, where gendnd ethnicity are the decisive
factors. It has an indirect role in work-relatedn@xts where content-
knowledge, the acceptance of the “good” learnéhnesbasis of choice, and Eng-
lish language proficiency level — with other fastor influences the results
achieved in their studies.

» Study achievement, which is a central issue in groumation in work-related
contexts, is a basis for group cohesion, thattexaulturation, regardless the pu-
pils’ ethnicity or native language.

* The self-report of the pupils reveals the fact thih the many subjective fac-
tors present in school assessment, the gradestdamtaken as absolute meas-
ures, only if interpreted in the light of other @atuch as teachers’ s comments
along guidelines.

* The role of LS proficiency could not be clarifiedthe pilot study due to the fact
that in the close community, in the class thereawmmt Hungarian pupils from

the mother country thus Hungarian did not play e in the life of the class.
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2 The instruments were tested and the resultharoliowing:

The instruments worked out as planned except ®sé#if-report guidelines, and
concerns about practicalities occurred.

The self-report guidelines were to be modified édphthe pupils focus their at-
tention on the questions and answer them systeafigitic

The dates to administer the tests and questiormaieee to be carefully chosen
to provide enough time for the tasks and for a-i@askssion, which proved to
be necessary to give instructions, and to leave fon questions on the pupils’
part.

All the tasks including the self-report were to sxheduled in school time to
eliminate situational influences, the feeling otraxwork, and to ensure com-
pleting them.

Physical arrangement was to be carefully desigoezhsure sincerity and inde-

pendent work.

3 The data analysis procedure revealed the follgfantors to be built into the design

of the main study:

Gender differences were worth being taken into icemation as one of the most
important decisive factors in group formation.

The range of subjects had to be extended by invglthe grades in mathemat-
ics, in their favourite and least liked subject®ithe analysis: mathematics be-
ing a subject needing different - from the so chl®cial sciences - cognitive
and language skills, favourite and disliked sulgjgmioviding additional infor-
mation about the pupils’ study preferences.

Information about the pupils’ personal and schaplyackground was needed to

interpret some data shown by the grades and giyethé pupils in their self-
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2.4.5

report. The pupils’ language use outside the sghbelparental support they re-
ceived, the temporary or permanent nature of stape country could modify

their attitude and effort in the learning situation

Teachers’ evaluation had to be built into the freumidk to interpret the study re-
sults and to crosscheck some data provided byup#spon the tests and in their
self-report.

The main study was meant to be longitudinal witteeted measures to gain
data about change in the pupils’ attitude, the groahesion, and to be able to
compare improvements in language proficiency andysachievement. In the
pilot study the measures were not repeated, bdy stsults achieved at the end
of two terms were analysed. It came to light thatistical analyses had to be
applied to decide the significance of the changaiomng.

In the analysis of the sociometric test, for theual representation of the group
structure sociomatrices were desirable insteatleosbciogram used to elimi-
nate the subjective element of the researchericdinstruction process.

(For detailed documentation of the pilot study Appendix 11)

Summary of the consequences of the pilot study ohé design of the main

study

As described above, the consequences of the pildy $indings on the design of

the main study can be grouped in three categdngmthesis-testing, instruments and

data analysis.

1 In the process of testing the third hypothegise-bigger the interculturation the

higher the study achievement - the pupils’ sellerepevealed the fact that school

grades as measures of achievement were problebetause of the many subjective
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factors present in school assessment. This fachpied a fourth research question to be
built into the design of the main study: Is theagigal relationship between intercultura-
tion and study achievement?

2 The range of instruments were extended to inchetsonal data form to gather
background information about the pupils’ language autside the school, the parental
support they received, and the temporary or perntanature of stay in the country.
Teachers’ evaluation also proved to be useful tbwk into the framework to interpret
the study results and to crosscheck some datadad\iy the pupils on the tests and in
their self-report. The self-report guidelines waredified to help the pupils’ follow the
points they were asked to comment on. The rangilgects in the analysis of grades
was extended to include mathematics, the pupilgddate and least liked subjects pro-
viding additional information about the pupils’ dfuperformances and study prefer-
ences. The practicalities brought up by the pitatdg, such as the physical arrange-
ments of the pupils, the date and time of the advmation of the instruments, the need
for a lead-in session, were also reconsidered aitdifto the design of the main study.

3 The data analysis procedure was extended tgpnetethe data gained from the
entirely new, or modified instruments. Gender d#dfeces were also taken into consid-
eration in the analysis where applicable. The Visepresentation of the sociometric
results was presented in a sociomatrix, whichnsoge objective approach than the so-

ciogram used in the pilot study.
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Chapter 3. The Main Study

This chapter presents the methodological appré@ac¢he investigation. After
that, the description of the setting and the pagudicts is presented, followed by the
detailed description of the research questionshybtheses, the variables studied,
the research instruments applied, and the dateatah procedures. Next the pres-
entation of the validity and reliability measuregsphed is given followed by the
elaboration of the data analysis procedure withdiseussion of the results. Finally,
the results of the study are summarised, and tidirfgs are related to those of the

pilot study.

As detailed in Chapter 2, the result of the psoidy was as follows:

1 The hypothesis-testing clarified the researtgestjons and hypotheses proper,.
2 The instruments were tested and necessary maitiiins were indicated.
3 The data analysis procedure revealed the factbishvproved to be necessary to

be built into the design of the main study.
The main study was designed with the lessons |éammi the pilot study built in-

to the research framework.
3.1 Research questions, hypotheses and variables

Thegeneralquestions inducing the research are the following:

 How does EWL proficiency influence interculturation

* How does LS proficiency influence interculturation?

* What is the relationship between interculturatiod atudy achievement?

In order to be able to focus the above questiansydrd the hypotheses and to

identify the variables to be studied, two partthi& inquiry were set up.
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3.1.1 Part 1: Interculturation and language acquisition/learning (EWL, LS)

In this part the relationship of interculturatiaoperationalised as group cohe-
siveness, and the development of language probigienEnglish and in Hungarian (in

the case of foreign pupils) is investigated.
3.1.1.1Research questions

1 Does the level of English as a working language fE\Woficiency influence

group cohesiveness (interculturation)?

2 Does the level of the language of survival (LS)figiency influence group co-

hesiveness (interculturation)?
3.1.1.2Hypotheses

It is hypothesised that the more proficient therees are in English the more co-
hesive (interculturated) group they create. Higlelef English language proficiency is
hypothesised to promote the creation of a more sieédinterculturated) group, but the
level itself is not a decisive factor in group fation

The learners’ proficiency level in the languagetttd host country influences the
degree of group cohesion (interculturation). Higbfigiency level in the language of
the host country is hypothesised to be an auxilmeans to help the learners create a

more cohesive (interculturated) group.
3.1.1.3Variables

In Part I. the independent variable is languagdigemcy both in English and in
Hungarian. The development of the English langyargéiciency is demonstrated with
the scores the pupils achieved on the proficieesy. tEnglish language proficiency is
operationalised as knowledge of grammar, vocabwdad/use of language. Hungarian

language proficiency is operationalised as gradesived at the end of three terms.
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The dependent variable is interculturation, asat@mplishment of a process, op-

erationalised as group cohesiveness measuredamicaretric test.

At the same time, interculturation is a process, iarthis respect, it is the dependent
variable operationalised as attitude, the changehi¢h determines interculturation as

the accomplishment of the process, in this senisgltkee independent variable.

Personal characteristics such as intergroup behapatterns, extroverted or intro-
verted personality factors, nationalities, natimaduages, gender differences, external
influences such as parental support, duration silemce, and situational factors such
as language use outside the school are moderaiables taken into account and ana-

lysed in the data analysis procedure.

The variables of Part 1 with their types and openalised representations defined
are presented in Table 4.

Table 4 Variables of Part 1
Language proficiency and interculturation

Independent vari-Operationalised Dependent vari-Operationalised

ables representation ables representation

EWL proficiency | Knowledge of grammar, vocal

lary, use of language

Yhterculturation Group cohesiveness
as accomplish
ment

LS proficiency End-of-term grades InterculturationGroup cohesiveness
as accomplish
ment

Interculturation as a process and interculturationas the accomplishment of the process

Independent vari-Operationalised Dependent varit Operationalised
ables representation ables representation
Interculturation asAttitude Interculturation | Group cohesiveness
a process as accomplish-

ment
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Moderator variables Operationalised when applicable

intergroup behaviour patterns Preference of working styles in groups
extroverted or introverted personality factors Ways of dealing with other people
nationalities

native languages

gender differences

external influences (parental support, danatof
residence)

situational factors (language use outsiéestthool)

3.1.2 Part 2: Interculturation and study achievement

In this part the influence of group cohesivenesge(culturation) on study

achievement is investigated.
3.1.2.1Research questions

3 Is there direct causal relationship between intarcation and study achieve-
ment?
4 Does the degree of group cohesiveness (interctittnjanfluence the members’

study achievement?
3.1.2.2Hypotheses

It is hypothesised that direct causal relationdlg@pween group cohesion and study
achievement cannot be established because of thg sndjective factors in school as-
sessment.

It is hypothesised that a cohesive (interculturatgdup is more effective and sup-

portive in cooperation, thus indirectly influendee members’ study achievement.
3.1.2.3Variables

In Part 2 the independent variable is interculiorabperationalised as group cohe-

siveness measured on a sociometric test. The depewdriable is study achievement
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operationalised as grades at the end of three téfhes same moderator variables de-
scribed above apply in Part 2.

The variables of Part 2 with their types and openaiised representations defined
are presented in Table 5

Table 5 Variables of Part 2
Interculturation as the accomplishment of the proces and study achievement

Independent vari- Operationalised Dependent variables Operationalised

ables representation representation
Interculturation as Group cohesiveness Study achievement End-of-teahegr
accomplishment

Moderator variables Operationalised when applicable
intergroup behaviour patterns Preference of working styles in groups
extroverted or introverted personality factors | Ways of dealing with other people
nationalities
native languages
gender differences
external influences (parental support, duration of
residence)
situational factors (language use outside |the
school)

3.2Research approach

As the research deals with the sociolinguistic ens of intercultural commu-
nication in non-native language and educationalirenment, theapproach is inter-
disciplinary involving applied linguistics, socio- and psychmgjuistics.

To investigate the role of the different factorsl dheir impact on each other in
the context described abovesynthetic/holistic perspectiveis taken emphasising the
interdependence of these factors. Dhgective is heuristicas it is to discover and de-

scribe the relationship of the factors under ingasion.

The methods used arenaixture of methods used insemiotic/interpretive
qualitative research which, following Davis’s description, “focuses ¢me construc-
tion and coconstruction of meaning within a patacwsocial setting” (Davies, 1995. p.

433),and in quantitative research which, by Dérnyei’ s (2001) definition, “employs
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categories, viewpoints and models as preciselynddfby the researcher in advance as
possible, and numerical or directly quantifiabléadare collected to determine the rela-
tionship between these categories, to test theargsdhypotheses and to enhance the

aggregation of knowledge” (p. 192).

The research is a small-scale longitudinal studi & multimethod design to
gain quantitative data from questionnaires andeagment tests, quantifiable data from

sociometric tests, and qualitative data from reteasive self-reports and evaluation.
3.3The setting and the participants

The research was conducted in the academic yea0@d/2001, extended to the
first semester of the academic year of 2001/200Budapest in an English medium
instruction grammar school, which was founded i82L9t was meant to bridge the gap
between the international schools (American SchBoitish School) functioning in
Hungary run by the authorities of the USA and UKd dollowing their national curric-
ula, and the Hungarian dual language schools fatigwhe Hungarian national curricu-
lum. The gap lies in the population for whom thesbkools are accessible as described

below.

In the case of the international schools all tHgjestis are taught in English, so the
precondition of application is a very high levelxglish proficiency. The native lan-
guage level of the pupils does not play any roleylody with sufficient English lan-
guage and subject knowledge regardless their radtipnnative language and citizen-
ship can apply. The final examination certificatarfied differently in different coun-
tries) is accepted in the country that is represeity the school and its acceptance in
other countries, e.g. in Hungary, is regulated byegnmental decrees based on mutual

agreements between the countries in question.
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In the case of the dual language schools only ssubgects are taught in English.
The number of subjects taught in the foreign lagguean be decided by the school it-
self. According to the law regulating public edueata school to gain the status of dual
language school has to teach at least two subggeet from the target language in a
foreign language. As a consequence, English larggpagficiency is not enough for
admission, because many (in fact most) subjectsaaght in Hungarian. Foreign pupils
having no or little Hungarian language knowledgerehao chance to attend these
schools. For those Hungarian pupils who — for wagiceasons — wish to conduct their
studies entirely in English these schools are ppt@priate. On the other hand, the final
document issued by these dual language schooldesrtine owner to apply to any

higher educational institution in Hungary.

The school where the research took place is ampttéo combine the advan-
tages of both types, those of the internationaltaerddual language schools: all subjects
are taught in English thus making it accessibleHongarians and foreigners alike, the
certificate is a valid passport to Hungarian highducational institutions. The final
level examination certificate was accepted abroaal - at the time when the research
took place, prior to Hungary's joining the Europddnion - guaranteed by bilateral

governmental agreements.

As a consequence of the characteristics of thisdclthe pupil population is
multicultural with different linguistic backgroundll the subjects are taught in English,
which is the common language of the community. maaber of classes set up always

depends on the number of enrolments.

At the time of the research the ethnical distribnitof the school population was

the following: 69 Hungarians and 81 foreigners bgklian: 1, American: 5, Bosnian: 1,
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British: 1, Bulgarian: 1, Canadian: 4, Chinese: B8ljan: 1, Indian:1, Kazah: 1, Rus-
sian: 11, Serbian: 12, TurkisB; Ukrainian: 3, Viethamese: 7); the total numbiepw

pils was 150, representing 16 nationalities.

The research population is the whole first yeasgla& he class is the multicul-
tural group of altogether 21 first-year secondaryo®l Hungarian and foreign pupils
(11 Hungarian, 2 Russian, 1 Turkish, 1 BulgariaGhinese, 1 Serbian, 1 Hungarian-
Japanese). 1 Hungarian and the Hungarian-Japauopsg jpined the school only in the
second year, 1 Russian pupil left in the first yieahe middle of the first semester. The
Serbian pupil agreed to take part in the investgatdid the language tests, but did not
serve with interpretable data on the questionnaieéssing to answer personal ques-
tions. Neither could his position in the class merpreted as he refused to name class-

mates on the sociometric test.

Five teachers (form teacher/English language, Endhnguage and literature,
Hungarian language, history and mathematics) wisie asked to take part in the re-
search evaluating the pupils’ development and aehient to provide additional in-
formation for the analysis of grades and questioenasponses, and to crosscheck the

pupils’ self-report data.
3.4Research design

3.4.1 Summary of the research questions and hypotheses

The research questions and hypotheses the stsggking answers to, and evi-
dence to prove are summarised in Table 6.

Table 6 The research questions and hypotheses ofetimain study

Research questions Hypotheses

Does the level of EWL proficiency influence thgIgh level of EWL proficiency promotes the

degree of group cohesion (interculturation)? Creation of a more coh_esive (inter_cglturated)
" | group, but the level itself is not a decisive fagto

in group formation.
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Does the level of LS proficiency influence gragis proficiency level influences the degree| of

cohesiveness (interculturation)? group cohesion (interculturation). High prdfi-
ciency level in the language of the host countiy is
an auxiliary means to help the learners credte a
more cohesive (interculturated) group.

Is there direct causal relationship between intBirect causal relationship between group cohe-

culturation and study achievement? sion and study achievement cannot be estab-
lished because of the many subjective factors in
school assessment.

Does the degree of group cohesiveness (interA -ohesive (interqultu_r ated) group is more e_f feg-

X aeg group ) Creve and supportive in cooperation, thus indi-
turation) influence the members’ study achigve- : ) :
ment? rectl}(/ influences the members’ study achigve-

ment.

3.4.2 Summary of the variables investigated in the study

The variables detailed above and investigated deroto find the answers and to

prove the hypotheses are summarised i

Table 7 Summary of variables analysed

n Table 7.

Language proficiency and interculturation

Independent vari-
ables

Operationalised

representation

Dependent vari-
ables

Operationalised

representation

EWL proficiency
lary, use of language

Knowledge of grammar, vocak

URterculturation ag
accomplishment

5Group cohesiveness

LS proficiency End-of-term grades

Interculturaticas
accomplishment

Group cohesiveness

Interculturation as a process and interculturationas the accomplishment of the process

Independent vari-
ables

Operationalised

representation

Dependent vari-
ables

Operationalised

representation

Interculturation asAttitude

a process

Interculturation a
accomplishment

sGroup cohesiveness

Interculturation as the accomplishment of the proces and study achievement

Independent vari-
ables

Operationalised

representation

Dependent variables Operationalised

representation

Interculturation
accomplishment

asGroup cohesiveness

Study achievement End-of-teachegr
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Moderator variables

Operationalised when applicable

4  intergroup behavio
5
6 nationalities
7 native languages
8 gender differences
9

tion of residence)
10

school)

ur patterns

extroverted or introverted personality facto

situational factors (language use outside

external influences (parental support, ddra-

the

Preference of working styles in groups

r$Vays of dealing with other people

3.4.3 Methods

The methods of data collection and analysis usedviestigate the above variables

in order to answer the research questions are riezbén Table 8. A more detailed

elaboration of the methods used is presented iddkeription of the data collection and

analysis procedures.

Table 8 Methods of data collection and analysis ude

Research questions

Variables

Data collection methed

Data analysis methodg

1 Does the level of Eng
lish as a working lan-
guage (EWL) profi-
ciency influence the
degree of group cohe-
sion (interculturation)?

- EWL proficiency

Interculturation as ac-
complishment

Interculturation as a
process

EWL proficiency was tested
twice.

Instrument: language pro-
ficiency test

Interculturation as group
cohesiveness was tested
three times.

Instrument: sociometric test

Interculturation as attitude
was tested twice.

The change for signifi-
cance was statistically
measured at individual
and group level — quan

titative analysis by t-test

Qualitative analysis wa
applied to decide if the

change in the quantified

data, ie.the change in
EWL proficiency influ-
enced the group struc-

ture and the individualsf

position in the group.
The indices of cohesior
integration and expan-
siveness were calculate
and compared qualita-
tively.

The process of intercul
turation was monitored

U

2d

by measuring the
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Intergroup behaviour
patterns

Extroverted or intro-
verted personality fac-
tors

Nationalities

Native languages
Gender differences
External influences
(parental support, durg
tion of residence)
Situational factors
(language use outside
the school)

Instrument: attitude ques-
tionnare
Self-report

Preference of working style
in groups was determined

Instrument:intergroup
behaviour questionnare

Ways of dealing with other
people were determined

Instrument: learning style
questionnaire

Instruments:

Background personal data
questionnaire,

Teachers’ notes
1Self-report

change in attitude, and
by identifying the
changes toward the un
derlying dimensions,
thus providing data
about the possible
causes of modifications
in group structures
The change for signifi-
cance was statistically
measured at individual
and group level — quan
titative analysis by t-
test.

The underlying attitudi-
nal dimensions were
analysed according to
the scores on a 5 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

sPreference of working
styles in groups was
determined according t
the scores on a 2 point
rating scale.
The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed

Ways of dealing with
other people were de-
termined according to
the scores on a 4 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

The personality factors
personal data, external
and situational influ-
ences were considered
as modifying factors an
served to crosscheck
data gained from other
sources — qualitative
analysis

o

2 Does the level of the
language of survival
(LS) proficiency influ-
ence group cohesivene)
(interculturation)?

LS proficiency

Interculturation as ac-

The change of grades in LS
proficiency at the end of twi
terms was at individual and
group level.

Instrument: grade data

The change of gradesii
DLS proficiency at the
end of four terms was
statistically measured
for significance at indi-
vidual and group level 4
guantitative analysis by
t-test

Interculturation as group

"2}

Qualitative analysis wa
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complishment

Interculturation as a
process

Intergroup behaviour
patterns

Extroverted or intro-
verted personality fac-
tors

Nationalities

Native languages
Gender differences
External influences

cohesiveness was tested
three times

Instrument: sociometric
test

Interculturation as attitude
was tested twice.

Instrument: attitude ques-
tionnare
Self-report

Preference of working style
in groups was determined

Instrument:intergroup
behaviour questionnare

Ways of dealing with other
people were determined

Instrument: learning style
questionnaire

Instruments:

Background personal data
questionnaire,

Teachers’ notes

applied to decide if the
change in LS profi-
ciency influenced the
group structure and the
individuals’ position in
the group.

The indices of cohesior
integration and expan-
siveness were calculate
and compared.

The process of intercul
turation was monitored
by measuring the
change in attitude, and
by identifying the
changes toward the un
derlying dimensions,
thus providing data
about the possible
causes of modifications
in group structures
The change for signifi-
cance was statistically
measured at individual
and group level - quant
tative analysis by t-test
The underlying attitudi-
nal dimensions were
analysed according to
the scores on a 5 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

Preference of working
styles in groups was
sdetermined according t
the scores on a 2 point
rating scale.

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed

Ways of dealing with
other people were de-
termined according to
the scores on a 4 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

The personality factors
personal data, external
and situational influ-
ences were considered
as modifying factors an
served to crosscheck

2d

[=)

o
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(parental support, durg
tion of residence)
Situational factors
(language use outside
the school

1Self-report

data gained from other
sources — qualitative
analysis

3 Is there direct causal
relationship between
interculturation and
study achievement?

Study achievement

Interculturation as ac-
complishment

Interculturation as a
process

Intergroup behaviour
patterns

Extroverted or intro-

The change of grades in fiv|
subjects and of the overall
averages at the end of four
terms was measured at ind
vidual and group level
Instrument: grade data

Interculturation as group
cohesiveness was tested
three times.

Instrument: sociometric
test

Interculturation as attitude
was tested twice.

Instrument: attitude ques-
tionnare
Self-report

Preference of working style
in groups was determined

Instrument: intergroup
behaviour questionnaire

Ways of dealing with other

the end of four terms
was statistically meas-
-ured for significance at
individual and group
level - quantitative
analysis by t-test

Qualitative analysis wa
applied to decide if
changes in study
achievement influenceq
the group structure and
the individuals’ position
in the group.

The indices of cohesior
integration and expan-
siveness were calculatg
and compared.

The process of intercul
turation was monitored
by measuring the
change in attitude, and
by identifying the
changes toward the un
derlying dimensions,
thus providing data
about the possible
causes of modifications
in group structures
The change for signifi-
cance was statistically
measured at individual
and group level - quant
tative analysis by t-test
The underlying attitudi-
nal dimensions were
analysed according to
the scores on a 5 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

Preference of working
styles in groups was
determined according t
sthe scores on a 2 point
rating scale.

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed

eThe change of grades a

—

"2}

2d

[=)

Ways of dealing with
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verted personality fac-
tors

Nationalities
Native languages
Gender differences
External influences
(parental support, durg
tion of residence)
Situational factors
(language use outside
the school)

people were determined

Instrument: learning style
questionnaire

Instruments:

Background personal data
questionnaire,

Teachers’ notes

1Self-report

other people were de-
termined according to
the scores on a 4 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

The personality factors
personal data, external
and situational influ-
ences were considered
as modifying factors an
served to crosscheck
data gained from other
sources — qualitative
analysis

4 Does the degree of
group cohesiveness (in
terculturation) influence
the members’ study
achievemert

Study achievement

Interculturation as ac-
complishment

Interculturation as a
process

The change of grades in fiv|

subjects and of the overall
averages at the end of four
terms was measured at ind
vidual and group level
Instrument: grade data

Interculturation as group
cohesiveness was tested
three times.

Instrument: sociometric
test

Interculturation as attitude
was tested twice.

Instrument: attitude ques-
tionnare
Self-report

eThe change of grades i
five subjects and of the
overall averages at the
-end of four terms was

statistically measured

for significance at indi-
vidual and group level |
guantitative analysis by
t-test

Qualitative analysis wa
applied to decide if
changes in study
achievement influenceq
the group structure and
the individuals’ position
in the group.

The indices of cohesior]
integration and expan-
siveness were calculatg
and compared.

2d

The process of intercul
turation was monitored
by measuring the
change in attitude, and
by identifying the
changes toward the un
derlying dimensions,
thus providing data
about the possible
causes of modifications
in group structures
The change for signifi-
cance was statistically
measured at individual
and group level - quant
tative analysis by t-test
The underlying attitudi-
nal dimensions were
analysed according to
the scores on a 5 point
rating scale
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Intergroup behaviour
patterns

Extroverted or intro-
verted personality fac-
tors

Nationalities
Native languages
Gender differences
External influences
(parental support, durg
tion of residence)
Situational factors
(language use outside

Preference of working style
in groups was determined

Instrument: intergroup
behaviour questionnaire

Ways of dealing with other
people were determined

Instrument: learning style
questionnaire

Instruments:

Background personal data
questionnaire,

Teachers’ notes

1 Self-report

the school)

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

Preference of working
sstyles in groups was
determined according t
the scores on a 2 point
rating scale.

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed

[=)

Ways of dealing with
other people were de-
termined according to
the scores on a 4 point
rating scale

The data were quanti-
fied, and qualitatively
analysed.

The personality factors
personal data, external
and situational influ-
ences were considered
as modifying factors and
served to crosscheck
data gained from other
sources — qualitative
analysis

3.4.4 The research instruments

In order to fulfil the above aims, a range of ingtents were applied as detailed be-

low, with the description of the functions theyfiilgd in the study. The summary of the

instruments is given in Table 9.

Table 9 Summary of instruments applied

The research instruments used

The function ofrtbeUmMents

1 | Personal trait questionnaire 1
Intergroup behaviour
questionnaire

Learning about preferred ways of working in
groups: by themselves, with a single partner, in a
group, with pupils of the same ethnicity, with py-
pils from other ethnic groups, with pupils of
higher or lower English proficiency levels, in
groups formed by the teacher or by themselve

U)

2 | Personal trait questionnaire 2
Learning style questionnaire

Learning about the personality factor of introver-
sion/extroversion determining preferred learning
styles

3 | Attitude questionnaire

Learning about the pu@ltsitude toward learn-
ing English, and toward English speaking com;
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munities, learning Hungarian and toward Hun-
gary, and the school

4 | Sociometric test

Learning about ingroup relatigps and their
change, the amount of mutual choices as the i
cator of group cohesion

ndi-

5 | English language proficiency
test

Learning about the pupils’ English proficiency
level upon arrival and its development

6 | Self report

Learning about the pupils’ self enaion con-
cerning their development in their studies

7 | Grades received at the end of
term 1 and 2

Comparing the quantitative data of study ad-
vancement with the data gathered by the instrg
ments listed

8 | Teachers’ comments

Crosschecking the pupils'replfrt data and
gaining additional information about the pupils
development

9 | Personal data (background in-

formation)

Learning about possible modifying factors

3.4.4.1Personal trait questionnaires: intergroup behaviour questionnaire, learning

style questionnaire

The personal trait questionnaires are meant toegatifiormation about the pu-

pils’ personalities, to learn about the particiganhtergroup behaviour and learning

styles because these are important factors thahcalify the process and extent of their

ability to adapt to new social and educational emunent and demands. The intergroup

behaviour and learning style questionnaires wengirsidtered once, upon enrolling.

1 Thelntergroup behaviour questionnaire indicated the pupils’ independent-

collaborative work style in a learning context (moved from Kinsella and Sherak,

1993, published in Reid 1995 p.235-7). The quesaie consisted of 24 items, 14 of

which were to indicate the pupils’ independentaiodirative work style directly, and

the rest of the items - within these two broad gaties - their preference of working

with a single partner or with a group, with pupdfthe same or different language

background, their preference of the teacher bdiagtganiser of activities, and the role

of the foreign language proficiency modifying thereference in certain constellations.
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The pupils were asked to give 1 point if they adgresth the statement, and O if
they did not. Adding up the scores for each ofdhtegories gave the total for prefer-

ence of the given behaviour pattern.

As described in the pilot study, the original digemaire (see Appendix 1) was
designed for ESL contexts with the aim to find wiich of the two broad categories
(independent-collaborative) the students fell ihe Test of the items were not included
in the analysis. The original questions differeetiabetween native speakers of English
and ESL students.

The questionnaire had to be modified (see AppeBilio fit the purpose of the
present study. The modifications were the followitige instruction how to deal with
the questionnaire was elaborated with an examplengithe questions had to be re-
worded to indicate foreign language context inst@aBSL context, the question items
referring to native English speakership were sulistil with questions indicating the
different levels of English language proficiencpdathe ten items not included in the
original analysis were organised into categoriggaming the underlying dimensions of
the questions - preference of working with pupifsttte same or different linguistic
background, preference of working with pupils ofler or lower English proficiency
level, the preference of pupils regarding teachesk& in group formation — and these
items were also included in the analysis providimgportant data about intergroup
processes. The underlying dimensions of the inbegrquestionnaire items are pre-

sented in Table 10.
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Table 10 The underlying dimensions of the intergrop questionnaire items

1 Preference of independent work style

2 Preference of independent work style

3 Preference of collaborative work style

4 Preference of working with a partner rather thdh a group

5 Preference of independent work style

6 Preference of independent work style

7 Preference of collaborative work style

8 Preference of collaborative work style

9 Preference of collaborative work style

10 Preference of working with own language groupniners (enjoying)

efficient)

11 Preference of working with others than own laggugroup members (being more

12 English proficiency anxiety

13 Preference of working with own language groupnivers (feeling comfortable)

14 Preference of teacher as organiser (selectimgmes)

15 Preference of group members as organisers {isgleécembers)

16 Preference of working with others than own laggugroup members (enjoying)

17 Preference of teacher as organiser (assignieg)ro

18 Preference of group members as organisers Kasgigples)

19 Preference of independent work style

20 Preference of collaborative work style

21 Preference of independent work style

22 Preference of collaborative work style

23 Preference of independent work style

24 Preference of collaborative work style
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2 ThelLearning style questionnairewas to decide the personal characteristics
(extroverted — introverted) of the pupils with redjto the preferred learning styles (bor-
rowed from Oxford (1995b, p. 213-4).

From among the many personality factors these twewhosen because they
are important moderator variables. They were nioédso be self reported by the pupils
to exclude subjectivity. That is why a normed |eagrstyle survey was chosen.

The original questionnaire (see Appendix 2) coirgisof 20 items the first ten
of which indicated extroverted, the latter ten averted personality types. The pupils
were instructed to give their scores on a 4 patihg scale according to how true they
felt the statements were for themselves. The quastire was applied with a slight
change (see Appendix 4): detailed instruction wasrgwith example what to do, and

item 5 was reworded to make it clearer for the lsupi
3.4.4.2 Attitude questionnaire

The attitude questionnaire has been constructed to describe the pupilsudtit
toward English and English speaking countries amdrounities, foreign languages and
the countries these languages are spoken (the detmsen language in the case of
Hungarians) and Hungarian as a foreign languagetanmthary in the case of non-
Hungarians, the multicultural community, the schibwy attended. The basic form and
content of the questionnaire was borrowed from Péirn(1996, see Appendix 5) and
was adapted (see Appendix 6) to the purpose andathiext of the present study bor-

rowing items from ELTE Leeds BC Project, 1997, Kkiz&985.

The modification of the original questionnaire usggdDornyei means the fol-
lowing: out of the 29 items those ten were chosmhef which indicated one attitudi-
nal dimension. Instead of the five languages, tlvegee three included: English, the

chosen foreign language (French or German), andy&hian. Consequently, the word-
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ing had to be changed. Another important changethatsbeside the countries where
English is spoken, the attitude toward English kp®acommunities was assessed.
These changes necessitated the change in thectinmtrand in the layout of the ques-
tionnaire.

The ELTE Leeds learning background questionnaicekaozéki’ s question-
naires served as a base for the third part ofttitade questionnaire, from which only
relevant - for the purpose of the study — itemsenesed reworded as questions, and

translated into English to fit the unified struawf the attitude questionnaire.

Although the research does not deal with the stdjattitude toward foreign
languages in general, | decided to include therséoreign language in the case of the
Hungarian pupils for two reasons: because in #se ©f the non-Hungarians there are
two foreign languages under investigation, and bseahese data can throw some more

light indirectly on their attitude toward English.

Thus the questionnaire consists of three partgudét toward English and the
English speaking countries/communities, the sectoeign language and coun-
tries/communities, Hungarian and Hungary in theeaafsthe non-Hungarians, and atti-
tude toward the school. The underlying attitudidmhensions are cognitive, affective
and conative (Ajzen, 1988) factors, such as petdmraefit from knowing the language
in question, perceived international importancéhef language and the community, af-
fection toward the language and the community ré@stein these countries and quantity
of contacts with the members of these communiti@ended effort to learn the lan-
guage. In the third part of the questionnaire thestjons are aimed at finding out about
the pupils’ attitude toward the class, the schtt@ir perception of the teachers’ role in
the life of the school, the pupils’ satisfactionttwtheir own work, their position in the

class, the perceived cohesion of class, their ¥ashtegrate into the class. The pupils
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were asked to indicate their opinion by giving &soon a 5 point rating scale. The un-

derlying dimensions of the attitude questionnaree@esented in Table 11.

Table 11 The underlying dimensions of the attitudejuestionnaire

Attitude toward English and communities, toward the foreign (German/ French)
language and communities

Number

of question Underlying dimension
1 Personal affection toward the language
2 Personal benefit (general) from learning the g
3 International importance of the language
4 Intended effort in learning the language
5 Personal benefit (concrete) from learning thgleage
6 Wish to integrate into the language community
7 Desired contact with the language community
8 International importance of the country the laamgpiis spoken
9 Affection to the language community
10 Actual contact with the language community

Attitude toward the Hungarian language and communiy (the same as above except

for question 7)
| 7 | Satisfaction with living in Hungary |

Attitude toward the school

Number

of question Underlying dimension
1 Personal affection toward the school
2 Satisfaction with the teachers’ work
3 Satisfaction with own work
4 Affection to class work
5 Contact with schoolmates
6 Affection to class as a group
7 Actual contact with classmates
8 Perceived cohesion of class
9 Perceived position in class
10 Desired contact with classmates outside school

The questionnaire is meant to gather informatiooualthe pupils’ attitude to-

ward the social and educational setting they liveand about the hypothesised change
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in both respects over the period of one year oéstigation. The attitude questionnaire
was administered twice, on arrival and at the enithe@ year to support the data gained

from the instruments described below.
3.4.4.3English language proficiency test

The pupils’English language proficiency upon arrival and iksvelopment was
measured by a British Council placement test (SggeAdix 7)which was designed for
placement purposes but is able to show languageirament within a relatively short
time. The whole test places language learnershatals to show the learners’ level of
English language proficiency with regard to thebatoe success at the Cambridge Pro-
ficiency Examination in band 7. The test considtswm parts: part one covers four
bands from beginner to intermediate level, part twthe extension - indicates upper
bands from upper-intermediate to CPE level. Theresion is originally administered
only to language learners who have achieved s&fr€band 4) or over on the first part.
As the test in the study was not used for placempergoses — all the pupils had already
been admitted — both parts of the test were adteneid to all the pupils. The English

language test was administered twice. To see tpethgsised improvement..
3.4.4.4 The sociometric test

A typical three-choice, three-criteria sociomettest (Mérei 1971, Thomas,
1979 see Appendix 8) is to gather data about theuabof pair-relations the number of
which is the indicator of group cohesion and theegnation of the individuals in the
group. Similarly to the personal characteristi¢glate questionnaire, it was
administered three times to gain data about changeoup cohesion. For pedagogical

reasons, only attractions were asked and not refect

3.4.4.5The self-report guidelines
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The guidelines of the self-report (see Appendixd2ye meant to help the stu-
dents evaluate their development in their studitsnjarian, English, history, maths,
their favourite and the least liked subjects) &t ¢éimd of the second semester. The de-
velopment in the two languages is one of the targétthe study. History and mathe-
matics were chosen for the investigation becaussettwo are compulsory subjects for
the matriculation examination and as such theynatea matter of like or dislike to be
studied. In addition, they are very different irtura in respect to the skills they require.
The evaluation of their studies in the favouritel dine least liked subjects can explain
the overall grades at the end of the semesterse plipils were given guidelines to
channel their focus of attention. This was the onggrument which had to be improved

shown by the pilot study results.
3.4.4.6 Teachers’ comments

The self-assessment data of the pupils about shedties were compared with
the overall grades they got at the end of the svms. It was also compared with the
data gathered from the subject and the form teackhemmentsabout the pupils’ de-
velopment in their studies and their position ie thass. The five teachers were given a
list of criteria (see Appendix 13), and were ast@®dssess their pupils’ performance at

the end of the second semester during the ususgdasent meeting.

3.4.4.7 Grades

Apart from the above-mentioned data, the midteroh @md-of-term grades the pu-
pils received throughout and at the end of the seware also analysed. Four subjects
and their average grades were the quantitativeats@ssing the pupils’ performance in
their studies. Beside the three subjects (Enghsstory, chosen foreign language and
Hungarian in the case of the non-Hungarian pupia)hematics, as a subject demand-

ing different from the others language and cogaiskills, was included in the range of
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subjects to be studied. As already indicated inpih@ study, such data by some re-
searchers are said to be unreliable because tteymefflect other than achievement fac-
tors (e.g. behavioural problems). They were decidede used because they are used
conventionally and institutionally to assess pupile.g. admission procedures or are

taken into consideration in job interviews.
3.4.4.8Personal data

Additional background information was gathered digefrom the pupils, whom |
asked to fill in a personal data form (see Apperidix the first time the questionnaires
were administered. Apart from the personal dataas/e language, nationality, the
form asked about possible external influences (gatesupport, duration of residence)
and situational factors (language use outside ¢hed)that could modify the interpre-

tation of the results gained from other sources.
3.5 Validity and reliability of the research

Validity refers to the extent to which a test measuwhat it is meant to meas-
ure. All the factors affecting internal and extdrmalidity must be taken into account.
Reliability refers to the ability of a test to repuce similar results from the same or
similar participants, in other words the resulis generalisable.

One way to ensure validity and reliability is thereful selection of the partici-
pants and testing the hypotheses and the reseastthments prior to carrying out the
study proper.

The selection of the participants does not threa¢diability because the entire
first year population was involved in the reseatdiipotheses testing proved to be suc-

cessful in the pilot study as described earliere Tistruments were partly borrowed
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from normed sources, and were tested in the pilatys The consequences were built
into the present study.

The personality traits and attitude questionnaipastly borrowed from tested
sources, were piloted to check clarity, adequacyng.

The English language proficiency test was validdigdoeing administered to
applicants for the courses of the British Couneihuage School.

The sociometric test is a standardized one. Ittesi®d in the framework of the
pilot study. The form teacher of the class wasruidsved about the results of the test. It
was done with the approval of the pilot group irstion. She confirmed that the results
corresponded to her observations about the cldsssemn and the integration of the in-
dividuals in the group.

The guidelines of the self-report were also pilcdied modified as a result.

All the qualitative data suspicious of inherentjsabvity, as the self-report of
the pupils and the teachers’ comments, were cdetrdieing used for crosschecking
data gained from other sources. The study resahigwaed by the pupils were treated
with the fact born in mind that subjective elemeantkience the assessment of perform-
ance. They were crosschecked by information gadhfeoen the pupils and the teachers.

External and situational influences were also takém consideration as factors

modifying certain data.
3.6  The data collection procedure

The study was conducted in the academic year @/2001 and extended to the
first term of the academic year of 2001/2002. Hosvegrades received at the end of
year 2 were also analysed, and the sociometrioMastadministered the third time, in

May 2002 for reasons detailed later.
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The schedule of the main study, the date of adinatisn of the instruments
with their frequency is presented in Table 12. Tésearch instruments were adminis-
tered at different times (always in scheduled @ads eliminate situational influence)

and with different frequency as detailed below:

Table 12 Schedule of the main study

Frequency of ad-
ministra-

Instrument Date of administration tion/interpretation
October 2000
Personal data once
September 2001 (2 new pupils)
Intergroup behaviour question- October 2000 once
naire*

(September 2001 2 new pupils)

Learning style questionnaire* October 2000 once

(September 2001 2 new pupils)

Attitude questionnaire* October 2000 twice
(September 2001 2 new pupils)
November 2001

English proficiency test** October 2000 twice
November 2001
Sociometric test* October 2000 Three times
November 2001
May 2002
Self-report February 2002 once

Teachers’ comments January 2002 once

Grades January 2001 four times
June 2001
January 2002
June 2002

Time given for the tests: * 3 x 45 minute schedugdjlish language classes and tutorial, **2 x 45
minute scheduled English language classes

The study is longitudinal carried out over the pérof one and a half year. The
timescale of the study and the frequency of theiadination of the instruments were
determined on the basis of the feasibility of adgtinvestigating change in knowledge
and attitude, i.e. development in language praiicyeand of subject knowledge, change

in attitude and group formation, which can be obseéronly over a longer period of
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time. The one and a half year period is a long ghqueriod for this purpose. A Sep-
tember — June 2 term structure would have fittettebéhe academic structure of the
school evaluation system, but as a consequendeegbilot study, the first instrument
was administered in October to leave enough timehe pupils to familiarise them-
selves with the new situation and each other. Beza this relatively long time, and
because of the composition and content of theunstnts, administering the same in-
struments twice could not cause problems. Fantyiasith the instruments did not

show either on the pupils’ part or in the results.

Apart from the original schedule, the sociometesttwas administered the third
time, and the grades at the end of year 2 wereded in the study. In February year 2
the Chinese pupils unexpectedly left the schoolth&y formed a strong subgroup from
the beginning, it was worth finding out whether ithdeparture caused significant
change in the life of the class. The grades aetiteof year 2 were included because the
end of year results better reflect achievementials commented on during the teacher
assessment meeting in January, some of them injdduat the grades they gave mid-

term were to motivate or warn the pupils.

3.7 Data analysis and discussion

The data analysis procedures involved measuriagtdiable data, sta-
tistical analysis of quantitative data, interprietatof qualitative data. A summary of

analysis procedures are presented in Table 13.

Table 13 Procedures of analysis

1 Identifying intergroup behaviour patterns at indival and group level

2 Identifying personality factor of extroversion/iotrersion at individual and group level

3 Analysing quantified attitude data at individualpgp, gender, item and nationality level
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4 Comparing quantified attitude data at individuaibup, gender and item level performing statistical
analysis for significance

5 Comparing language test data at individual, geaddrgroup level performing statistical analysis
for significance

6 Calculating group structure indices and compariregdata gained at different times

7 Identifying sociometric status of individuals, agabup structures

8 Comparing grade data at individual, gender andmtevel performing statistical analysis for sig-
nificance

9 Interpreting grades, attitudes and sociometriastat the light of self-reports and background data

10 |Comparing grade data at nationality level

11 |Interpreting grades, attitudes and sociometriastat the light of teachers’ comments

12 |Identifying external factors of school assessmemihé light of self-report and teachers’ comments

Comparing data at nationality level was not comgderiginally. Unlike the pi-
lot study, in the main study there was a dominamid#érian population, so it was worth
learning about how the data gained from differentrees relate to each other at nation-
ality level. These data were not statistically geatl because of the small number — one

in two cases — of representatives of nationalities.

The number of students the data were produced alisys indicated for each
instrument because in the course of the investigatie group size changed. A change
in the composition of a learner group is a normr@quently occuring phenomenon,
thus representing life-like situation. In the caséhe repeated administration of certain
instruments the data from pupils doing the tesy amice are interpreted taking this fact

into consideration.
3.7.1 Personal trait questionnaires

The personal trait questionnairegre administered only once upon arrival in

October year 1. Two pupibnrolled in September year 2, they were askedltm fihe
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questionnaires then. The questionnaires consisv@fparts: both were meant to elicit

information from pupils about their working stylesferences.
3.7.1.1Iintergroup behaviour questionnaire

The first one (borrowed from Kinsella and Sheré@Q3 published in Reid, 1995
and modified as described above) was the interghmipaviour questionnairgee in
Appendix 3) to indicate the pupils’ independentlaiobrative working style in learning
context. The questionnaire consists of 24 statesnerfthe 20 pupils had to decide
whether they agreed with the statements or notirgddp the scores for questions 1 2 5
6 19 21 23 gives the total for preference of indel@at , and the scores for questions 3
7 8 9 20 22 24 give the total for preference ofatmrative working style in class. The
rest of the statements were also considered acgptdithe underlying dimensions as

shown in Table 14.

Table 14 The underlying dimensions of the intergrop questionnaire items with
abbreviations used

The underlying dimensions of the intergroup ques- | Abbreviations
tionnaire items used
1 Preference of independent work style I
2 Preference of independent work style I
3 Preference of collaborative work style c
. . . P/gr.
4 Preference of working with a partner rather théth
a group
5 Preference of independent work style I
6 Preference of independent work style I
7 Preference of collaborative work style c
8 Preference of collaborative work style c
9 Preference of collaborative work style c
. . Own
10 Preference of working with own language group
members (enjoying)
. . Oth.
11 Preference of working with others than own laatg
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group members (being more efficient)
12 English proficiency anxiety E anx.
. . Own
13 Preference of working with own language group
members (feeling comfortable)
14 Preference of teacher as organiser (selectimg-me T+
bers)
15 Preference of group members as organisers ﬂsrgje:T_'
members)
. . Oth.
16 Preference of working with others than own laaggu
group members (enjoying)
17 Preference of teacher as organiser (assigniag)ro T
18 Preference of group members as organisers l(n'iwi;T_
roles)
19 Preference of independent work style I
20 Preference of collaborative work style c
21 Preference of independent work style I
22 Preference of collaborative work style c
23 Preference of independent work style I
24 Preference of collaborative work style c

1 or 2 point difference means falling into bo#tegoties

Table 15 Intergroup behaviour dimension scores atrgup level
I C P/g Own Oth E anx. T+ T-
0(6) |14(20) | 14 14/15 7/11 10 10/12] 97

The data in Table 15 show that there are no pupilse class whose intergroup
behaviour could be taken dominantly independere sthut the equal scores for both
types, or the 1 or 2 score difference suggestsitifat into both categories. All the girls
scored for collaborative learning style preferendest pupils prefer working with a
single partner to working with a group. The majoptefer working with pupils of the
same language background, and half of them feeafartable working with pupils of
higher level of English proficiency. Almost evenmmoer of pupils prefer the teacher to

be the organiser and themselves to arrange things.
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3.7.1.2Learning style questionnaire

The learning style questionnaire (borrowed from @af1995b, and modified
slightly, see Appendix 4) was to decide one aspkttte many personal characteristics -
extroverted — introverted - of the pupils with rey#o the preferred learning style. Ex-
troverted people prefer interactive learning taskgontrast to introverted types who
prefer individual type activities. The 20 pupilsregiven 20 statements about dealing
with other people, the relevance of which they tadssess on a 0-4 rating scale, with O
being the least relevant and 4 the most relevarthamselves. Adding up the scores for
the first ten and separately for the second tanstgives the total for extroverted and
introverted type of person. The larger score reprissthe way how the pupil prefers
dealing with other people. If the two scores arthimi2 points of difference, the pupil
falls into both categories.

Table 16 Learning style preference scores at indigual and group
level

Int |H |HM |RM | CF1| CF3] CM
5 M |2 (15)
1
Ext |H |TF |BM |CF2| HM |HM4 |H |H |HF |HM |HO [H |HF [R |CM
14 |F 3 M |M6 |2 |7 |M |[M8|3 |F |@4)
1 5

As shown in Table 16, four pupils’ scores indicaxplicitly introverted and 13
explicitly extroverted personality trait, with ormeipil showing the trait of being both
types.

The data gained from the two questionnaires seenomdradict each other at
some points: Collaborative working style is assi@tlavith extroverted type of persons,
while independent with introverted types. On the band, these two categories cannot
be strictly separated from each other, on the ptheranswers given to questions to de-
cide whether a person belongs to one or the otltegory are determined by the con-

text for which the questions refer to. The intetgrdoehaviour questions clearly refer to
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classroom situation, the learning style questioms spite of the label of the question-

naire — refer to wider context including aspectsafial life, too.
3.7.2 Attitude questionnaire

The attitude questionnaigsee Appendix 5, borrowed from ELTE Leeds BC
Project, 1997 and Ddrnyei, 1996, and adapted (ggeAdix 6) to the purpose and the
context of the present study) has been construotddscribe the pupils’ attitude toward
English and English speaking communities and c@sjtthe foreign languages learnt
at school and the communities and countries whwgetlanguages are spoken (the sec-
ond chosen language in the case of the Hungaram$)Hungarian as a foreign lan-
guage and Hungary in the case of the non-Hungaribasnulticultural community, the
school which they attend. The questionnaire ctmsisthree parts: attitude toward 1.
English and English speaking communities and c@sjt2. the second foreign lan-
guage learnt at school (German and French) anddimenunities and countries where
these languages are the native languages of thdgtimm, and the Hungarian language
and Hungary in the case of the non-Hungarians 3atite school and class they attend.
Distinction is made between English speaking comtiasnand English speaking coun-
tries, since this issue is one of the foci of thgearch claiming that multicultural com-
munities are coming to life with English as the coom language of work and social
life.

As the research is not about attitude toward legrlfanguages in general but in
a given context, all the items are genuine questieach constituting one measure, con-
cerning the attitude of the pupils toward learnigglish in their school, Hungarian in
the case of non-Hungarians, their attitude towhsddchool they chose to attend. The
foreign language (German/French) dimension is coetpavith the attitude toward

English, the language of their studies and sodml This background data underlines
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the primary data of the first part of the quest@ina (The underlying dimensions are
presented in Table 11.)

The attitude questionnaire was administered twidd wne year between the
two dates, which allowed for the administrationtieé same instrument without any
change. The first time it was administered to thpilg (20) in October in year 1 leaving
one month for them to familiarize themselves witicte other and the school. The sec-
ond time it was administered in November in yeaf1®. pupils) November as the date
of the second administration was deliberately choge the one year period between
the two times provided enough time for possiblengies in attitude, 2. the end of the
term was still far enough, the worries about tmalfigrades did not interfere with how
they felt about their studies.

Two pupils enrolled in September year 2, they wgven the questionnaire the
first time upon arrival, the second time togethéthvthe class. In their cases the short
time between the two administration occasionskisrianto consideration.

The pupils were asked to answer the questions\agggimarks 1-5 on a rating

scale.
3.7.2.1Attitude questionnaire scores at group level

Table 17 Attitude questionnaire scores at group leal

Attitude questionnaire 1. Attitude questionnaire 2

Average: 3,72 Average: 3,98

Males: 3,52 Males: 3,75

Females: 3,91 Females: 4,12

English1 4,41 Foreign languagel 3,02 Hungarigh School 1:3,6
Males: 4,47 Males: 2,67 Males:3,3 Males: 3,5
Females: 4,32 Females: 3,32 Females: 3,7 Femalds: 3
English 2: 4,32 Foreign language? 3,37 Hungariad &1 School 2 3,91
Males:4,27 Males:3,29 Males:3,36 Males:3,74
Females: 4,41 Females:3,66 Females:3,8 Females:4,21

Table 17 provides the summary of the attitude qomséire scores at group

level. The marks the pupils could choose from wBre:very much, 4 = quite a lot, 3 =
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S0-s0, 2 = not really, 1= not at all. Neutral ansmgere excluded. In the lead-in session
we agreed that 3 (so-so) meant “yes and no” asguthiat there might be questions
about issues toward which someone could have ambgfeelings. As a consequence,
all the answers above 3 can be taken as positigs @ilecting different levels of posi-
tive attitude between 3 and 5.

All the scores were computer-coded and SPSS fordévis 13.0 statistical
package was applied: the degree of the changes@ tevel was calculated by paired
samples t-test, at individual level by independsarhples t-test (Hatch and Lazaraton,
1991). In both cases, because of the size of timplsa being small, the significance
level is 1%, that is the empirical significancev@due) < 0.1(see Appendix 15A for de-
tailed results).

In the light of the above all the pupils show pesitattitude on the whole at
both times with a slight increase of positivendss second time. The point in dealing
with the average score level of the questionnait@sh ask about three different things
is that even with different levels of positivenesgarding the issues one by one, the pu-
pils’ attitude — taking all the issues with likesdadislikes — is positive in general. The
boys and girls show different degree of positivélate with the girls being more posi-
tive at both times, but both parties show increglgipositive attitude, although not sig-

nificantly incseasing (p value for total 0.730, the boys 0.651, for the girls 0.975).

The pupils’ average attitude toward tBeglish language is very positive on ar-
rival. The very high scores reflect enthusiasm aleeerything in and with English. The
boys outperform the girls the first time, but itaciges by the end of the year with the
girls showing more positive attitude regarding Estgl The decrease in the overall posi-
tive attitude is significant (p=0.086) caused by thoys’ attitude change (p=0.025),

which cannot be compensated by the girls’ insigaifit (p=0.231) improvement.
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The pupils’ average attitude toward tkecond foreign languageearnt at
school is on the borderline between the positive egative ends of the rating scale
with the boys being under the average at the beginout showing positive change in
their attitude by the end of the period, while tlids are above the average from the
beginning, and they also show slight positive cleabyg the end of the period. Neither

change is significant (p=0.325, 0.201, 0,464).

The pupils’ average attitude toward tHangarian languageis positive at both
times with the boys being under the average blisstowing positive attitude. The boys
and girls alike show slight increase of positivenbyg the end of the period, but this

positive change is not significant (p=0.325, 0.82.002).

The pupils’ average attitude toward thehoolis positive upon arrival and the
average of the scores demonstrate significant Q25).positive change in their attitude
by the end of the period. The girls’ attitude isrmpositive than the boys’ at both times,
and shows higher degree of positive change (p=0.6¢4he end of the period com-

pared to that of the boys also significant (p=0)095

3.7.2.2Attitude questionnaire scores at individual level

Table 18 Attitude questionnaire scores at individublevel
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H| H|H clc|H|H|H|H|C/|H H|H|H
QM| E|Mm ,\3 TF ,\E/‘I FIEIM|IM|M|M|F]|F ,a M| /3| M FH3 F;
1012 1/1213]als5]6|3]2 7 Im| 8
7 Z ] Z
EL| 46| 40| 5 | 41| 43| 3 | 43| 43| 43 47) 48 43 43 45 47 447 | 46| 48| a1
E2 | 42| 41 j 41| 45 g 43| 43| 44| 47 24 44 48 a7 41 Zlg 45| 47
Fi 2 3 ] 12
L |34] 31] 2|18 28| ¢ 39| 27| 28 40 34 152 | 20| 41
Fi 3 3 2
S |37 35] 3 ; 35| 32| 36| 38 36 30 2|31 39
H 24| 45| 3 | 36| 39 39 37 29
ul 9
H 24| 44| % | 36| 36 36 35
u2 2
ﬁf 40| 43 g 27| 43 2 31| 35| 39| 37 41 39 31 45 3o :35 40| 37| 32
Sc 3 3 1 12
S| 46| a4 S 35| 45| 3| 40| 40| 43| 41 4g 41 4D 46 32 315 | 37| 40
To 1 1
Polaz| 1| g 1|15 | §|anf1n|a2| 1| 11{12|11]12[11] o) | 9|4 | 12|10
0l a ol o ol7l1l1|7]|2]|6|3]4 6 6| 2
1 4 7
To 1 1
Tol12|12| 1 |10| 13| § |11|12|12|12|12| 12| 11| 12| 10| 20| 8 |11 |12
s o5 |o|a|5e|o|2|o|8|3|o|lo|8|l2|2|3]|s

*The second foreign language being not compulsorybn-Hungarians was dropped
in the meantime, thus the total scores of the tuwmlp seem to be lower the second
time, but they are actually higher if the scoresGerman are subtracted from the first
total.

In Table 18 the summary of the pupils’ scores fa four parts of the question-
naire (English, foreign language, Hungarian anadsbhat both times are presented. At
individual level, as it can be seen in Table 17plipils have more positive attitude on
the whole with different degree of increase in pesness (statistically only 3 of them
can be regarded as significantly more positivdécause of the small sample, we are
not too strict and allow significant change witlvgdue between 0.134 and 0.091) com-
pared to the rest of the class with much highealpas.. 2 pupils’ average attitude did

not change, 2 have less favourable attitude thensetime but still much above the

mean (so-so: 75) and not significantly less favbler§p=0.471, 0.202).
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There are variations in the total scores for tmigroups at the first and second
time, but the increase and decrease of score®ftaig items does not result in negative
change in their overall attitude. There is not aignificant change in the individuals’
attitude toward the English language and the Huagdanguage, two pupils show sig-
nificant positive change in their attitude towahe tsecond foreign language (p=0.027,
0.001), and four pupils’ attitude toward the scholeanged significantly for the more
positive (p=0.065, 0.015, 0.008, 0.096) and on#itude can be regarded as changed
significantly for the more positive (p=0.105) foNog the consideration of significance
described above.

Figures 24-31 illustrate the distribution of thelinduals’ scores along the rat-
ing scale continuum between the positive and negands with the mean and the av-
erage of the scores indicated, thus showing thepings of the pupils and the individu-

als’ place in relation to the groupings.
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Figure 24 Attitude (1) to English

4,4 average
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Figure 25 Attitude (2) to English

4,32 average
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Figure 26 Attitude (1) to Foreign language
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Figure 27 Attitude (2) to Foreign language

3,37 average
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Figure 28 Attitude (1) to Hungarian

3,6 average
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Figure 29 Attitude (2) to Hungarian

3,61 average
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Figure 30 Attitude (1) to School

3,6 average
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Figure 31 Attitude (2) to School

I 3,91 average

I O R N N I A N R I L] RN
59876 5 4 3 214 T'os 7 65 432 1 3987651432 129876543211
HM1 TF HF1 ' BM HM6 RM CM H/IM
HM5 CF1 HM8 Szd
HF2 HM3 CF2
HMm4 !
H™e6!
CF3
HF3

144



3.7.2.3Attitude questionnaire scores by items at group lesl

As indicated earlier in the description of the egsl instruments, and presented
in Table 10 the underlying attitudinal dimensionsréed in the questions constituting

one measure each are cognitive, affective and im@n@jzen, 1988) factors.

The underlying dimensions in attitude toward Erglésd communities, toward the for-
eign (German/ French) language and communitiesghiugn and Hungary are presented

below (the same as Table 11).

Number
of quegion Underlying dimension

Personal affection toward the language

Personal benefit (general) from learning the leug

International importance of the language

Intended effort in learning the language

Personal benefit (concrete) from learning thglmge

Wish to integrate into the language community

Desired contact with the language community

International importance of the country the laamggiis spoken

© |0 (N oo 01 [ W N |

Affection to the language community

[N
o

Actual contact with the language community

Attitude toward the Hungarian language and commyutite same as above except for
question 7)

7 Satisfaction with living in Hungary
Attitude toward the school
Number
of quegion Underlying dimension
1 Personal affection toward the school
2 Satisfaction with the teachers’ work
3 Satisfaction with own work
4 Affection to class work
5 Contact with schoolmates
6 Affection to class as a group
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7 Actual contact with classmates

8 Perceived cohesion of class
9 Perceived position in class
10 Desired contact with classmates outside school

These factors in the case of the questions commethe pupils’ attitude toward
English, German/French and Hungarian as a foreigguage are as follows: 1.affection
to the language, 2. general personal benefit fromwkng the language in question, 3.
perceived international importance of the langudgentended effort to learn the lan-
guage, 5. concrete personal benefit from knowirgl#mguage in question, 6. wish to
integrate into the language group, 7. the desitehtity of contacts with the members
of the native language group, 8. perceived intéwnat importance of the language
community, 9. affection toward the language comnyid the quantity of the actual
contacts with the members of the language commu(itythe case of the Hungarian
language and community question 7 is to learn atmusatisfaction of the pupils with
their present status in the Hungarian wider comtgyni

In the third part of the questionnaire, the unged attitudinal dimensions are
the following factors: 1. affection to school asthe larger unit, 2. satisfaction with the
teachers’ work, 3. satisfaction with own work, 4feation to classroom activi-
ties/working methods, 5. the quantity of contacthvschoolmates as members of the
larger unit, 6. affection to class as a grouph@&.dquantity of contacts with classmates as
members of the smaller unit, 8. perceived cohesioalass, 9. perceived position in

class, 10. the quantity of the desired contacts alassmates.
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Table 19a Attitude toward English and communities —questionnaire scores by
items at group level

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Qs Personal | Personall Internationg Intended| Personal | Wish to | Desired | Intern.. | Aff .to | Actual
affection | benefit | importance| effort ) integrate| contact | imp. of | comm.. | contact
to general | of language benefit with com| com..
language concrete
1 |Av 5 5 5 5 5 4,1 3 5 3,26 4
2 | Av 4,52 5 5 4,7 5 4,06 3,10 5 3,4 3,15
1M 5 5 5 5 5 3,91 3,33 5 3,5 4
2 |M 4,33 5 5 4,66 5 3,66] 3,33 5 3,41 3,08
1 |F 5 5 5 5 5 4.3V 2,25 5 2,87 4
2 |F 4,85 5 5 5 5 47 2,71 5 4,14\ 3,28

Table 19a shows that the overall attitude conceriie pupils’ affection to the
English language shows significant (p=0.008) desweaith the intended effort
(p=0.042) to expend in learning the language buh lawe still in the 4 and 5 score
range.

The decrease in the scores for question 6 (wishtégrate) is insignificant, so
is the increase of scores for question 7 (desicedact with the members of the native
language community). The pupils’ affection to taeduage community seems to grow,
while the quantity of the actual contacts decreaggsficantly (p=0.000).

In the case of the boys, the answers to questipdsahd 10 show significant
negative change (p=0.013, 0.039, 0.001. Therenayertore questions in the answers to
which they show a tendency, different from the agetr the decrease in the scores for
question 6 (wish to integrate) is bigger than thathe average scores, and they show

slight decrease in the level of affection to theglaage community. The girls’ scores for
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the wish to integrate, and the desired quantitgaritacts with the members of the lan-
guage community are higher than on the first octasand as a consequence, their af-
fection to the language community shows signifidactease (p=0.094), and question
10 - the actual contact with members of the languagnmunity — shows significant
decrease (p=0.008).

Table 19b Attitude toward the foreign (German/Frend) language
and communities — questionnaire scores by items gtoup level

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
QS | personal |Personal| Internatior Intende Persond Wish t| Desire Interna Aff .to| Actual
affedion tg benefit | importanc| effort | benefit | integrg contaq imp. of| comm contact
to languag general | of languag concret with | com..
com

1 Av | 4,2 3,1 3 4 3,4 2,06| 2,46 2,6 293 2,26
2 Av | 4,07 3,61 3,07 3,53 3,38 3,07 3,3 3,38 3,23922,
1 M |4,18 3,27 3,0 3,81 2,90 190 24b 238 2,2 2,36
2 M | 4,2 3,5 3,1 3,4 3,4 2,8 3,1 3,5 3 29
1 F |45 4 3,25 4,5 3,5 2,5 2,7% 2,75 3,5 2,25
2 F | 433 4 3 4 3,33 4 4 3 4 3

Table 19b shows that the overall scores of thelpuwpincerning their affection
to the second language show positive attitude witight decrease by the end of the
period of investigation. The decrease is due taths’ lower scores the second time.

The increase in the scores for question 2 (petdmereefit in general) is due to
the boys’ higher scores the second time.

The whole class attach the same — around the meamnational importance —
to the second foreign language with the girls’ ssdoeing higher the first time but not

decreasing below the mean the second time, either.
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The scores for question 4 (intended effort) desgehesecond time with both
the girls’ and boys’ scoredecreasing significantly (p=0.047) to the same eegr

The overall concern for concrete personal beffieih learning the second lan-
guage is at the same level both times, but the Bbgsv increased recognition of the
importance of learning the language than the gwlspse scores are a little lower the
second time.

The scores for question 6 (wish to integrate) lsl®w the mean but signifi-
cantly increase (p=0.002) by the end of the peride: boys and girls show significant
difference in this respect with the boys’ scoresm@@ery low the first time and increas-
ing the second time (p=0.022) but still below theam, while the girls’ scores are
somewhat below the mean the first time but incresgeificantly (p=0.038) and show
manifest positive attitude at the end of the period

The scores for question 7 (desired contact wighnlembers of the FL commu-
nity) have the same pattern (significant increase.@69) as those for question 6, thus
supporting the tendency the scores for questidmoé/s

The increase in scores for questions 8, 9 andsiOfallow the same pattern in-
dicating the boys’ and girls’ increasing positivtitade toward the foreign language,
but the scores are still a little above or arourerhean, although the change in the case

of questions 8 and 10 is significant (p=0.089, B)00
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Table 19c Attitude toward the Hungarian language ad community —
guestionnaire scores by items at group level

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Qs |Personal Personal Interna- | Intended Personal | Wish | Satis- | Internat.| Aff .to | Actual
affection| benefit |tional effort benefit to fact. |imp.of |comm.|contact
to lan- |general |impor- concrete |inte- |with |com..
guage tance of grate |living
language in H
1 |Av|4,12 3,62 2,37 4,5 2,87 425\ 387 25 4,3 3,50
2 |Av 4,14 3,42 2,28 4,57 3,28 4,14/ 3,57 2,42 4,14 4,14
1 |M |3,66 3,66 2 4,33 2,33 3,66 4 2 4 3,66
2 |M |4 3,33 1,66 4 2,66 4 3,66 2 4 4
1 |F |44 3,6 2,6 4,6 3,2 4,6 3,8 2,8 4,6 3.4
2 |F 425 3,5 2,75 5 3,5 4,25/ 35 2,75 425 4,25

Table 19c shows that the overall scores indicatiegdegree of affection to the
Hungarian language are the same but the boys showaise, the girls decrease of af-
fection between the two times, both changes beisigmificant.

Both the girls’ and boys’ scores regarding thanegral personal benefit from
learning the language are above the mean both tivitbsa slight decrease between the
two occasions.

Both groups attach relatively little internatiomalportance to the language and
the community, with the boys scoring lower andgfrés higher the second time regard-
ing the language, while both groups’ scores forghestion about the international im-
portance of the community are the same with inficamt difference pointing lower on
the girls’ part the second time.

The scores for question 5 (concrete personal kidrah learning the language)

increase the second time but the boys’ scoregeatilbin below the mean. In spite of the
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scores being around the mean concerning the cenpegtonal benefit from knowing
the language, the scores for question 4 (intendfedt)eare high both times with the
boys scoring lower and the girls higher the secomé. It can be explained with the
relatively high scores for question 6 (wish to grage) and 7 (satisfaction with living in
Hungary) even if in both respects the second tiooees are lower but still in the posi-
tive domain of the rating scale with the boys’ gnogv and the girls’ significantly
(p=0.058) decreasing interest in integration irte Hungarian environment, and both
parties’ significantly (p=0.078) decreasing deguodesatisfaction with their status in
Hungary.

The quantity of contacts with the members of thmdrian environment grows
significantly (p=0.030) especially on the girls'rpgp=0.058).

Table 19d Attitude toward the school — questionnaig scores by items
at group level

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Qs
Pers. affeq Satisfactio Satisfac{ Affectio| Contac| Pers. | Cont. | Perceive Perceivg Desire
to school | with tion with | to work| with | affect. |with | cohesior] position| contact
teachers’ | own worl in clasq school to clasd class- | of class|in class | outsidg
work mates mates school
1| Av | 4,45 3,95 3,35 3.4 2,65 4,25 3,5 3,7 3,1 3,65
2|Av |4,21 4,05 3,42 3,78 3,68 4,15 4,10 3,94 3,31 04,1
1lM |3,91 3,58 3,16 3,75 2,83 4 3,58 3,33 3,16 3,46
2|M |3,91 3,66 3,33 3,41 4.5 3,91 3,91 3,66 3,66 3,91
1|F | 4,62 4,5 3,62 3,37 2,37 4,62 3,37 4,25 3 3,75
2|F 14,42 4,71 3,85 4,42 3,57 4,57 4,42 4,42 3,57 4,42

Table 19d shows that the average of scores fateatls except for questions 1

(affection to school) and 6 (affection to clasyreases the second time.
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The average for these two items was so highiteetime that even with the
decrease in the scores it is still above 4 showerg high degree of affection to the in-
stitute and to the smaller unit, the class, altlmotige affection to school significantly
decreases (p=0.055) caused by the girls significdmiver scores (p=0.078). The boys
affection is lower than the girls’ but their scom® the same, or insignificantly lower
the second time, while the girls’ scores the fiirsie indicate very high degree of affec-
tion to the school and their class with the scbriag lower the second time.

In the case of question 6 — affection to classe- decrease is so insignificant
that the degree of affection to the class in theead both groups can be regarded defi-
nitely positive.

The teachers’ work is positively judged by botlougs at both times with the
boys being less enthusiastic about their teachmrstheir scores are still above the
mean.

The scores for question 3 (satisfaction with owarky show the same pattern
but the scores are between 3,16 and 3,85, thabieahe mean, indicating that neither
group is really satisfied with the effort expendiedearning.

The overall scores for question 4 (affection ® tlourse of work) in class show
that the degree of affection to taking part in Werk of the class increases with the
boys scoring lower the second time, but still abtheemean, while the girls’ affection
in this respect significantly (p=0.018) grows.

The scores for questions 5 (contact with schoas)atnd 7 (contact with
classmates) show that both girls and boys haveiggomumber of contacts during the
period of investigation with the boys being moréwacat school level and the girls at
class level The positive change in both respestgsificant (question 5 p=0.000, girls

0.066 boys 0.002, question 7 p=0.017 girls 0.08§s9.104).
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The scores for question 8 show that the girls lzmys both feel that their class
has become more cohesive, and their position ircldms (question 9) has changed for
the better with the scores of both groups moviogifaround the mean toward the posi-
tive end of the scale but not reaching 4 in eittese. The change in both respects is
significant: their perception of their class’s csiom is significantly better (p=0.056),
and both the boys and girls feel significantly mooenfortable in their class (p=0.004,
girls 0.030, boys 0.053).

The scores for question 10 (desired quantity otacts with classmates outside
school) show that all the pupils wish to maintdia tontacts with their classmates out-
side the school, too, and the change in this réspaggnificant (p=0.003) on the part of
both the girls (0.030) and boys (0.054).

(The summary of items with significance valuesrissgnted in Appendix 16.)

3.7.2.4Attitude questionnaire scores of the Hungarian andhon-Hungarian pupils
at group level

Table 20 Attitude questionnaire scores of the Hung&an and non-Hungarian pu-
pils at group level

Attitude questionnaire | 1 2

averages

Hungarians averages | 3,81 M 3,75 F 40M3,93 F

(Males, Females) 4,03 4,16

Hungarian/Japanese | 3,2 2,73

(Male)

Russian (Male, Femalg) 3,02 M 2,75 F 3,4 R (\N3B3,

Turkish (Female) 3,97 4,46

Bulgarian (Male) 3,92 3,92

Chinese (Male, Fe- 3,80 M38 F 3,87 M36 F

males) 3,81 3,96

NH (Males, Females) | 3,65 M3,46 F |3,89 M3,65 F
3,77 4,1

As Table 20 presents, comparing the attitude quasdire scores of the Hun-
garian and non-Hungarian pupils show that the tecylés the same in both popula-

tions: both show increasingly positive attitudehatihe girls being more positive at both
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times, and their overall attitude changes for thearpositive by the second time they
did the test. Both are and remain in the positiomadin of the rating scale, with smaller

degree of positiveness in the case of the non-Hiaga

3.7.2.5Attitude questionnaire averages by question grgdpsgarians — non Hungarians)

Table 21 Attitude questionnaire averages by questiogroups (Hungarians — non
Hungarians)

El E2 FL1 FL2 H1 H2 Schi Sch2
H 4,51 4,43 3,12 3,45 3,85 4,10
M 4,55 4,41 2,98 3,37 3,73 4,02
F 4,43 45 35 3,66 4,16 4,33
H/J 4.2 35 2,5 2,5 2,9 2,2
M)
R 4.1 21(M) | 1,8(M)|] - 2,65 2,4 (M) 2,95 3,5)M

M4,1F41 | F- F- - M2,4F29| F - M2,7F3,4 F
T(F) |43 45 2,8 - 45 4.4 43 45
B(MM) |4,3 43 3,9 3.4 3,9 4,2 3,6 3,8
Ch 4.4 4,25 3,77 3,57 3,25 3,87
M 47 4,1 3,7 35 3,0 3,2
F 43 43 3,8 3,6 3,6 41
NH 4,32 4,27 2,83 3.4 3,6 3,61 3,35 3,85
M 43 4,16 2,85 3.4 3,33 3,36 3,10 3,50
F 4,36 4,35 2,80 3,76 3,80 3,50 4,12

As Table 21 presents, comparing the scores of thegatian and non-
Hungarian pupils for the four question groups isremore convincing that there is no
significant difference between the two populatiomgheir attitude toward the four is-
sues. The changes follow the same pattern with patties: the scores for English de-
crease slightly the second time, in all other resgeeir attitude is getting more favour-
able by the second time. The girls in both group®assteadily increasing degree of

positiveness.

3.7.2.6Attitude questionnaire averages of the Hungarian ad non-Hungarian pu-
pils by questionnaire items (see Appendix 17)

The non-Hungarian pupils’ preference for the Edglenguage decreases to a
lesser extent than that of the Hungarians, théanthed effort shows bigger decrease on

the boys’ part, their wish to integrate into thegsh speaking communities increases

154



in contrast to the Hungarians, their interest & tlative language group is low and re-
mains low by the end of the period.

The non-Hungarian pupils’ attitude scores for seeond language question-
naire items cannot be interpreted separate fronHtiregarians because the second for-
eign language being not compulsory was droppedavbypupils, the Russian girl left, so
she did not write the test the second time, andCthieese pupils did not take any sec-
ond foreign language at all.

Their attitude toward the Hungarian language amdrounity has already been
described in the group level analysis of the qoestiire scores.

Their affection to the school increases slightlycontrast to the Hungarians
whose affection seems to lower while their affattio the class decreases caused by
the girls’ lower scores the second time.

They seem to be satisfied with their teachers’kwbut to a slightly lesser de-
gree than before, while their satisfaction withittevn work is the same on average
with the boys confessing less work at the secame.tiSignificant positive change can
be observed in their attitude toward classroom work

Their contacts with their schoolmates and classsatem to grow, to a bigger
extent regarding the latter. Their scores for tlaasccohesion and their position in the
class are higher the second time. They all waneraontact with their classmates at the

second time.
3.7.3 The English language proficiency test

The English language proficiency tdsee Appendix 7) gives one point to each
right answer. There are 7 bands describing thendear level of proficiency: band 1
(points 1-9) beginners, band 2 (points 10-17) ptermediate, band 3 (points 18-24)

lower-intermediate, band 4- (points 25-44) interraty] band 4+ (points 45-51) upper-
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intermediate, band 5 (points 52-60) pre First @edie Examination level, band 6 (points
61-75) probable success at FCE/pre CPE level, Bafmbints 76-106) CPE preparation

level — nativelike proficiency. The total of theoses is 106.
3.7.3.1English proficiency test scores at individual level

Table 22 English proficiency test scores at individal level

HM|HF]1HM| RM| TF | BM| CF] CFI HM{ Sr | HM{ HM| HM{ CF{ HF] CM HM| HF] H/Jl HM{ RF

1 | 79|59 |39 |58 |46 54 (40(40|73 |70 |58 |61 |68 45|61 |48 |78 |60 |- |- |60
B7 |B5|B4-|B5|B41{B5| B4 B4-{B6 |B6 | B5 |B6 | B6 | B44B6 | B44{B7 | BS B5
% |74,455,436,]54,]143,/50,437,] 37,168,466 | 54,157,964,142,457,145,1 73,456,(- |- |56,

B7 |B7|B6 |B6|B5|B6|B4{B441B7 |B7 | B6 |B6 |B7 |B44B6|B4-B7 |B7|B5 | B4+

% |73,975,468,470,150,467,442,145,183,477,170,]158,475,448,]65,/39,477,373,151,§45,7 -

D%1 |19,432,716 |7 |17 |4,7/7,5/15 11|16 |0,9/11,35,7/7,5/5,6/3,8|16,4- |- |-

Dp| 1| | 211341117181 | 18151 | 81 | 161|121 17¢| 11 | 121|671 81 | 6] |41 |18t

Abbreviations: D% - difference in percentage, Dgfference in points| decrease} increase

In Table 22 the summary of the English languagdigenmcy test is presented,
administered two times to 21 pupils the first, &tdthe second time. The results are
presented in points, and the percentage compart timtal is also shown. The differ-
ence in points and percentages between the penfioesaof the pupils on the test the
first and second time is shown, and the increas#eorease of the points are indicated

by the arrows pointing upwards or downwards.
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At the time of the first administration of the larage test there were two pupils
on level 7. Neither of them shows considerable oupment (one of them scores one
point lower the second time but it is an insigrafit difference, the other has 4 more
points the second time but with the wide rangeasfdb7 (30 points) the 4 point increase
still places him at the bottom of band 7.

Five pupils achieved enough points to be placeaaimd 6, three of them being
in the upper range of points in band 6 achievedighgoints to be placed in band 7 at
the end of the year, one pupil does not show ingmmant (only one more point the sec-
ond time), and one pupil being at the bottom ofliard the first time remains in band 6
but her increased points the second time show ivepnent.

Six pupils were in band 5 the first time they di ttest: one of them left the
school so she did not do the test the second tiweshow considerable improvement
with their second time points placing them in bahhdand so do the other three who
achieve high points placing them in the upper rasfgeand 6.

Five pupils were in band 4+: one shows considerahlgrovement on test 2
with his points placing him in band 6, one alsovghdmprovement getting into band 5
on the second test, two being at the bottom ofbwed the first time also show im-
provement by achieving points which place themhm wpper range of the same band,
one has fewer points the second time which putbdaok in band 4-.

One pupil in band 4- the first time reaches enopgints to be placed in band
4+, but the five point increase does not show maarovement because she is on the
borderline of the two bands both times, first ie thpper range of band 4-, then in the

lower range of band 4+.
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Three pupils’ test results cannot be interpreteanfthe point of view of lan-
guage development shown by the tests because ithélyedtest only once, one because

she left the school earlier, two because they gbthe school only in year 2.

Analysing the data from the point of view of pern@ges the pupils achieve on
the test the first and second time — which is aemoformative approach for the pur-
pose of the present study — the result is thewiofig: the first time there were 6 pupils
achieving less than 50%, 6 pupils between 50 afd, @between 60 and 70%, and 2
between 70 and 80%. At the end of the period tmopreance of 4 pupils is still under

50%, 2 between 50 and 60%, 3 between 60 and 70809 dretween 70 and 80% or

higher.
3.7.3.2English proficiency test scores at group level

Table 23 English proficiency test scores at grougelel

1 2 Difference
Total scores % Total scores % asor %
Av 1097(2014) 54,46 1338(2120) 63,11 241 8,65
M 686 (1166) 58,83 913 (1378) 66,25 227 7,42
F 411 (848) 48,46 425 (742) 57,27 14 8,81

Table 23 presents the points achieved at group. [&he results show that the
whole class performed above 50% the first time simolws significant (p=0.000) im-
provement the second time with the girls’ perforoebeing lower (but still significant,
p=0.004) than that of the boys both times but witkignificantly (p=0.008) bigger im-

provement by the end of the period. (For detailgdicance data see Appendix 15/B)
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3.7.4 Sociometric questionnaire

The sociometric questionnaire,a typical three-choice, three-criteria sociometric
test to gain data about the amount of attractiand, mutual attractions, the number of
which is the indicator of group cohesion and thiegnation of the individuals in the
group. It was administered twice to gain data alpsabable change in group cohesion
and in the change of the group structure. For pegiagl reasons, only attractions were
asked and not rejections. The choices are not wekighkhat is, the rank order of the pu-
pils chosen is not taken into consideration. Theicgs were restricted to three to be

able to handle the results.

The questionnaire was administered three timeexffained earlier, the third time
administration of the test was initiated by thet fdmat three Chinese girls — forming a
strong subgroup earlier — left the school. The tioesvas whether this fact caused
changes in the structure of the group. The numbpupils was 19 the first time, 20 the
second time, and 16 the third time.

1. Name three of your classmates whom you spend yeartime with.

The first question allows the pupils to name fretbisee pupils whom they spend their
free time with but it allows for fewer choices. Mothan three choices were not taken
into consideration.

2. If you were given a task by your form teacher, ahilksree classmates of yours

would you like to work together with to fulfil thiask?
The second question asks about work-related chadilcasis, whom the pupils choose
when there is a task to fulfil, so the criteriomt personal affection.

3. If you were asked to form groups of four on a clagsursion, which three

classmates would you like to be together with?
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The third question is similar to the first one It wording does not allow fewer than
three choices.

With respect to the research question about intiewration, the test results were
analysed seeking answer to the following questions

1. How cohesive is the class, is there a change iestoh by the end of the pe-
riod?

2. Are there subgroups and if so, what is the decisigtor in their formation?

3. What is the sociometric status of the individual$he class regarding the classi-
cal labelling of stars, isolates and neglectees?

4. Are there differences in group cohesion, subgrdmzctires and the sociometric
status of the individuals regarding the questiomsirg at different activity

choices?
To find the answers to the above questions, thdtsesf the two tests and the ques-
tions within the tests were analysed the followimay: The index of cohesion, expan-
siveness, integration and mutuality was calculatkd, sociometric status of the indi-

viduals was interpreted by the pattern of the at®ieceived by the members.

The cohesionof the group is indicated by the index of groupesibn, a measure of
the extent to which the members of a group chooseamother. It is calculated by di-
viding the number of mutual choices by the numbetheoretically possible mutual
choices. The number of theoretically possible muthaices is calculated by multiply-

ing the number of members by the number of chomed dividing by 2.

Group expansivenesgefers to the extent to which choices are madéimithe
group. It is calculated by dividing the total numloé& choices made by the group by the

number of group members.

Integration is the degree to which individuals are integrated the group, and can

be calculated by dividing 1 by the number of grougmbers receiving no choice.
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Mutuality refers to the extent to which mutual choice arelenaithin the group.
The index of mutuality is calculated by dividingethumber of mutual choices by the

number of group members.

Thesociometric statusof the individuals — positive, because | asked dotyattrac-
tion and not for rejection — can be the followingpeénding on the pattern of choices re-
ceived: star — an individual receiving the mosticés, neglectee — an individual who
makes choices but is not chosen, and isolate xdinidual who makes no choices and
is not chosen.

Sociomatrices as opposed to sociograms were cotedrto eliminate the sub-
jectivity of the researcher in the visual repreagah of the group structure (Forsyth
and Katz in Thomas 1990). The matrices can showdiftebution of choices of attrac-
tion and mutual choices of the individuals, andgh®up structure with the subgroups.

In the matrices presented below the pupils placebntally are the choice-
makers, the pupils placed vertically the choiceeiegrs. Plain x indicates received
choices, x circled ® - indicates mutual choices. (For detaiuled sumnoéttracted

and mutual choices see Appendix 8)
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3.7.4.1Sociometric Test 1

Table 24a Free choice sociomatrix
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Table 24a shows the mutual choices of the pupdarding the free choice question.
Regarding the free choice question of test 1, tukces are the following: index of
group cohesion: 0,52, index of expansiveness: 8kex of integration: 0,33, index of
mutuality: 0,78. There is 1 star (Hungarian boyhwtattracted choices) and 3 neglec-
tees (2 Hungarian and one Chinese boy) in the grblugse data indicate that the class
cohesion is low, but 84 percent of the pupils anesen, 78 percent have mutual
choices, and there are 3 pupils who can be regaslegglectees as they are not chosen

by anybody in the class.

The low cohesion index is explained by the grotmpcture: there are four
strong subgroups. One is formed by 6 boys (4 Huagsy 1 Bulgarian, 1 Russian) and
one Russian girl. The formation factor is gendet @ne wide range of acceptance in the
class. The Russian girl’'s position in this stromdpgroup indicates ethnic choice: she

has one mutual choice, with the Russian boy. Ith&rtwo subgroups the same forma-
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tion factors can be detected: ethnicity and gendére case of the Chinese girls choos-
ing only each other and excluding the Chinese b third subgroup consists of two

Hungarian and one Turkish girl with gender being tlecisive factor. The fourth sub-

group is a Hungarian mutual pair with one sateltive Turkish girl. There are three pu-

pils (2 Hungarian and 1 Chinese) outside all the Bubgroups.

Table 24b Task-based choice sociomatrix
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Table 24b shows the mutual choices of the pupganding the task-based choice ques-
tion. Regarding the task-based choice questioastfl, the indices are the following:
Index of group cohesion: 0,35, index of expansigsn®,94, index of integration: 1, index
of mutuality: 0,52. There is 1 star (1 Hungariary koth 7 attracted choices) and 1 ne-
glectee (Hungarian boy) in the group. These dateate that the class cohesion is even
lower than in the case of the free choices. 94querof the pupils are chosen but only 52

percent have mutual choices with only 1 neglectee.

The low cohesion index is explained by the grotrpcture: there are three
strong subgroups. One is formed by 4 Hungarian bdyse formation factor is
achievement and active participation in class woilhe other two subgroups are the
same as before, and the same formation factordeaetected as in the free choice

guestion: ethnicity and gender. Both are strong tiethe case of the Chinese girls
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choosing each other again although the Chinesesbdyosen by one of them. There are
nine pupils (4 Hungarian, 1 Chinese, 2 Russianutgd@ian and 1 Serbian) outside all
the three subgroups. They are choosing the mendbdrse first strong subgroup but

their choices are not reciprocated.

Table 24c Guided free choice sociomatrix
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Table 24c shows the mutual choices of the pupdanding the guided free choice ques-
tion. Regarding the guided free choice questiotest 1, the indices are the following:
index of group cohesion: 0,49, index of expansigen®,89, index of integration: 0,5, in-
dex of mutuality: 0,73. There is 1 star (the sammdhrian boy as in question 1 with 5
attracted choices) and 2 neglectees (the same Handgaoys as in question 1) in the
group. These data indicate that the class cohésieven lower than in the first two ques-
tions, but 89 percent of the pupils are chosempét8ent have mutual choices, and there

are 2 pupils who can be regarded as neglecteesdeetizey are not chosen by anybody in

the class.

The low cohesion index is explained by the groupcstre: there are three

strong subgroups, the same as in the free choiestign with the same formation fac-
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tors. The only difference is that the mutual pamniing a subgroup in the first question
is integrated in the Hungarian-Turkish subgroustlmosening the gender-based forma-
tion of this subgroup, and the ethnicity-based fation of the Chinese subgroup is bro-
ken by choosing a Hungarian girl. They choose thmn€se boy, too, but the choice is
not mutual. The satellite of the subgroup in goest is mutually chosen when the
question does not allow fewer than three choiceerd are five pupils (2 Hungarian, 1

Serbian and 2 Chinese) outside all the three suipgt
3.7.4.2Sociometric Test 2

The test was administered the second time a year. [Bhere were changes in
the population of the class in the meantime: thesiRun girl left, 1 Hungarian and 1
Hungarian/Japanese boy joined the class in Septembe

Table 25a Free choice sociomatrix
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Table 25a shows the mutual choices of the pupgardng the free choice ques-
tion. Regarding the free choice question of tesh@ indices are the following: index of
group cohesion: 0,46, index of expansiveness: On@@x of integration: 0,5, index of

mutuality: 0,70. There is 1 star (Bulgarian boyhn@ attracted choices) and 2 neglec-
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tees (2 Hungarian boys) in the group. These daliaate that the class cohesion is still
low, but 90 percent of the pupils are chosen, T@ge have mutual choices, and there

are 2 pupils who can be regarded as neglecteesidmtiaey are not chosen by any of

the classmates.

The low cohesion index is explained by the groupcstre: there are three
strong subgroups. One includes 5 boys (4 HungariaBsilgarian). The formation fac-
tor is gender and the wide range of acceptanckerchass. The Russian girl left in the
meantime, and the Russian boy having no mutuatehgot out of the boys’ circle. The
next subgroup includes 6 pupils (3 Hungarian gitl§,urkish girl, and two Hungarian
boys). The basic formation factor is still gendet with one mutual choice two boys
got inside the group. The third subgroup is a dosemation with the three Chinese
girls choosing each other and naming the Chinesealgain. There are six pupils (2

Hungarian, 1 Hungarian/Japanese, 1 Russian, 1adednd 1 Chinese) outside all the

three subgroups.

Table 25b Task-based choice sociomatrix
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Table 25b shows the mutual choices of the pupitnding the task-based
choice question. Regarding the task-based choiestigm of test 2, the indices are the
following: index of group cohesion: 0,30, index efpansiveness: 0,90, index of inte-
gration: 0,5, index of mutuality: 0,45. There istar (1 Hungarian boy with 8 attracted
choices) and 2 neglectees (2 Hungarian boys) imgtbep. These data indicate that the
class cohesion is lower than in the case of the dreices. 90 percent of the pupils are
chosen but only 45 percent have mutual choices Witieglectees. The low cohesion
index is explained by the group structure: therm three strong subgroups. One in-
cludes 3 Hungarian boys and 1 Bulgarian. The faondactor is achievement and ac-
tive participation in class work. The other two gtdups are the same as the first time
regarding task-based choice, and the same formtaiars can be detected as before:
gender in the case of the 2 Hungarian girls fornaing of the subgroups, actually a mu-
tual pair, but this time excluding even the girleoabelonged to this circle on the first
occasion. Ethnicity and gender account for the &rom of the third subgroup, the Chi-
nese girls choosing each other again, and the roalg they name is the Chinese boy.
There are eleven pupils (6 Hungarian, 1 Chinedeudsian, 1 Hungarian/Japanese and
1 Serbian) outside all the three subgroups. Theychoosing the members of the sub-

groups but their choices are not reciprocated.
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Table 25c¢ Guided free choice sociomatrix
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able 25c¢ shows the mutual choices of the pupilarndigg the guided free choice ques-
tion. Regarding the guided free choice question of tegheindices are the following:
index of group cohesion: 0,46, index of expansigen®,90, index of integration: 0,5,
index of mutuality: 0,70. There is 1 star (the sduégarian boy as in question 1 with 6
attracted choices) and 2 neglectees (the same Handaoys as in question 1) in the
group. These data indicate that the class cohesistill low, but 90 percent of the pu-
pils are chosen, 70 percent have mutual choicektraare are 2 pupils (the same Hun-
garian boys as in question 1 and 2) who can bededaas neglectees because they are

not chosen by any of the classmates.

The low cohesion index is explained by the groupcstre: there are three
strong subgroups, two of them with the same foromatactors: gender in the first one
and ethnicity and gender in the case of the Chiga$e The third subgroup — as in
guestion 3 on the first occasion and in questi@m The second occasion has extended
by including two Hungarian boys, thus loosening ¢femder-based formation of this
subgroup. There are six pupils (2 Hungarian, 1 i@erbl Russian, 1 Hungar-

ilan/Japanese and 1 Chinese) outside all the thbegaups.
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3.7.4.3Sociometric Test 3

Out of the original schedule, the test was adrtergsl the third time, at the end
of term 1 in year 2, when three the Chinese gafisthe school unexpectedly. The ques-

tion arouse whether their leave influenced thecttine of the group.

Table 26a Free choice sociomatrix
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Table 26a shows the mutual choices of the pupgardéng the free choice ques-
tion. Regarding the free choice question of tesh&,indices are the following: index of
group cohesion: 0,5, index of expansiveness: Qr&lex of integration: 0,5, index of
mutuality: 0,75. There is 1 star (Hungarian boytwétattracted choices) and 2 neglec-
tees (2 Hungarian boys) in the group. These daliaate that the class cohesion is still
low, but 87 percent of the pupils are chosen, T8gre# have mutual choices, and there
are 2 pupils who can be regarded as neglecteesidgmtiaey are not chosen by any of

the classmates.
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Table 26b Task-based choice sociomatrix

~._ |HMI [HMS
HIMIL ] @

HMS
EM
HMS — [e5i] = = = = E =
HM& @ P " * W
HFZ ™ @ =
HF1
HME

Br ™ >< >< R
HIMT ENE
R ¥
HF3 *
TF ]
I ]
HIMZ o

HM4 T

HM3 |HMA [HFZ |HF1 |HME (3 [HMT |EM |HE3 | TF | CLI [HM2 | HM4
@ ®
@

*

@
@

@ e

/
@ /®®§

x@/

*
*

Table 26b shows the mutual choices of the pupitgnding the task-based
choice questionRegarding the task-based choice question of teste3indices are the
following: index of group cohesion: 0,33, indexe{pansiveness: 0,75, index of inte-
gration: 0,25, index of mutuality: 0,50. There istar (1 Hungarian boy with 9 attracted
choices) and 4 neglectees (2 Hungarian boys, thkisfugirl, the Chinese boy) in the
group. These data indicate that the class cohesitower than in the case of the free
choices. 75 percent of the pupils are chosen biyt 5 percent have mutual choices

with 2 neglectees.
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Table 26¢ Guided free choice sociomatrix
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able 26¢ shows the mutual choices of the pupilandgg the guided free choice ques-
tion. Regarding the guided free choice questiotesf 3, the indices are the following:
index of group cohesion: 0,54, index of expansigen®,93, index of integration: 1,
index of mutuality: 0,81. There is 1 star (a Hungaiboy with 6 attracted choices) and
1 neglectee (the Chinese boy) in the group.

The data above indicate that the disappearantteeadtrong subgroup including
the three Chinese girls almost always choosingammher did not influence the struc-

ture of the class, the indices show the same diff@zs as earlier.

The result of the sociometric tests can be sumedrés follows: the test was
administered the first time in October year 1. Ppils had known each other for one
and a half months before they were given the st reaction to the first free choice
question shows that the decisive factor in groumé&dion initially was gender. Regard-
ing the free choice and guided free choice questibare is some change between the
two times: gender reluctance seems to disappdaeionourse of time on the girls’ part,

but still present on the boys’ part.. Ethnicity do®t play any role in the group forma-
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tion of the boys, either in that of the girls excep the Chinese girls who stick together
and would like to make contact only with the Chmé®y, too, but their choice is not
mutual not only on the basis of gender differengedbso for political reasons. The boy

is from Taiwan.
3.7.5 Self Report

In the light of the findings of the pilot study etlself-report was semi-structured
to make sure that the pupils give answers to ecegagestions and comment on impor-
tant details, but at the same time any other comroertheir part was welcome (for
Self-report guidelines see Appendix 12). Twentyilsupvere asked to report on their
performance in February 2002. Seventeen fulfilretask, the Hungarian/Japanese boy
and one Chinese girl had already left, and thei&eoy refused again.

The purpose of the report was to obtain primanga @dout details not asked in
any other way, about their perception of the amofimiork and effort they expended in
learning, and in some respect to cross-check dated from other sources.

The first category included questions about whay thought their performance
would be different (worse or better) if they conthattheir studies in their native lan-
guage, what language they used outside classes.

The second category was to assess their performaribe subjects (English,
history, mathematics, the second foreign languagegdrian in the case of the non-
Hungarian pupils, the achieved grades in whichesktiie quantitative basis of interpre-
tation of study achievement. They were asked toendra subjects they liked the most
and the least if different from those listed, ahd taichieved grades in these subjects

were also taken into consideration when interpegetive tendency in their development.
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As well known, grades are not always reliable maess of knowledge because
of the different factors having role in teachersse@ssment. They were asked about if
there were such factors and what they were.

To obtain additional data about the improvementefr English language pro-
ficiency regarding the development of the four Iskithey were asked to comment on
this issue. It was also to cross-check their teatlv®mments on this question not only
the grades they achieved, but the scores alsotthéyon the English language profi-
ciency test.

The questions about how much help they receiven ftioeir classmates and
teachers aimed at crosschecking the data gainedtfre attitude questionnaire and the
sociometric test (for summary of answers see AgpelB)

Nine pupils were satisfied with the results thefiaved, and 12 said it reflected
their knowledge. It shows self-criticism on thetpafrthose who were not satisfied , but
they admitted that they knew only as much as mushneflected by the grades. Fifteen
said that they had not learnt hard enough. Cros&atnge this report revealed that it is a
sensitive area: no pupils admitted that it wasntle&imum they could achieve. Only the
Chinese pupils stated that learning in English eduke difficulties. Six pupils admitted
that they would have achieved better grades if tre/learnt in their native languages.
A Hungarian boy was afraid it would be even worseduse as he said he was forget-
ting Hungarian. The Bulgarian boy, who had livedother countries for years before
coming to Hungary, added that even in Hungariambeld have better grades than in
his native language.

All of them felt that their English language kn@dge had improved, but com-

mented on the lack of oral skills development.
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Fourteen pupils thought that subjective elemelaggal a major role in teachers’
assessment: tests as punishment for behaviourblepns, subjectivity of teachers in
assessing performances, teachers’ labelling, tesicheood influencing assessment,
carelessness on the part of the teacher.

Twelve pupils felt comfortable in the class, ahdught their classmates were
helpful and made a good company. Five did not firelclass encouraging and suppor-
tive. Interestingly, those who according to theisoetric tests were neglectees, did not
seem to regard themselves as such.

Nine pupils felt that their teachers were not suppe enough. They appreciated

strictness, consistency, feedback on their workperaging behaviour.
3.7.6 Teachers’ comments

The teachers of English (language and literatmsjpry, mathematics Hungar-
ian as a foreign language received a list of ¢ataccording to which they were asked
to comment on the pupils’ performance during thHeedaled assessment meeting. They
received the list one week before the meeting maftuence their usual routine work-
ing with the class and giving grades at the enthefterm. Notes were made on an ob-
servation sheet (see Appendix 18). Comments dhealbther teachers present were also

noted (for summary see Appendix 13).

The criteria along which the teachers were askegssess the pupils’ perform-
ance, achievement throughout the term were thewallg: the amount of effort the pu-
pils extended in learning, the role of their Engllianguage proficiency in achieving the
grade in the given subject, their improvement irglih regarding all the four skills,
their position, status in the class as perceivethbyteachers. These comments served
two purposes: to crosscheck the data gained frarsdif reports regarding the effort

expended in learning, to complete the data abaitptipils’ English language profi-
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ciency gained from the written test, to explain #oEiometric data about the pupils’
status in the class. The other purpose was tdf skee factors described by the pupils as

ones having influence on the grades they got weieed or remained hidden

The teachers’ comments showed considerable diierém their judgement of
the effort the pupils extended in learning, andrbie of the pupils’ English language
knowledge in their achievement, from that of theifsu They stated that many of those
pupils who said that the bad grade was the refsuldziness would not be capable to
achieve better results. Their comments on theabtbe language in the success or fail-
ure did not confirm the pupils’ evaluation: accoglito the teachers, most Hungarian
pupils would have better grades if they learnt unbfarian, but they had no opinion
about non-Hungarians in this respect. The Hungaeachers and the native English
speaker teacher did not agree in assessing thés’pagprovement in English. The na-
tive English teacher was more flexible, and hadebeipinion about the pupils’ knowl-
edge and improvement. Some teachers openly adntiitédheir assessment depended
on behavioural factors, too. Their comments abbet gupils’ position in class con-

firmed the data gained from the sociometric tests.
3.7.7 Grades

As seen in Table 27 (for detailed summary of gradesAppendix 21), the class
average at the end of the first term is 3,98 whih boys (4,21) outperforming the girls
(3,79). The average is a little higher (4,07) at¢ind of year 1 due to the 1,3 increase on
the girls’ part while the boys show 0,4 decline.th¢ end of term 1 year 2, the end of
the period under investigation, the class avera@e33 lower with the girls outperform-
ing the boys but the difference is only 0,2. Fderence, the class average at the end of
year 2 is included to show the tendency which éssame regarding the performance of

the boys and girls compared to each other, withights(0,7) increase in the overall

175



grades. The difference between the highest antbiinest averages is 0,33, one third of
one grade level, is insignificant. The performantéhe class seems to be roughly even
but it is the result of the balance of the différparformances of the individuals.

The averages in English show gradual rise from aftfe end of term 1 year 1
to 4,00 at the end of the one-year period (4,08heyend of term 2 year 2). The aver-
ages of the girls follow the same pattern: graguading from 3,28 to 3,71 (4,00 at the
end of year 2). The boys start better than thesciserage and remain above that
throughout the whole period, but at the end of fegmar 2 it is 0,12 lower than before
and falls to 3,91 by the end of term 2 year 2 shovil,36 difference between the high-
est and the lowest value being still insignificafite difference between the boys’ and
the girls’ averages shows significant differenc@1) at the beginning gradually lower-
ing to the insignificant 0,44 value by the endlad period.

The averages in history show rise from 3,26 to 33he end of the period
with an even higher value at the end of term 2 yieé3,50) and it reaches the highest
value (3,62) at the end of year 2.

The insignificant difference between the class ages in history at the end of
the terms gets different interpretation if we coneptine differences between the boys’
and girls’ average values. The boys outperformginis all the time with the biggest
(1,43) difference at the end of term 1 year 1 beaiggificant (1,05, 0,68) until the end
of year 2 when the value (0,16) shows no signitickifierence any more.

The averages in mathematics fluctuate from 3,38@beginning to 3,25 at the
end of the period of the investigation (3,31 at¢ne of term 2 year 2) with a peak of
3,66 at the end of term 2 year 1. The boys’ anld’girerages follow the same pattern
with no significant difference until the end ofrtell year 2 when the difference is 0,61

growing to 1,02 at the end of year 2.
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The averages in the second foreign languages ghettoughout the period of
investigation with 4,22 at the start rising 0,08thg end of term 2 year1 followed by an
insignificant fall (0,05) by the end of term 1 yea(rising again to 4,71 by the end of
term 2 year 2). The girls outperform the boys atéhd of each term with their average
rising 0,25 by the end of term 2 year 1, then1iigllD,17 by the end of term 1 year 2
(and rising significantly — 0,67 — by the end ofiy). The boys follow the same pat-
tern but their average falls 0,10 at the end oht2 year 1, and since then gradually

rises to 4,18 at the end of term 1 year 2 (4,48atnd of the academic year).

The averages in Hungarian fluctuate between 3,t6eaend of term 1 year 1
and 3,50 at the end of term 1 year 2 (rising t® & the end of year 2) with a peak of
3,87 at the end of term 2 year 1. The boys outpartbe girls with their average being
4,00 at the end of term1 year 1, the same at tdetterm 2 year 1, and falling 0,50 by
the end of term 1 year 2 when they achieve the gaade as the girls. The girls’ aver-
age is 3,50 at the end of term 1 year 1, andasr25 by the end of term 2 year 1 and
falls again to the same level as it was at the @tae averages at the end of year 2 show

significant rise — 1,50 — on the girls’ part by #ved of year 2).

Table 27 Summary of grades at the end of the terms

Term 1 Year 1 Term 2 Year 1 Term 1 Year 2 Termean?2
aver. | M F aver.| M F aver.| M F aver.| M F

Class aver-| 3,98 | 4,21| 3,79 | 4,07 | 4,17|3,92 | 3,74 | 3,73 | 3,75 | 3,81| 3,78 3,90
ages
English 3,771 4,09 3,28 | 4,00| 4,27| 3,57 | 4,00 | 4,15| 3,71 | 4,06| 3,91 | 4,00
History 3,44 | 400| 2,57 | 3,50| 3,90| 2,85 |3,30|3,53|2,85 | 3,68|3,66| 3,75
Maths 3,55|3,63|3,42 | 366|3,72|357 |3,25]|3,46|2,85 | 3,31| 3,58| 2,50
Foreign 421 | 4,20 4,25 | 4,30|4,10| 4,50 | 4,21 |4,18|4,33 | 453|4,4 | 5,0
language
G/F
Hungarian 3,75| 4,00| 3,50 | 3,87 | 4,00| 3,75 3,650| 3,50( 3,50 | 3,80 3,5 | 5,00

Graphs 1-6 visually represent the differences engérformance of the class, girls and

boys, at the end of the four terms and the subjeddgr investigation.
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Graph 1 Difference in average grades
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Graph 4 Difference in mathematics grades
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Graph 5 Difference in foreign language grades

Foreign language

— O average
- BEM

L OF

L/

I/1. I12. ni. 2.

O B N W b~ O
T T N S T

Graph 6 Difference in Hungarian grades
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The grades were computer-coded and paired samf#eswas applied to see if
there was significant change during the periodnekstigation. The significance level
does not depend exclusively on the quantitativeeifce between two grades, but the
distribution of the items constituting the gradsaalnfluences the significance of the

change being calculated. The analysis shows that differences presented in Table 27
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are not significant except for the increase ofdkierage from term 1 to term 2 year 1
(p=0.042) caused by the improvement of the girtsii@avement (p=0.049), the increase
of the grade in English from term1 to term 2 yedp20.042), and the decrease of the

grade in mathematics from 2 year 1 to term 1 ye§p=0.055) caused by the girls’

smaller grade (p=0.047). (For detailed significaresults see Appendix 15/c)

Table 28 Grade averages of the Hungarian and non-Hhgarian pupils

Hungarian av. Term 1 Year 1 Term 2 Year 1 Term 1 Year 2 Term arY2
Males/Females 4,17 4,18 4,15 4,314,29 4,33 4,11 4,10 4,13 7410 4,24
H/J (M) - - 1 -

R.(M) 3,70 3,70 3,10 3,10

T (F) 3,8 3,8 3,2 2,9

B (M) 4,0 3,8 4,09 4,18

Serb (M) 4,8 4,8 4,25 4,16

Ch Ave. M. F. 3,44 3,44 3,44 3,55 3,565 3,55 3343 3,56 3,3 3,3
Non-Hung. 3,751 3,98 3,53 3,78 3,96 3,61 3,58 }H 3,35 3,68 2,90

Table 28 shows that the non-Hungarian pupils avechgnge follows the same
pattern as that of the Hungarians with an incréasa term 1 year 1 to term 2 year 1,
but the increase on their part is much smaller @@y the boys’ slight decrease in per-
formance that could not be compensated by the’ gidger improvement. By the end
of the period of investigation, their overall augea decrease to the same degree on both
the boxs’ and girls’ part. The reference data ait@ year 2 show that the boys’ per-
formance does not change on the whole, while thg’ giverage is represented by only

the Turkish girl since the three Chinese left ttieo®l in the meantime.

3.7.8 Personal data

All the participants were asked to fill in a perabdata form upon arrival (see
Appendix 14). The form included 13 questions. Thesgions were intended to gain
information about the length of time they were gtad English, the length of time they
had spent in an English speaking country as acdditidata influencing the interpreta-
tion of the data gained from the English languagdigency test and that of the data

represented by the grades they received in Engtithe end of the terms. The answer
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to the question about the second language leasuhatl — whether it was their choice,
or it was imposed on them by the school — couldifgdde interpretation of the grades
received in German and French. To find out abossiade parental support or example
was the aim of the questions about their paremi€ign language knowledge. Non-
Hungarians were asked about the date of arrivélungary since it could be different
from the date of enrolment, and thus modifying pieture of their level of proficiency
reached during the one year period and explaiiag tontact with the members of the
wider Hungarian environment. The duration of timanped to be spent in Hungary
provided information about probable modifying fastoegarding their effort extended
in and attitude to learning Hungarian and to theduian wider and closer community.
In the case of the non-Hungarian pupils informaticas needed about what language
was used at home to learn about their exposureutmétian and their native language
in the family. Non-Hungarians were asked aboutrthetive language, whether they
continued their native language studies in any fdha issue being an important factor
from theoretical and practical point of view alil€or summary of data see Appendix

20)

Three pupils spent some time in English speakinghtes, the longest period
being 1 year after the preparatory class of theesaohool, and two spent 1-1 month
before they enrolled. One spent 2 years in Cyprusrevhe used his English in every-

day communication.

Three (2 Hungarian and 1 Turkish) pupils had beaming English for 4 years
in the primary school in Hungary, one (Turkish)tkém for 1 year out of the 4 in an
English medium instruction primary school, six (ldanan and Hungarian/Japanese)
for 3 years, seven (non-Hungarians) for 2 yearth@r home countries, three for 2

years and they attended the preparatory classebefaoliment to year 1, one Hungar-
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ian for 1 year in an English medium instructiompatry school. The Serbian boy did not

fill in the form.

Nine pupils learnt German, for five of them it wéir choice, the rest of the
pupils were put into the German group to have aetdp group size. Eight pupils learnt
French according to their choice. The second far&gguage not being compulsory for
non-Hungarians was not taken by the Chinese pugild,was dropped by the Turkish
girl and the Russian boy after year 1. Ten pugiisHungarian, Hungarian/Japanese, 1
Bulgarian, 1 Serbian — information from the formadker) parents spoke English, both
the father and mother of three of them (2 HungafiaBerbian). Only two pupils’

mother spoke the second foreign language (1 FrdnGgrman).

Only two non-Hungarian pupils’ parents spoke delitdiungarian, the Turkish
girl's and the Bulgarian boy’s both parents, aneé Hungarian/Japanese pupil’'s Japa-

nese father could speak some Hungarian.

All the non-Hungarian pupils used their native laage at home, and none of
them attended regular classes in their native laggunor did they conduct systematic

studies of their language.

3.8 Summary of the results

3.8.1 Language learning

As detailed above, three languages were investigateéhe research from the
point of view of what the pupils attitude to thenasvlike, what improvement they
showed in these languages during the time undegstigation, if parental support or
example could be detected in their attitude or ltesand what role these languages

played in their school and social life.
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The overall positive attitude toward English at thist time shows their com-
mitment to conduct their studies in this languaaye] the decrease in the scores by the
end of the period shows that English became a sutgjethem which needed effort ex-
pended in. Although they were ready to invest ieerning the language, but, as they
voiced it in their report, they realised that tha&rere other factors determining their
grades, such as behaviour, tests as punishmechgersabias (mood, subjectivity, label-
ling). 14 pupils addressed this issue. Most pumgige never been to an English speak-
ing country thus lacking the motivating factor fiaeniliarity with the native language
used in the native environment can strengthen.n@rother hand, for them English is
the means of integration into the closer Engliskaking community. Parental support
is obvious in the case of nine pupils. The laclEnglish knowledge on the part of the
parents can be an indirect motivating factor: thekish girl is proud of being the inter-
preter for the family. The teachers comment ondiffeculty of having contact with the
parents of the non-Hungarian pupils: they come withrpreters or take their child to
translate for them when they want to meet the te@ch

The pupils’ interest in the English language isadle pragmatic: they see it as
the means of their career in the short and long thenmeans of their academic career,
but the means of finding their place in the Engbgeaking community, the school, the
class. That is what the low scores for the questalout interest in English speaking
countries and the people living there suggest.

The lower scores for the second foreign languaggemeral suggest that com-
pared to English it is less important because #e®yless benefit from knowing it. But
their attitude toward the subject is positive, althh for four of the pupils learning

German it was not a choice.
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The non-Hungarian pupils are friendly toward theglaage and the community,
they intend to learn the language as it is the medntheir immediate benefit from

knowing the language, the means of finding theacelin the wider community.
3.8.2 English proficiency and subject knowledge

Upon enrolling the level of English of the pupitsvery diverse. It gets a little
more balanced by the second test but still thezegpapils whose level of English does
not reach band 6, the optimum level by the endeairy2 (declared by the school au-
thorities). This diverse level is not reflectedtie overall grades, either in the grades
received in different subjects. The explanatios Irethe different nature of the subjects
requiring different language skills and differeavéls of cognitive effort, in the teach-
ers’ subjective judgement very often assessingrteffiiehaviour rather than achieve-
ment. Another factor is the pupils’ interest in gbjects: one of them choosing as her
favourite a subject in which she does not have ggade, most pupils name the subject
as one she or he likes the least which they héfieudiy in. Motivation to learn a sub-
ject is not a matter of language knowledge. Orother hand, being interested may mo-
tivate the pupil to be able to take part in theségsas in the case of the Chinese boy
who himself notes in his report how active he ith@ English literature lesson.

Apart from the Chinese, all the pupils state thairtachievement would be the
same if they learnt in their native language. Onmg#rian pupil notes that he would
probably have worse marks if he learnt in Hungabacause he does not know the
Hungarian equivalent of many words in certain sciisjsuch as biology. The Hungarian
English teacher complains that there is no natwvgliage knowledge that could help
the non-Hungarian pupils to understand linguistigl@nations. According to the teach-
ers, there are eight pupils in the class whosd E#viEénglish hinders their achievement:

the four Chinese because of their low enrolmergllehe Russian boy and three Hun-
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garians who do not extend enough effort in enrighimeir vocabulary. The teachers’
assessment of the pupils’ English knowledge isumanimous: the native speaker of
English has no problem in understanding the Chipepés while for most teachers it is

problematic.
3.8.3 Group formation

The results of the intergroup behaviour and thenieg style questionnaires —
the majority of the pupils declared themselvesraigy working with others to working
by themselves - show the potential in the classttieapupils could work well together.

The sociometric test shows that the deciding faictdhe group formation proc-
ess is gender when the question is about theiralt¢it. In the case of the non-
Hungarians, ethnicity is also strong ties. When rigguirement is to fulfil a task, the
choices show attempts to break gender and ethriaitfers and point to the apprecia-
tion of study achievement, except for the Chinags,gvho — regardless the nature of
the question — always choose each other. Seemingiynot be explained by the lack
of either English or Hungarian language knowledggarding the grades in these sub-
jects because they are not worse than those of ebthe other non-Hungarians. On the
other hand, they are the ones who note that tasults would be better if they learnt in
their native language. The Hungarian and Turkists ghoose them but their choice is
not mutual. In their case, apart from the insuéiiti English language proficiency, the
bigger (not measured in the study but indicatedhieyn in their self report) cultural dis-
tance and the different social routine seem to @ucéor the unwillingness to merge
with pupils of other nationalities. Although tha@nswers to the questions about the de-
sired contact with the English speaking and thedduian environment show the wish
to have, they seem to be unable to act accordinigeio wish. The Turkish girl's lower

English proficiency level is compensated by her ¢guman knowledge — her teachers
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complain that she learns from Hungarian books wéten - regarding her position in
the class. The Bulgarian and Russian boys’ Engiistiiciency makes it possible for
them to be members of the strongest subgroup.

The subgroups are strong during the one-year pefibd pupils’ attitude re-
garding the task related aspect of the test doeshange. By the end of the year, the
girls’ group loosens its closed unit and lets iosth boys who cannot or do not want to
join the strong circle of the first subgroup, thembers of which are the same four

Hungarians and one Bulgarian, twice allowing the$tan boy to enter the subgroup.
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Chapter 4 The summary of findings and their relation to those of the pilot study

This chapter summarises the findings of the stodglation to the areas inves-
tigated. First, the relationship between interaaltion and language proficiency is de-
tailed. This is followed by the presentation of sofactors found influencing intercul-
turation. Next, the findings about the relationsbipnterculturation and study achieve-
ment are presented. Finally, the research questi@nanswered in the light of the find-

ings.

4.1 Interculturation and language proficiency

As shown in Chapter 3 group cohesion is influenogdnany factors, such as
gender, ethnicity and the proficiency level of fheils. Although the cohesion of the
class as a unit is quite low, there are strong isuljs, determined by the above factors,
with a slight expansion of one of them during tine gear period, within the subgroups
ethnicity — apart from the Chinese girls — is nategisive factor. These groups are in-
terculturated incorporating pupils on the basipafsonal preferences in which ethnicity
Is not a barrier. The level of the common langupg#iciency influences the quantity
of contacts they have with one another.

Interculturation takes place only partly - unlikeetpilot study — and the reason
is that there is a dominant group most membershaéiware Hungarians belonging to
the larger community. For them the class is notahly group for contacts regarding
their social life but their choice in work-relatedntext, and the fact that they feel more
comfortable learning in English than they wouldHongarian shows that, in work as-
pects, they are more part of their closer commuthigyh the wider one. As shown be-
fore, the instrumental motivation to learn the comnnlanguage promotes the sense of

integration into a temporary formation in the case¢he pupils who — proved by their
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personal and attitude test data — have come taritungary for some years but do not
want to stay lifelong. For them knowing the surVilanguage — Hungarian — is not im-
portant, but the more positive attitude to it halpegrate into the dominantly Hungar-
ian subgroup. The level of the Hungarian languagégiency in the case when settling
down in the host country is probable, helps integrato not only the closer but the
wider community. This phenomenon is more a sigaadulturation than intercultura-

tion.

4.2 Interculturation and other factors

As shown in Chapter 3, an important factor inficieg interculturation and all
the underlying phenomena such as language leaamdgtudy achievement is the dis-
tance of the cultures the members of a temporasymare from. The more distant the
cultures, the lesser degree of interculturation lmambserved. Given the temporary na-
ture of the community formation, the urge to aceuhe skills to survive and perform
well in the new context is not strong enough. Thiucal distance between the mem-
bers from different cultures is not measured ingtugly, but the difference between the
behaviour and performance of certain ethnic grouiplsin the class seems to support
this assumption. The pupils from European — som fihe former socialist countries —
seem to adapt to the new context, to the teachigthads, the familiar educational con-
tent and setting, to the general way of social wodk-related life more easily, than
those for whom the patterns are not familiar. Tdbservation is consonant with that of

the CERNET project described by Annéasi and Gor¢2a61).

Another factor, as the different findings of thdopistudy and the main study
shows, is the composition of the group and itstieheto the wider environment. If there

is a large group within the close community the rbera of which are from the wider
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community, interculturation takes place to a lesdsgree. In these cases, integration
into the close community is a matter of choice antnecessity as in such an interna-

tional setting where all the members or their mgjare from other than the host coun-

try.

4.3 Interculturation and study achievement

Study achievement is demonstrated by school grad@sis proved before, they
are not sufficient data to measure improvemenenfigpmance, they can only indicate
tendencies. Yet, the fact that most pupils in tat&ted context regardless their gender
and ethnicity try to make contact with those whaskievement is the highest shows
that the wish to perform promotes integration.

Direct relationship between interculturation anadgtachievement could not be
proved on the basis of the findings. An indirectiaator of the rightfulness of the as-
sumption is that those pupils who could not integmato the multicultural community
of the class, as the Chinese girls and the Hungdapanese boy gave up their studies
in the middle of the second year. The reason cootde the insufficient proficiency in
English because neither the grades nor the teartticated serious language prob-

lems.

4.4 Answers to the research questions

1 Does the level of English as a working language fE\Woficiency influence

group cohesiveness (interculturation)?

It was hypothesised that the more proficient tharlers were in English the
more cohesive (interculturated) group they creatigh level of English language pro-
ficiency was hypothesised to promote the creatioa more cohesive (interculturated)

group, but the level itself was not considered @silee factor in group formation
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The study confirmed the above hypothesis in thpeesthat pupils of high level
of common language proficiency — in the case ofstisely English — could make more
contact with their classmates, and that promoted thtegration into the class. They
could break the ethnicity barrier, and could ingggrinto a dominantly host country
subgroup as well. However, it is important to engia that the level itself is not a de-
cisive factor in interculturation. Pupils on loweut sufficient for making contact, level
could also integrate into the group.

2 Does the level of the language of survival (LS)fisiency influence group co-
hesiveness (interculturation)?

The learners’ proficiency level in the languageha host country was hypothe-
sised to influence the degree of group cohesioter@nlturation). High proficiency
level in the language of the host country was hygsised to be an auxiliary means to

help the learners create a more cohesive (interatéd) group.

The above hypothesis was also confirmed by theystlide pupils whose Hun-
garian language proficiency level was acceptableewgore easily accepted by the rep-
resentatives of the dominant group. What is everenmportant that they could medi-
ate between the subgroups thus creating a bridgesbe pupils of high and lower level
of common language proficiency.

3 Is there direct causal relationship between intarcation and study achieve-

ment?

It was hypothesised that direct causal relation$leifpveen group cohesion and
study achievement could not be established becafudee many subjective factors in

school assessment.
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The study confirmed that direct relationship betwegerculturation and study
achievement could not be detected because of thjecsive factors in school assess-
ment and the external and situational factors nyodjfthe degree of interculturation.

4 Does the degree of group cohesiveness (interctittnjanfluence the members’
study achievement?

It was hypothesised that a cohesive (intercultdjaggoup was more effective
and supportive in cooperation, thus indirectlyueficing the members’ study achieve-

ment.

The study confirmed that study achievement coulidbeoadequately measured
with the instruments applied because the assessiperdtionalised as grades does not
really reflect knowledge because of the subjediastors present in a learning context
on the part of the learners and the teachers atikevever, in work-related context
when achievement is the aim, the desire to begdatie group is higher than in other

contexts.

191



Chapter 5 Pedagogical implications and need for fuher research

This chapter presents the pedagogical concerrgrésent study initiated. First,
the special features of the context the study deltsis summarised. Then it calls the
attention to the importance of further analysiswéh learning situations, and offers a
possible analytic device to explore the compleaitguch contexts. Next, it details the
areas in which further research is required, amdsgihe reasons for the needs. Finally,
a list of issues is given which need clarification

This small-scale study does not claim generaliggholut provides in-depth data
about one particular teaching context in which méagtors of well researched issues
are present but in a unique composition. The spigcad this context is the presence of
the following three factors: its temporary natutes international setting and the inter-
national community and the English language asntleelium of instruction with no
other language in common.

In such contexts the well known theoretical andicational considerations
about the choice of subjects to be taught in theido language, the careful choice of
native speaker teachers (Byram and Cain, 1998) moayork. This monolingual edu-
cational context where the medium of instructioansinternational language needs fur-
ther investigation, because globalisation, the nmaigsation of people brings about the
formation and existence of such new contexts.

SWOT (strength, weakness, opportunity, threat)yasmis one of the numerous
marketing analytic devices used in elaboratingtestiia framework to increase the pro-
ductivity of firms. Kelemen (1999) describes inttional educational projects the ef-
fectiveness of which was analysed by applying SW&Dalysis. Schools in many re-
spects are like enterprises the aim of which ino the best ways to educate the pu-

pils. If the context is analysed, there is morencleato meet the challenges combining
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the existing educational theories, or the analyaislead to the necessity of working out
new frameworks to be applied. In the context & pinesent research the outline of a
SWOT analysis could be the following:

Strength - cultural differences, very often barriers, segvias a multiplying force to
achieve the aims,

Weekness — the lack of appropriate theoretical freonle to facilitate the learning and
teaching strategies and methods,

Opportunity — the cooperation of culturally divetigdividuals promoting effectiveness
in learning contexts,

Threat — the cultural identity and the native largguaf the participants being threat-

ened

5.1 The specific issues needing clarification

As the immediate consequence of the results ostilndy presented, four major
problem areas take shape: the definition of ‘intkuce’, testing English as a lingua
franca, consequences for teacher education, progeanesign, implementation and

evaluation.
5.1.1 Definition of ‘interculture’

The question from the interpretation of the groopfation processes in this
context arises: is it a specific culture, ‘intetoué’ with the components described in
the literature? Ellis (1996) defines ‘intercultuees a culture combining compatible ele-
ments of the cultures present in the context, ¢rymmfit contradicting norms together,
thus creating a synthesizing effect. Widdowsong2)%dmits that EIL is a widely used
name for English in international context, and aslesquestion “.what does that imply

about the culture or cultures to be associated wdthand adds “Perhaps the only inter-
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national culture is the culture of multinationalsimess, or of transnational science and
technology” (p. 336).

There is a community in this educational contexst thwould call interculture,
but it is still to see if it really constitutes alture with the attributes of a culture: norms,
life style, habits, values, symbols. To learn mabeut the functioning of such a com-
munity further studies needed regarding the sdd@lof the pupils learning in such
multilingual, multicultural contexts. The preseesearch focused on school activities,
and did not explore the personal relationship efghpils. Taking into consideration the
results of the CERNET project (2001) the analydethe pupils’ interactions outside
school context with regard to their ethnicity, measy social and psychological dis-
tance of the participants may add to the possitagswof developing cooperation and
eliminating cultural barriers, thus promoting theeation of interculturesTo analyse
the relationships of the participants, to expldne possible reasons why a certain
group formation exists, it is essential to conducotre research at individual level..

What are the advantages and disadvantages of tseingembers of such a cul-
ture even if temporarily? Does this membershiplitaté or hinder the individuals’ ca-
reer on the long run?

To find the answers to these questions call fah&rresearch into the nature of

the interculturated group
5.1.2 Testing English

What is EIL proficiency and how to measure it? S8q¥994) claims that many
researchers base English teaching on the normatioerspeaking countries and on the
linguistic competence of a native speaking pedplis (1994) distinguishes between
EFL and ESL on the basis of the environment in Wwhice language acquisition

takes place. According to him EFL learning takexcelin non-native environment, in
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educational settings where the mother tongue ddespand ESL learning takes place
in native environment where English is the nati@eduage/official language of the
country, or the language of the majority. He memionternational settings as the
place of the usage of the language but not thatqtisition.

Regarding the norms to which the proficiency of &sted population has to be
compared the question is still unanswered: isdtrthtive speaker’s proficiency? White
(1993) puts forward a question crucial in interatdt communication through the me-
dium of English: “...whose rules of interpretatiore @0 apply when the non-native user
of English unwittingly perpetrates pragmalinguisgicor” (p. 193.), that is, a linguistic
form is used by the speaker that does not mat¢hdnigntention, and thus confuses the
hearer.

But who is a native speaker of English? Kramscl®8)@liscusses the issue list-
ing the possible categorisation of native speakgrah that of by birth, by education
and by virtue of being the member of a native speabmmunity. She concludes that
instead of the dichotomy of native and non-natipeaker, “a pedagogy [should be de-
vised] oriented toward the intercultural speakgr” Z7). Risager (1998) describes dif-
ferent approaches to foreign language teachingkamus that in multilingual, multicul-
tural settings the ideal is the mediator’s inteoall and communicative competence
“enabling learners to use the target languageliag@aa francd(p. 247).

Berns (1995) claims that another characteristi€onflish as an international
language (EIL) is the nativization of English, whitinvolves a variety of linguistic
processes at formal, contextual and discoursaldexg. functional allocation, lexical-
Isation, or semantic extension and restriction6(p.She mentions lexical borrowings
such as the continental use of “eventual in tiseef "probably’ or "actual” meaning

“current” (interference of French or German). Stgards the use of English as the me-
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dium of instruction at tertiary and secondary ediocal institutions functional alloca-

tion. Discoursal nativization can be experiencedwiitten and oral communication

when English lexis and syntax is used but the cotiwes of the native language con-
cerning rhetoric patterns, argument structuresei@ite markers are maintained.

Kachru (1992) also notes that with the spread dfliEm two processes can be
witnessed: “nativization and Englishisation” (p. The first process involves the impact
of non-native users of the language on the vaseatieEnglish, the second shows the
impact of English on other languages.

Brutt-Griffler (2002) notes that in social SLA erng not defined. What we can
speak about between two separate speech commusitiéerence not error. “when
we speak of errors, we speak of the individual ggosed to the group, but never one
group as opposed to another” (p. 131).

In many countries English is a medium of instructend is used for intrana-
tional communication as a regional language (psifeml events, meetings). This in-
ternational English has the potential to becométuimnalised (Berns, 1995) and the

reliable measure to test English proficiency ibédound.
5.1.3 Teacher Education

As a consequence of the spread of the English &yeguwver the past decades
there has been a great growth in ELT as an intebé&ceducational and commercial ac-
tivity. There have been great improvements in treparation of teachers of English
realising the necessity ‘that now more than evemeed to be vigilant about the stan-
dards of the profession’. (Widdowson, 1992. p. B3id.an earlier article (1984) he
claims that teachers need to be trained in teclesifquit in theory, too, to be able to see
their practice to be subject to continual reapatadsd change. Prabhu (1990) empha-

sises the role the teacher’'s personality playshenteaching process and claims that
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“teaching [is] an activity whose value depends @iyt on whether it is informed or
uninformed by the teacher’s subjective sense afgitality” and that it is “a worthwhile
goal for our professional effort to help activatelalevelop teachers’ varied senses of
plausibility” (p.175).

Sercu (1998) points out that the concepts of indawal competence should be
included in teacher education programmes to makehts recognise that changes in
their self-concept, in their professional qualifioas, in their attitudes and skills are
required.

Although in my view Medgyes’s claim that “teachegffectiveness does not
hinge upon whether he or she is a native or nonaapeaker of English” (Medgyes,
1992, p.348)) is fully acceptable, non-native cahtieachers may need language in-
struction as Met (1998) and Kurtan (2003) indicareg surely they need training to be
able to teach effectively in intercultural contexit$éon-native teachers teaching their
subjects in English in Europe may not be used &dhlturally different models of
learning, the culturally different use of the laage of pupils coming from culturally
distant countries. Jin and Cortazzi (1998) notethan Chinese and western culturally
different models of learning the language with thachers and textbooks being the
primary source of learning in the Chinese modelilevblassroom interaction and stu-
dent participation being the focus in the westendeh They claim that such different
orientations to language learning may result irfed#nt interpretation of effective
teaching method. Although the studies which sea®dase for the suggestions what
new elements to include in teacher education weiragpily conducted in language
teaching areas, the conclusions with the intercalltcompetence of the teachers being
the core for the demand of changes are to be abfaiehe training of subject teachers,

too, working in the same multicultural context.
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Teachers have a very important role in motivativer pupils: their personality,
their approach to their job, the method they usehang term influence on their pupils.
Teachers’ assessment of their pupils may havetdimaence on how the pupils use
different strategies in the learning process (Olslabnd Chamot 1990). Bardos (2002)
emphasises the importance of emotional educatibarémt in foreign language teach-
ing. He gives the visual representation of Canatk Swain’s (1980) theoretical frame-
work of communicative competence model and placdsral competence in the centre
claiming that developing cultural competence is ofhéhe main factors of the emo-
tional education of the pupils. In internationditisgs developing intercultural commu-
nicative competence as described in Chapter 1débthe preconditions of educational
success on both the teachers’ and the learnetts’ par

In the interculturally sensitive context the prasg&ndy has described, the teach-
ers involved must be equipped with the methodokigknowledge how to cope with
the new challenges. Nunan and Lam (1998) conclbde teaching in such contexts
“calls for great sensitivity to changing circumstas and lifelong perseverance. Unless
the teacher is motivated to do so from withinsithard to maintain effectiveness” (p.
138).

Moran and Stripp’s (1991) framework for teachingtaere and Benett's (1986)
model of developing intercultural sensitivity mag belpful starting points for training

programmes in this field.
5.1.4 Programme design, implementation and evaluation

In my view, the findings of the well researchedrglual and immersion pro-
grammes and those of content-based language lga(@ummmins and Swain 1986,
Swain and Johnson, 1997, Byram and Cain, 1998hairéully and directly applicable

to the context the present study deals with, bex#us composition of the school com-
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munity is different, the language of the wider conmity is different from the language
of instruction, which is a lingua franca, and tleed for such an educational context is
different from that of the above mentioned fields.

Byram (1998) in his article about two projects (Berlin and the Foyer pro-
jects) claims that education exclusively in a fgrelanguage deepens the discontinuity
of socialisation that normally goes on in the naleanguage. Bognar (2000) and Kurtan
(2003) outline three main problem areas: the ldcteaching material, the insufficient
training of teachers in this aspect, some negatifleence of the foreign language me-
dium instruction on the native language use ofpilngils. Kurtan (2003) adds the fourth:
deficiencies in the foreign language medium ingtomcpractice of most Hungarian ter-
tiary institutions (lack of design, no consideratiof the differences in content, lan-
guage use, pedagogical, intercultural and orgaarsat aspects. The findings of this
research supports the results of the previous efudiescribed above and calls for cur-
riculum, syllabus and material design.

The English-only programme the present study itigated was not care-
fully designed for the special context, the curlica and syllabi used were not
elaborated according to the special needs. Follgvidnbin and Olshtain’ (1986)
views on curriculum and syllabus, | make distinotlmetween the two. In any teach-
ing/training programme aurriculum contains the overall objectives set by the edu-
cational decision-making authorities and include iis broadest sense, ...all the
relevant decision-making processes of all the pg@nts” (Johnson, 1989. p. 1). A
syllabus s the product of the second phase of curriculwetbpment, the specifi-
cation of ends and means, preceding programme ks$room implementation,
these being the third and fourth phases in the déxaonk. In other words, a syllabus

Is the description of the teaching and learningnelets of the context in question.
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According to Johnson (1989) all experts seem teagm what syllabus should
contain: the overall objectives (goals) translated intbagyusaims and objectives,
the analysis oheeds the content in terms of structures, functions, notions, tasks
depending on the type of syllabus keeping thedistriteria for ordering the items
in mind, themethod how to fulfil the aims, and thevaluation in terms of assess-

ment and feedback.

As the mass migration of people looking for temgrgremployment is en-
hanced by globalisation, | feel that research isdeel in this context to utilise the

potentials and eliminate the dangers hidden in it.
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CONCLUSION

The main objective of the study was to explor@dncational context that is not
wide spread yet, but because of the tendency dfagigation with the internationalisa-
tion of the labour market is more and more juddifie

The aim was to investigate the different factamsring a community in a learn-
ing context, where the pupils are of different grdt and linguistic background, and the
common language they conduct their studies inlisgua franca. This language is not
only the language of their studies but that of rttssicial life inside and outside the
school.

The question was how they formed a group and hevexkistence of this group
promoted their advancement in their studies. Testigate group formation and study
development a longitudinal study had to be condltdenonitor the process and to be
able to measure the change.

A number of internal and external factors haddabnsidered: personal charac-
teristics, personality factors, attitude, motivatiand situational factors that can modify
the process.

The instruments to be applied were carefully chamad tested, the data collec-
tion and data analysis procedures carefully devi3éd lessons learnt from a pilot
study were built into the framework of the resegrobper.

The hypotheses were proved by the study, andtairscfor further research
were shaped initiated by the questions that stilained unanswered

The limitation of the research is that - becausthefcomplexity of the context
under investigation - there are a number of issué®xplored as they were beyond the

scope. Social and psychological distance was nasared, and gender differences
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were only stated but not explored however, theseges are of primary importance in
intercultural contexts. Going beyond the scopey there not investigated, but this is an
area where further research is essential.

Another limitation of the study is the small numloémparticipants that does not
allow for generalisability of the research resuthough it helped gain in-depth data
about the issues explored.

The main merit of the study is that it has explottee factors and processes pre-
sent in this unique educational context, and kb#ém into the framework of intercul-
turation. It can contribute to further researclhis context by the instrument package it
provides, by the findings of the small-scale stady by the questions it arises.

Having still contact with most pupils who took pamtthe investigation, con-
ducting interviews with them is planned to find dwiw their life has been influenced
by the fact that they attended a school, uniqueexipérimental in many respects. These
interviews can shed more light on what is needethage maximum use of the advan-
tages of and to eliminate the dangers hidden ircdmeext the present study has tried to

explore.
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Appendix 1 Intergroup behaviour questionnaire (orignal Kinsella & Sherak,
1993)

AGREE DISAGREE

1. When | work by myself in class (rather
than with a partner or a small group), |
usually do a better job on assignments.

2. When | work by myself on assignments in
class, | usually concentrate better and learn
more.

3. When I work by myself in class, | often
feel frustrated or bored.

4. | prefer working with a single partner than
with a group.

5. Most of the time, | prefer to work by my-
self in class rather than with a partner or a
small group.

6. When | work with a partner or a small
group in class, | usually learn more and do
a better job on the assignments.

7. When | work with a partner or a small
group in class, | usually learn more and do
a better job on the assignment.

8. Most of the time, | would prefer to work in
class with a single partner rather than by
myself.

9. Most of the time, | would prefer to work
with a group rather than with a single part-
ner or by myself.

10. | enjoy working in groups with other ESL
students, but not with native speakers of
English.

11.1 get more work done when | am not work-
ing with students who speak my own lan-
guage.

12.1 feel uncomfortable working in groups
with students who are native speakers of
English or ESL students who speak Eng-
lish more fluently than | do.

13.1 am more comfortable working in groups
with other students who speak my own
language.

14.Usually, | prefer my teacher to select the
small groups.

15.Usually, I prefer my teacher to let us form
our own groups.

16.1 prefer working in groups when there is a
mixture of students from different back-
grounds.

17.1 prefer working in groups when my
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teacher assigns a role to each group mem-
ber.

18.1 prefer working in groups when the
teacher lets us figure out for ourselves
which roles we want.

19.Usually, I find working in a group to be a
waste of time.

20.Usually, I find working in a group to be
more interesting and productive than work-
ing alone.

21.1 hope we won’t do too much group work
in this class.

22.1 hope we will have regular opportunities
in this class to work with a partner.

23.1 mainly want my teacher to give us class-
room assignments that we can work on by
ourselves.

24.1 hope we will have regular opportunities
in this class to work with a small group.

Directions: Give yourself 1 point if you AGREED Withe following questionnaire
items and O points if you DISAGREED. Next, add ploénts under each heading.

The greatest total indicates the way you usuakygurto work in class.

INDEPENDENT COLLABORA-

WORK STYLE TIVE
WORK STYLE

1. 3.

2. 7.

5. 8.

6. 9.

19 20.

21 22.

23. 24.

TOTAL TOTAL
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Appendix 2 Learning style questionnaire (original Gford, 1995b)

ACTIVITY 2: HOW | DEAL WITH OTHER PEOPLE

Add your score for items 1-10; write it here: (extroverted)

Add your score for items 11-20; write it here:

(introverted)
Circle the larger score. If the two scores are withpoints of each other, circle them

both. The circle represents you preferred way afidg with other people.

ACTIVITY 2: HOW | DEAL WITH OTHER PEOPLE

1. | prefer to work or study with other. 0123
2. | make new friends easily. 0123
3. llike to be in groups of people. 0123
4. Itis easy for me to talk to strangers. 0123
5. | keep up with personal news about other people. 0123

6. | like to stay late at parties. 0123
7. Interactions with new people give me energy. 03

8. | remember people’s name easily. 0123
9. | have many friends and acquaintances. 0123
10.Wherever | go, | develop personal contacts. B12
11.1 prefer to work or study alone. 0123
12.1 am rather shy. 0123
13.1 prefer individual hobbies and sports. 0123
14.1t is hard for most people to get to know me. D3
15.People view me as more detached than sociable. 123
16.1n a large group, | tend to keep silent. 0123
17.Gatherings with lots of people tend to stress me. 0123
18.1 get nervous when dealing with new people. 031 2
19.1 avoid parties if | can. 0123
20.Remembering names is difficult for me. 0123
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Appendix 3 Intergroup behaviour questionnaire (modfied)

Please read the following statements concerning gtiitude toward working by your-
self, with a single partner or a group, with pupilo speak your native language or
with pupils who speak the common language of thes;|English. Pupils who do not
have classmates speaking the same native languageslked to ignore the questions
putting a star (*) beside it.

This is not a test so there are no “right” or “wgbmnswers. We are interested in your
personal opinion. Please give your answers sincasebnly this will guarantee the suc-
cess of the investigation. Thank you very muchyfmur help.

In the following section we would like you to giyeurself 1 point if you agreed with
the questionnaire items, and O if you disagreed.

For example:

When | am doing my homework at home, AGREE DISAGREE
| call one of my classmates for help very

often.

If you do it, so you agree, write this:

When | am doing my homework at home, AGREE DISAGREE
| call one of my classmates for help very 1

often.
If you do not, so you do not agree, write this:

When | am doing my homework at home, AGREE DISAGREE
| call one of my classmates for help very 0
often.
If the statement is not relevant, do this: AGREE DISAGREE
* *
AGREE DISAGREE

25.When | work by myself in class (rather
than with a partner or small group), | usu-
ally do a better job on assignments.

26.When | work by myself on assignments in
class, | usually concentrate better and learn
more.

27.When | work by myself in class, | often
feel frustrated or bored.

28.1 prefer working with a single partner than
with a group.

29.Most of the time, | prefer to work by my-
self in class rather than with a partner or a
small group.

30.When | work with a partner or a small
group in class, | usually learn more and do
a better job on the assignments.
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31.When | work with a partner or a small
group in class, | usually learn more and do
a better job on the assignment.

32.Most of the time, | would prefer to work in
class with a single partner rather than by
myself.

33.Most of the time, | would prefer to work
with a group rather than with a single part-
ner or by myself.

34. | enjoy working in groups with students
who speak my own language.

35.1 get more work done when | am not work-
ing with students who speak my own lan-
guage.

36.1 feel uncomfortable working in groups
with students who speak English more flu-
ently than | do.

37.1 am more comfortable working in groups
with other students who speak my own
language.

38.Usually, | prefer my teacher to select the
small groups.

39.Usually, | prefer my teacher to let us form
our own groups.

40. 1 prefer working in groups when there is a
mixture of students from different back-
grounds.

41.1 prefer working in groups when my
teacher assigns a role to each group mem-
ber.

42.1 prefer working in groups when the
teacher lets us figure out for ourselves
which roles we want.

43.Usually, | find working in a group to be a
waste of time.

44.Usually, | find working in a group to be
more interesting and productive than work-
ing alone.

45.1 hope we won't do too much group work
in class.

46.1 hope we will have regular opportunities
in class to work with a partner.

47.1 mainly want my teacher to give us class-
room assignments that we can work on by
ourselves.

48.1 hope we will have regular opportunities
in class to work with a small group.
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Appendix 4 Preferred learning style questionnaire hodified)
Please circle the larger score.

Please read the following statements concerningvihyehow you deal with other peo-
ple. This is not a test so there are no “right*wrong” answers. We are interested in
your personal opinion. Please do the task sincaxebnly this will guarantee the suc-
cess of the investigation. Thank you very muchyfmir help.

In the following section we would like you to asséise statements according to how
true you think they are for yourself by simply ¢ing marks from 0 to 3.

For example:
| prefer reading to watching TV 0123
If you prefer reading very much, simply do this. 1203
If you do not prefer reading, simply do this ©@123

If you hesitate between the two, circle either 2 @ccording to your preference.

1. | prefer to work or study with others. 0123
2. | make new friends easily. 0123
3. llike to be in groups of people. 0123
4. Itis easy for me to talk to strangers. 0123
5. | always contact with people | know. 0123
6. | like to stay late at parties. 0123
7. Interactions with new people give me energy. 031 2
8. I remember people’s names easily. 0123
9. | have many friends and acquaintances. 0123
10.Wherever | go, | develop personal contacts. 0123
11. | prefer to work or study alone. 0123
12. | am rather shy. 0123

13. | prefer individual hobbies and sports. 0123
14. It is hard for most people to get to know me. D3

15. People view me as more detached than sociable. 291
16. In a large group, | tend to keep silent. 0123
17. Gatherings with lots of people tend to stress me. 0123

18. | get nervous when dealing with new people. 031 2
19. | avoid parties if | can. 0123
20. Remembering names is difficult for me. 0123
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Appendix 5 Attitude questionnaire (original Dornyei, 1996)

We would like to ask you to help us by answering tbllowing ques-

tions concerning foreign language learning. Thisas a test so there are

no “right” or “wrong” answers. We are interestedyiour personal opin-

ion. Please give your answers sincerely as onbywlhil guarantee the

success of the investigation. Thank you very muchybur help.

In the following section we would like you to ansvg@me questions by simply giving
marks from 1 to 5.

5 = very much, 4 = quite a lot, 3 = so-so, 2 =maailly, 1 = not at all.

For example, if you like “hamburgers” very mucheédm soup” not very much, and
“spinach” not at all, write this:

hamburgers bean soup spinach

How much do you like | 5 2 1
these foods?

Please put one (and only one) whole number in bagtand don’t leave out any of
them. Thanks.

German | French| Russiarn English Italig

How much do you like these languages?

How much do you think knowing these lan-
guages would help you to become a more
knowledgeable person?

How important do you think these languages i
the world these days?

>

How important do you think learning these lan
guages is in order to learn more about the culfure
and art of its speakers?

=]

How much effort are you prepared to expend
learning these languages?

How much do you think knowing these lan-
guages would help you when travelling abroad
in the future?

How much do you think knowing these lan-
guages would help your future career?

How well does your mother speak these lan-
guages?

How well does your father speak these lan-
guages?

How much would you like to become similar tg
the people who speak these languages?

How much would you like to travel to these
countries?

How important a role do you think these coun-
tries play in the world?

How much do you like meeting foreigners form
these countries?

How much do you like the films made in these
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countries? (Write 0 if you don’t know them.)

How much do you like the TV programmes
made in these countries? (Write O if you don’t
know them.)

How much do you like the people who live in
these countries?

How often do you see films/TV programmes
made in these countries?

How much do you like the magazines made in
these countries? (Write O if you don’t know
them.)

How often do you meet foreigners (e.g. in the
street, restaurants, public places) coming from
these countries?

How much do you like the pop music of these
countries? (Write 0 if you don’t know them.)

Have you put a number in each box?
Thank you!
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Appendix 6 Attitude questionnaire (modified)

Please answer the following questions concerning wttitude toward English
and foreign (German, French, Hungarian) languageliag and toward the
school, class you are attending.

This is not a test so there are no “right” or “wgdranswers. We are interested
in your personal opinion. Please give your answgerserely as only this will

guarantee the success of the investigation. Thankvgry much for your help.

In the following section we would like you to ansveeme questions by simply ticking in the
box beside the most appropriate for you answer.

For example, if you like “hamburgers” very muchedm soup” not very much, and “spinach
not at all, write this:

How much do you like hamburgers?
M very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

How much do you like bean soup?
€ very muchg£€ quite a lot€ so-so M not really,€ not at all

How much do you like spinach?
€ very muchg£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,M not at all

English

1. How much do you like learning English?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

2. How much do you think knowing English would helpiyim become a more knowl-
edgeable person?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

3. How important do you think English is in the wotlikse days?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

4. How much effort are you prepared to expend in iegringlish?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

5. How much do you think knowing English would helpyduture career?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

6. How much would you like to become similar to theple who speak English?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

7. How much would you like to travel to English spaaktountries?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

8. How important a role do you think English playdhie world?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all
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9. How much do you like the people who live in Englggieaking communities?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

10. How often do you meet foreigners (e.g. in the $tmastaurants, public places) speak-
ing English?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

French/German

1. How much do you like learning French/German?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

2. How much do you think knowing French/German woudtphyou to become a more
knowledgeable person?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

3. How important do you think French/German is inwwld these days?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

4. How much effort are you prepared to expend in iegrirrench/German?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

5. How much do you think knowing French/German woudtphyour future career?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

6. How much would you like to become similar to theple who speak French/German?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

7. How much would you like to travel to French/Gernsgeaking countries?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

8. How important a role do you think French/Germarygla the world?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

9. How much do you like the people who live in Frei@tyman speaking countries?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

10. How often do you meet foreigners (e.qg. in the $fr@staurants, public places) coming
from French/German speaking countries?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all
Hungarian

1. How much do you like living in Hungary?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

2. How much do you think knowing Hungarian would hetu to become a more knowl-
edgeable person?
€ very much£ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

3. How important do you think Hungarian is in the wibthese days?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

4. How much effort are you prepared to expend in iegrilungarian?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all
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5. How much do you think knowing Hungarian would hetur future career?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

6. How much would you like to become similar to thejple who speak Hungarian?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

7. How much do you like living in Hungary?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

8. How important a role do you think Hungarian playshe world?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

9. How much do you like the people who live in Hungary
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

10. How often do you make programmes with Hungarians?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

School/class

1. How much do you like attending this school?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

2. How much do you think your teachers work for you?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

3. How much do you think your marks reflect your knedge?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

4. How much do you enjoy your classes?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

5. How often do you meet pupils attending other clasgahe school?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

6. How much do you like attending this class?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

7. How often do you meet your classmates outsidec¢hed?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

8. How much do you think your classmates help eacér8th
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£€ not really,€ not at all

9. How active member of the group do you think yourare
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at all

10. How often would you like to meet your classmatesrduholidays?
€ very much£€ quite a lot€ so-so£ not really,€ not at al
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Appendix 7 English Language Proficiency Test (Brish Council)
Name:
Part A

Read the words and paragraph that follows themORIE word from the box in each
space, as in the example. (There are more worithe ilist than you will need.)

Example

You good are is

well

When you 1 walking to the station, 1. are
2 will pass a bakery. Their bread is very _2.you
3 | can recommend it. 3. good

Now fill the spaces 4-15 in the same way;
Choose the best words from this box —

the where there
before on

than his a
when but

was then were

never it

up (o) him

Saturday was Bill's favourite day. 4 was 4,
no school and he usually went with 5 5.
father in the car to Aston, 6 they had a 6.
small shop. They got 7 at six, 7.
had 8 8.
quick breakfast and lefthome 9  seven. 0.

The drive to Aston took half an hour and

they opened the shop at eight. 10 winter days 10.
they 11 had more 12  ten customers, 11.
13 in the summer months 12.
14 town had 13.
a lot of tourist and there 15 peoplein 14,
the shop all day. 15.
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Part B

Read the conversation below. Put ONE word in epeltes as in the example below.
No words are given.

Example

a. Hello! How 16 you ? 16. are

b. Very 17 thank you. 17. well
what about 18 ? 18. you

Now put ONE word oa blank in each space from 19-36.

In a shop
Assistant: Good morning, sir. 19 | 19.
help you? 20.
Customer: Yes, please, | 20 like to pay 21.
21 these books. 22.
Assistant: Are you 22 to pay cash, 23.
or 23 cheque? 24.
Customer: You accept cheques, 24 you? 25,
| haven't 25 time to go to 26.
26 bank today. 27.
Assistant: That's all right. Please write 27 28.
name and address on the back and 29.
I 28 ask the manager to check it. 30.
Customer:; 29 must yousee 30  manager? 31.
Is there something wrong 31 mycheque? 32.
Assistant: | have 32 take all cheques to 33.
the manager. 33  are the regulations. 34.
I'm afraid 34 is nothing else | 35.
can do. | hope 35  you will 36.
understand. | shall be back 36 a minute.
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Part C

Complete the sentences at (b) so that they measathe as the sentences at (a), as in
the example.

Example

a. That book was written by my brother in 1976.

b. My brother wrote that book in 1976.

Now complete sentences 37-46.

37. a. “Do you speak English?’ she asked him.
D. She asked NiM ...

38. a. “Show it to the manager,” he said to me.

39. a. Leave all bags and briefcases at the emtranc

b. All bags and briefCases ........ccoooi i at.the entrance.
40. a. “Where does Mike work?” he asked me.

D. HE @SKEO M ... e e

41. a. “Ring me at home at the end of the meeting.”

42. a. Someone showed me the plans last week.

D. The PlANS ..o lagteek.
43. a. Since he refuses to come with us, we sbaMlithout him.

b. Because of ... , we shall gdthout him.
44. a. If | get the new job, | shall move to a neuse.

D.1Shall NOt ... the nevop.
45. a. “Have you seen the report?’ he asked me.

D. HE @SKEU M ... e e e
46. a. Although they attempted to save her, it twadate to do anything.

b.Inspite of ... , it was late do anything.
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Extension

PART A

There are 30 items in this part of the test. Inleaase put the word/words A, B or
C, which you believe to be the best from the pointiew of structure and meaning
and WRITE THE LETTER in the box provided.

Tony was fed up with being a teacher. He had stdni first teaching job in 1975 and had now
been teaching fod{)............... seemed an eternity. Even though he had bégumworking
life with such enthusiasm he now fel§............... being suffocated by a job that had
proved in some way9)............... just as boring as the holiday jobs he’d didle he was a

student.

another job, never mind one in which he could usejhalifications and experience. For a cou-
ple of years he had told himself that he would haste to get used to it all, to being stuck in the
same class with the same kids day after day, arthtigesigned himself t&J)............... at
least 'the next year or two' where he was. But Weg now quite a long time ago and he still
hadn't succeededq............... anything. 'By the time Septembessy............... 'he re-
flected sadly, %6)............... in this job for longer than the tim&%)............... as a puplil
myself. Still, with all those young teachers wagtjobs | may well be able to retire early. I'll
certainly retire as soon as§j............... get the chance.’

Just as he was starting to imagine what it wouldlike if he did have to work till he
(59....cccvnin. sixty-five, the bell rang for the first lems. Normally the bell was the signal for
him to get his things together. '‘Best be gettinghgre again, hadn't we?', said a colleague to

nobody €0)............... but Tony didn't seem to hear him. Tony hadtjdecide that

230



something§4)............... it myself,” he thought, getting up and walginot in the direction of
his class but towards the corridor that led torttan entrance to the school. As he walked out

of the school gates the thought struck him thatwimalld never have been able to leave

know what I'll do. I'm going to ring Australia’. WEn he got through to Adelaide his sister told
him that they were just having a late dinner. Fan@nent he was perplexed. ‘Nobody has a
late dinner at this time of the morning, do they® Bven in Australia.” Then he remembered
the time difference. It was evening there. Hisesistas surprised/)............... from him,

but then asked him if he would like to come ang stdah her for a while. The next morning, as

he left the house on the way to the airport, hedefote for 75)............... came to look for
him. The note read quite simply> ‘If anyone caliglgone out. | 76)............... be some
time.’
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47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.
64.

A) it

A) as if

A) be

A) Had he know

A) could

A) difficulty in finding

A) spenc

A) to change

A) came

A) I'll be

A) I've spent

A)

A) would be

A) especially

A) there was no us

A) didn't

A) do
A) for

B) what

B) as if he wa

B) to be

B) If he knew

B) would

B) difficulty to find

B) spendinc

B) to changing

B) come:

B) I'll have been

B) | spent

B) I'll

B) were

B) specially

B) it was no point

B) wouldn't

B) should dc

B) agains!
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C) which

C) like

C) being

C) If he has knowr

C) may

C) difficulties to find

C) have spen

C)in changing

C) will come

C)I'm

C) I'd spent

C)I'd

C)was

C) in particular

C) it was no worth

C)won't

C)did
C) about



65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

A) had he still

A) was leavin(

A) by his owr

A) of

A) him to come

A) within sight of

A) had

A) years bacl

A) I'll get

A) hearing

A) who

A) may

B) if he would still have

B) had left

B) by himself

B) from

B) for him to come

B) to the sight of

B) would have hac

B) for years

B) I'll have got

B) to hear

B) whoevel

B) can
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C) if he were still to have

C) left

C) on his owr

C)on

C) that he camg

C) within sight

C) had hac

C) since year

C) I get

C) of hearing

C)whomevel

C) would



Part B

Complete the sentences at (b) so as to give thaingeaf the sentences at (a).

Example

a. That book was written by my brother in 1976.
b. B. My brother

Now complete sentences 1-10.

77. a. We cannot begin the game until they arrive.
b. When

78. a. Only if | am given an increase in salary shalbrk any harder.
b. Without

79. a. Someone should stop them or it will soon bate. |

b. They it is to late.

80. a. His present job does not give him any satisfac
b. Heis

81. a . Such is the difficulty of the Chinese langutg# | cannot learn it.
b. The Chinese language

82. a. It would be good idea if you went to see a docto

b. You to see a doctor.

83. a. Can you come to dinner on Sunday?
b. How

84. a. All motor-cyclist must wear helmets by law.
b. The law

85. a. When her son disappeared Christine was vent.upse

o

. The disappearance
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86. a. Next Sunday's paper will carry a continuatiothef story.
b. The story
Part C

In this part you must choose the word or phrase @, or d which best completes each sentence.

give one answer only to each question by drawioigcde round it.

87. It has always been the _ of our firm to encourage staff to take part in abeictivities.

a. policy b.plan c.campaign d. procedure
88. The of juvenile crime has increased ten per centymeighbourhood.
a rate b. happening c.event d.incident
89. Peter will never marry: he is_a bachelor.
a. convincing b.conservative c.constitutional d.confirmed
90. The island where these rare birds nest has beédareld@a area.
a.conservative b.conservation c.protection d. productive
91. Owing to their unruly behaviour, the football tearare from taking part in

the match on Saturday.

a. exempted b.excommunicated c.banned d.expelled
92. Everything possible was done to the suffering of the wounded soldiers.
a. alleviate b.redeem c. modify d. extenuate

93. When the ghost appeared, | was so frightened my hai

a. turned to water b.stood on end c.got the wind up d.shook like a jelly

94. Due to economic cuts, several of the staff have lezde

a. superfluous b.supernumerary c.excessive d.redundant
95. Morphia is sometimes used to severe pain.

a. stifle b.suffocate c.constrain d.deaden
96. | like classical music, but I don't to know anything about it.
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a.presume b.imagine c.simulate d.believe

97. I wish | could get out of the habit of when | feel embarrassed.
a. blooming b.rouging c.flaming d. blushing
98. The examination board has recently changed the for the degree in French lan-

guage and literature.

a. outline b.summary c.brochure d.syllabus
99. | have no hesitation in saying that Miss Jonesviers worker.
a.conscientious b.conditioned c.considered  d.considerable

100. Having been to the prison, he can now understam#gong of the criminal .

a. activities b.thought c.minds d. mentality

101. On religious feast-days of the local saint is carried in procession thitotige

streets of the town.

acopy b. aprototype c. adesign d.an effigy
102. When | was at school, we had to learn a poem every week.
a. byear b.by mouth c.by heart d.by eye

103. Although her marriage was very unhappy, Mrs Stepliemained with her husband for
the of the children .

a. help b.sake c.cause d.reason
104. A certain of horse, called Shire, was used for ploughinth@old days.
a. make b.brand c.breed d.stock

105. Being left - handed the workman accidentally the screws instead of tighten-

ing them.
a. released b.stretched c.loosened d.widened

106. The Council is going to impose parking restrictiomghe more streets of city
a. overburdened b.populous c.congested d.constrained
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Written test bands

Written test score band

1-9 1. beginners

10-17 2. pre-intermediate false be
ginners

18-24 3. lower-intermediate

25-44. 4- intermediate

45-51. 4+ upper intermediate

52-60. 5. pre FCE

61-75. 6. probable success at
FCE/pre CPE

76-106+ 7. CPE preparation
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Appendix 8 Sociometric questionnaire and summary ofattracted and mutual
choices

A)

Please answer the questions below.

6 Name three of your classmates who you spend yeartime with.
a.
b.

C.

7 If you were given a task by your form teacher, whtbree classmates of yours
would you like to work together with to fulfil thiask?
a.
b.

C.

8 If you were asked to form groups of four on a classursion, which three class-
mates would you like to be together with?
a.
b.

C.
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B)

Mutual choices
12/ 2/2

3/3

32

3/1

2/3

1/3

1/2

1/1

Attracted choices

2/1

3/3

3/2

3/1

2/3

22

1/3

1/2

11

HM1
HF1

HM2
RM
TF

BM
CF1
CF2

HM3
Sr

HM4
HM5
HM6
CF3
HF2
CM

HM7

H/IIM
HM8
HF3
RF
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Appendix 9 Self report guidelines — pilot study
Evaluation of the first term in relation to yourerall average at the end of term

1. Average at the end of thé' ferm:

- Are you satisfied with the result?

- Does it reflect your knowledge?

- How much effort did you make to achieve it?

- What role did your English knowledge play in aclgvthis result?

- Would the result be different if you had workedyour native language?

Any other comment:

2. Please go over the questions again and answerithegiation to your grade in
- Mathematics

- History

- your favourite subject (please specify)

- the subject you like the least (please specify)

3. Your English language knowledge
- has it improved since you enrolled?

if yes in what sense? if not in what sense?
- vocabulary - vocabulary
- understanding - understanding
- speaking skills - speaking skills
- writing skills - writing skills
- any other comment - any other comment
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Appendix 10 Cover letter to pupils
Dear Pupil,

You are asked to participate in a one-year resgaxagramme conducted by a Ph.D
student of ELTE University.

The aim of the research is to see how your opialmout the issues in the questionnaires
and your English knowledge changes over the year.

The work you are asked to do is:

— tofill in the personal data form (enclosed)

— tofill in the questionnaire consisting of for mfenclosed)

— to do the English proficiency test (enclosed)

— to evaluate your achievement at the end of the semguidelines will be
given later)

At the end of the year you will be asked to filljonestionnaires and do tests again. The
researcher will spend some time with you each befere you begin working on the
tests and questionnaires to make sure it is cleat wou are expected to do.

You are asked to give your names. Do not worry.

All the date you provide, your answers in the goestaires, your results on the test and
your evaluation are strictly confidential, nobodgept the researcher will see them
who will not disclose these data to anybody. Taemsonfidentially, please put all the
answer sheets in the envelope provided each timer iYames will not be mentioned in
the report of the research.

Please do all the parts sincerely, to the besbof knowledge to provide sufficient
data.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.
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Appendix 11 Pilot Study Documentation

A) Pilot group

Citizenship, English History Hungarian  Average/grade
Gen- .
Name der Native lan-
g ua g e 151 2nd tost 06 151 2nd 151 2nd 151 2nd
term | term term term term | term | term term
Linda (L) | F Hungarian, 5 | 5| 40 2 1| 3| 3| 2771 258
Hungarian
Elena(E) | F |K&Zakh,Rus- | o 5 | 44 5 5| 5/ 5/ 5 5
Slan
Tijana (T) | F Ei‘;%"s'a"’ Ser-l 5 | 5 | 75 5 5 5( 5| 436 4,58
Marina | Russian, Rus- | 5 | 5 | 55 5 5 4| 4| 454 4,84
(Ma) sian
Lin (Lin) |F Chinese, Chi- | 5 | 4 | 49 - - 5 5| 377 42
nese
Stacey | Russian, Rus- | 5 | 5 | g 3 3| 5| 5| 36| 3027
(St) sian
Anna (A) | F g;ﬁs'a”' Rus- | 4 | 4| 0 3 2 3| 2| 25| 2,53
. Italian-
Claudia | Hungarian, 5| 5| 65 5 5 5/ 5 5 5
© -
Italian
Mina F Yugoslav, Ser-| 5 | 5 | 75 4 4 4| 3| 336 33
(Min) bian
Jasenka = Y_ugoslav, Ser- 4 4 85 4 4 5 5 363 3.84
(@)] bian
Kefei (K) | F Chinese, Chi- | 5 | 5 | 5 5 5 5/ 5 5 5
nese
Nicholas |, |Canadian, Engy 5 | 5 | o5 4 4 | 5| 5| 363 392
(Nic) lish
Mike Lo j |
(MiK) M Taipei, Chinese 1 3 35 1 1 2 . 2,6 2.8
Misa M | Yugoslav,Ser-| 4 | 5 | g, 4 4 | 2| 3| 4| 383
(Mis) bian
Hungarian,
Peter (P) | M Hungarian- 5 5 70 3 2 4 4 3,54 4,45
English
Sasa(S) | M Ei‘;%"s'a"’ Ser-l o | 2| 75 2 2 3| 3| 27 3
Zsenya |\,  |Kazakh,Rus- | 5 | 4 | gg 3 2 | 4| 3| 34| 307
(Zs) sian
Class averages . .
(n 17/16%) 4,18| 4,29/ 64,41 | 3,63*| 3,38 4,063,94| 373 | 3,81
Male average (n 6) 3,33|3,50| 68,33| 2,83| 250 3,383,33| 3,31 | 3,43
Female average " "
(n 11/10%) 4,64 4,73 | 62,27 | 4,10* | 3,90* |4,45|4,27| 3,96 | 4,01

242



B) Intergroup behaviour questionnaire

Dimension scores at individual level

L [Nic|E |Mk|T |[Mis|CM|Ma| Lin|S | Stf] A| C| zs| HIM J| K
[ 41 26| 70| 7 O |lo|7]1]0]7]|]0]1 0 7| 5
C 3| 5|2 16| 1| 4| 4|1 ]|6|7]1]|4]2 2 | 1] 2
1|0 (1| 11| 1 1 1| 1] 10|10} 0 0 [1] 1
P/g
Own [ 2| 1| 2| 2|0 0| 2 | 2| 1| 2| 1| 1] 1] 2 2 1 3
Oth o102 |2 2]0]0]0]|1]1] 1] 1] 1 1 0| 3
E 101|001 olo|loj1]0|1]|]0|0O 0o [1]0
anx.
T+ 1] 220 [2]0]2]2]0]2]0]0]2]0 2 0] 2
T- 1/ 00| 2 |[0] 2 0O | 0] 2]0]|]2[2]|]0]2 0 2|0
Dimension scores at group level
I C P/g Own | Oth. E anx. T+| T-
7+3 | 7+3 12 (p)5(g) | 4+11| 2+11| 6 9+1 7+1
(1 or 2 point difference can be considered fallimtg both categories)
C) Learning style scores at individual and group leel
Al [AN |BE |[ChL|GT | IM |JP | MN
Ext: 13 21 | 23 |13 |9 24 |18 |10 |18
Int: 4 13 | 5 16 |20 |5 11 |21 |12
LX [MS |RA [SA [SC | TJ | UM| VI | WK
Ext: 13 18 |16 [22 [19 [13 |25 |15 |17 |19
Int: 4 10 |11 | 5 8 |18 |6 14 | 10 | 15
D) The attitude questionnaire scores at group level
Attitude questionnaire
Average: 3,792
Males: 3,806
Females: 3,785
English: 4,52 Hungarian: 3,16 School : 693,
Males: 4,43 Males: 3,23 Males: 3,75
Females: 4,56 Females: 3,13 Females:6 3,6
The attitude questionnaire scores at individual legl
AL [AN |[BE [Ch [GT |[IM [JP | M |[LX [MS|RA|[SA|[SC| TJ| U |[V] | W
L N M K
E 49| 45| 48] 41 44 4B 46 44 43 47 U8 |43 |49 |44 |47 | 4®
Hu 34| 34| 27/ 21 30 39 40 28 39 27 P8 |40 |41 |33 |25 | 230
Sch | 40/ 42/ 31 30 44 36 34 36 40 B8 (41 (39 |39 [45 |30 | B
To-
tal | 123| 121] 106 92 11 118 120 1p8 122 112 {17 |1229| 122| 102 102 10
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Attitude questionnaire scores by items at group lesi

Attitude toward English and communities

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Qs | personal Personal International Intended Personal Wish to | Desired| Internat.| Aff.to | contact
affection| benefit |importance | effort benefit | integrate contact| Imp.of | comm.
to lan- | general | of lang. concrete with com.
guage com
Av | 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,94 4,82 4,06 3,65 5,00 3,53 4/18
M |5,00 5,00 5,00 4,83 5,00 4,17 3,00 5,00 317 4417
F |5,00 5,00 5,00 5,00 4,73 4,0Q 4,00 5,00 373 4/18
Attitude toward the Hungarian language and communiy
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Qs Personall Personal International Intended Personal Wish to | Desired| Internat.| Aff.to | Contact
affection| benefit | importance | effort benefit | integrate contact| Imp.of | comm.
to lan- | general | of lang. concrete with com.
guage com
Av| 4,24 3,47 2,88 3,76 3,12 2,53 3,18 2,41 312 2,94
M 4,33 3,83 2,83 3,83 3,50 2,50 3,38 2,50 3,00 2,67
Fs| 4,18 3,27 2,91 3,73 2,91 2,55 3,09 2,36 3,18 3,09
Attitude toward the school
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Qs Personal |Personal | International | In- | Personal | Wish to|Desired | Internat. | Aff.to | Contact
affection to| benefit |importance |tend| benefit integrate |contact |Imp.of |comm.
language |general |oflang. ed |concrete with com | com.
ef-
fort
Av | 4,41 4,24 3,47 3,3 3,00 4,24 3,41 3,76 3,1p 3,94
M 4,33 4,50 3,50 3,3 3,17 4,33 3,50 3,67 3,1y 4,00
F 4,45 4,09 3,45 3,3 291 4,18 3,36 3,82 3,0P 3,91
Attitude questionnaire scores at item level
Question number Test M F
ave.
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1. 5,00 5,00 5,00
2. 5,00 5,00 5,00
3. 5,00 5,00 5,00
4. 4,94 4,83 5,00
5. 4,82 5,00 4,73
English 6. 4,06 4,17 4,00
7. 3,65 3,00 4,00
8. 5,00 5,00 5,00
9. 3,53 3,17 3,73
10. 4,18 4,17 4,18
Total 4,52 4,43 4,56
1. 4,24 4,33 4,18
2. 3,47 3,83 3,27
3. 2,88 2,83 2,91
4. 3,76 3,83 3,73
5. 3,12 3,50 2,91
Hungarian 6. 2,53 2,50 2,55
7. 3,18 3,33 3,09
8. 2,41 2,50 2,36
9. 3,12 3,00 3,18
10. 2,94 2,67 3,09
Total 3,16 3,23 3,13
1. 4,41 4,33 4,45
2. 4,24 4,50 4,09
3. 3,47 3,50 3,45
4. 3,35 3,33 3,36
5. 3,00 3,17 2,91
School 6. 4,24 4,33 4,18
7. 3,41 3,50 3,36
8. 3,76 3,67 3,82
9. 3,12 3,17 3,09
10. 3,94 4,00 3,91
Total 3,69 3,75 3,66
Total (overall): 3,792 3,806 3,785
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E Sociometric test

Q.3
MARINA
3 LINDA
y
ELENA
A 4
& STACEY
CLAUDIA ‘
4
ANNA
KEFEI
TIJANA
3
e
K[ JASENKA

NIC

MINA
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F Grades

1st term 2nd term
average M F average M F
(n 17/16%) (n 6) (n 11/10%) (n 17/16%) (n 11/10%)
Class aver- 3,73 3,31 3,96 3,81 3,43 4,01
ages
English 4,18 3,33 4.64 4,29 3,50 4,73
English test
(%) 64,41 68,33 62,27
History 3,63* 2,83 4,10* 3,38* 2,50 3,90*
Hungarian 4,06 3,33 4,45 3,94 3,33 4,27

G Self Report Summary

Linda: not satisfied, reflects, no effort, no fawite subject, English no problem, no improvement

Elena: satisfied, reflects, no effort, favouritdgect English, vocabulary problem

Tijana: satisfied, reflects, a lot of effort, Eisffl no problem

Marina: satisfied, reflects, no effort, favoursigbject English, vocabulary problem

Lin: not satisfied, reflects, a lot of effort, fevourite subject, English a problem, no improvetnen

Stacey: : not satisfied, reflects, no effort, awdurite subject, English no problem, no improveimen

Anna: not satisfied, does not reflect, effort,fagourite subject, English no problem, no improvaime

Claudia: satisfied, reflects, no effort, Englighproblem

Mina: not satisfied, reflects, no effort, Englist problem, no improvement

Jasenka: not satisfied, does not reflect, a lefffoit, English no problem, no improvement

Kefei: satisfied, reflects, no effort, English namplem

Nic: not satisfied, reflects, no effort, no favib@rsubject, English no problem

Mike: not satisfied, reflects, no effort, no favibel subject, English a problem

Misa: not satisfied, reflects, no effort, Englishproblem

Peter: not satisfied, reflects, no effort, no fanitee subject, English no problem

Sasa: satisfied, reflects, no effort, English nabegm

Zsenya: satisfied, reflects, no effort, Englishpmoblem
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Appendix 12 Self-report guidelines (modified)

Evaluation of the first term in relation to yourarall average at the end df term
1. Are you satisfied with the result?

Average at the end of the term

English

Mathematics

History

your favourite subject (please specify)

the subject you like the least (please specify)

2. Does it reflect your knowledge?

Average at the end of the term

English

Mathematics

History

your favourite subject (please specify)

the subject you like the least (please specify)

3. How much effort did you make to achieve it?
Average at the end of the term
English
Mathematics
History
your favourite subject (please specify)
the subject you like the least (please specify)

4. Did your English knowledge play a role in achievthgs result?

5. Would the result be different if you had workedyour native language?

6. Has your English language knowledge improved syaceenrolled?

if yes, in what sense? if not, in what sense?
- vocabulary - vocabulary
- understanding - understanding
- speaking skills - speaking skills
- writing skills - writing skills
- any other comment - any other comment

Any other comment:
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Appendix 13 Criteria for evaluation and teachers’ omment form

A) Criteria

Questions

agkrwnhE

How much effort did she/he make to achieve theltg3u

Does his/her proficiency in English influence thhadps achieved?
Has her/his English proficiency improved (skills)?

What is his/her position in the class?

Any other comment.

B) Teacher's comment form

Pupil’'s name

Teachers present

1. Effort

2. Role of E in studies

3. Improvement in English

4. Position in class

5. Other
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Appendix 14 Personal data form
Personal Data

Name:

Nationality:

Mother tongue:

Date of arrival in Hungary (only non-Hungarians)
Duration of time planned to spend in Hungary

2-5 years €
more than 5 years €
other:

Length of time spent in English sp. countries:
Length of time learning English.
2" foreign language learnt at school

Was it your choice? €yes €no
Does your mother speak English? €yes €no
Does your father speak English? €yes €no

Does your mother/father speak Hungari@nygs € no
Does your mother/father speak tH& reign language you learn at school (Hungary)?
€yes €no
€yes €no
What language do you use at home with your parents?
Your native languag€ yes € no

If yes, how often? € always € most of the time& often€ rarely
Hungarian €yes €no
If yes, how often? € always € most of the timeé& often€ rarely

What language do you use in the breaks with ytagsmates?
Your native languag€ yes € no

If yes, how often? € always € most of the timeé€ often€ rarely
Hungarian €yes €no
If yes, how often? € always € most of the time& often€ rarely
English €yes €no
If yes, how often? € always € most of the time& often€ rarely
Do you have classes in your native languagg@s€ no
If yes, how often? € regularly € occasionally
Do you learn your native languagé¥es € no
If yes, how often? € regularly € occasionally
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Appendix 15 T-test results

Aa) Attitude change at individual level comparingpps’ attitude in general

Independent Samples Test

Levene' t-tes

Test fo for

Equality o Equalty

Variances of

Means

F Sig. t df

HM1 Equal variances assun 395 532 -.708 58
Equal variances not assun -.708 56.506
HF1  Equal variances assun 1.908 .172 -.133 58
Equal variances not assun -.133 55.780
HM Equal variances assun 5.294 .025 -.893 58
Equal variances not assun -.893 52.282
RM Equal variances assun 103 .749 -1.643 68
Equal variances not assun -1.661 64.909
TF Equal variances assun 2.486 .119 -1.665 68
Equal variances not assun -1.713 67.436
BM Equal variances assun .287 .594 125 78
Equal variances not assun 125 77.798
CF1 Equal variaces assume 9.690 .003 -.964 58
Equal variances not assun -.964 49.903
CF2  Equal variances assun 10.218 .002 -.126 58
Equal variances not assun -.126 51.864
HM3 Equal variances assun .538 .466 -.158 58
Equal variances not assun -.158 57.633
HM41 Equal variances assun 5.680 .020 -1.159 58
Equal variances not assun -1.159 52.798
HM5 Equal variances assun 2920 .093 -1.521 58
Equal variances not assun -1.521 50.935
HM6 Equal variances assun 530 .470 -.163 58
Equal variances not agsec -.163 57.568
CF3  Equal variances assun 7.977 .007 -534 57
Equal variances not assun -.531 51.854
HF2  Equal variances assun 1.299 .259 -.843 58
Equalvariances not assun -.843 54.509
CM Equal variances assun 2.724 104 726 58
Equal variances not assun .726 54.931
HM7 Equal variances assun 6.968 .011 -1.042 58
Equal variances not assun -1.042 47.174
H/IM Equal variances assun 486 .488 1.290 58
Equal variances not assun 1.290 57.182
HMS8 Equal variances assun 3.169 .080 .298 58
Equal variances not assun .298 55.723
HF3  Equal variances assun .000 1.000 .000 58
Equal variances not assun .000 58.000
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Sig. (2-Mean Dif- Std. Erro
ferenceDifference

tailed)

482
482
.895
.895
375
376
.105
.102
101
.091
.901
.901
.339
.340
.900
.900
.875
.875
.251
.252
134
134
871
871
.596
.598
403
403
471
471
.302
.303
.202
.202
767
767
1.000
1.000

-.1667
-.1667
-.0333
-.0333
-.2333
-.2333
-.4833
-.4833
-.4583
-.4583

.0250

.0250
-.2667
-.2667
-.0333
-.0333
-.0333
-.0333
-.3000
-.3000
-.3667
-.3667
-.0333
-.0333
-.1391
-.1391
-.2000
-.2000

.2000

.2000
-.3333
-.3333

.4000

.4000

.0667

.0667

.0000

.0000

.23530
.23530
.25136
.25136
.26122
.26122
.29416
.29098
.27529
.26751
.19996
.19996
.27654
.27654
.26385
.26385
21127
21127
.25887
.25887
.24109
.24109
.20501
.20501
.26065
.26192
23732
23732
27543
27543
.31996
.31996
.30999
.30999
.22369
.22369
.19652
19652



Ab) Attitude change at individual level comparingegtion groups

HM1

HF1

HM2

BM

HM3

HM4

HM5

HM6

HF2

Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal &a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumec
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal a-
riances a-
sumel

Levene'
Test fol
Equality o

Variances
F

2.546

1.514

3.666

2.861

495

1.949

1.172

742

7.574

Sig.

128

234

.072

.108

491

.180

.293

400

.013

t-test fo

Equality o

Means
t df Sig. (2- Mean Diffe-
tailed) ence
-.747 18 464 .300(
- 747 15.142 .466 .300(
-1.124 18 276 .400(
-1.124 13.686 .280 .400(
-1.144 18 .268 .400(
-1.144 14.712 271 .400(
1.555 18 137 .500(
1.555 14.585 141 .500(
1.124 18 276 .400(
1.124 17.236 276 .400(
-1.387 18 .182 .500(
-1.387 15.680 .185 .500(
-2.400 18 .027 .800(
-2.400 14.169 .031 .800(
514 18 .613 .200(
514 17.456 .613 .200(
-.805 18 431 .300(
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Std. Erro

Difference

40139

40139

.35590

.35590

.34960

.34960

.32146

.32146

.35590

.35590

.36056

.36056

.33333

.33333

.38873

.38873

.37268



HM7

H/IM

HM8

HF3

Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
asumel
Equal a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal \a-
riances a-
sumet
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume
Equal a-
riances a-
sumel
Equal \a-
riances nc
assume

5.684 .028

4235 .054

.000 1.000

.000 1.000

-.805 13.049

-4.025 18

-4.025 12.309

.000 18

.000 14.737

-1.414 18

-1.414 18.000

.606 18

.606 18.000
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435

.001

.002

1.000

1.000

174

174

.552

.552

.300(

1.500(

1-500(

.000(

.000(¢

.200(

.200(

.200(

.200(

.37268

.37268

.37268

43461

43461

14142

14142

.32998

.32998



Independent Samples Test

HM11

HF11

HM21

RM1

TF

BM

CF1

CF21

HM3

HM41

HMS

HM61

CF3

HF2

CM

HM7

H/IM

HM8

HF3

Levene' t-test fo

Test fol Equality
Equality of Means

of Va-
riances

F Sig. t
Equal variances assumed 51480 -1.964
Equal variances not assumed -1.964
Equal variances assumed 52459 -.249
Equal variances not assumed -.249
Equal variances assumed .0IRI0 -2.689
Equal variances not assumed -2.689
Equal variances assumed  2.35842 -2.954
Equal variances not assumed -2.954
Equal variances assumed .3(B188 -.234
Equal variances not assumed -.234
Equal variances assumed .75898 -.447
Equal variances not assumed -.447
Equal variances assumed 11.47®3 -1.706
Equal variances not assumed -1.706
Equal variances assumed 25.5900 -.967
Equal variances not assumed -.967
Equal variances assumed 55964 -1.434
Equal variances not assumed -1.434
Equal variances assumed  3.6685/2 -1.144
Equal variances not assumed -1.144
Equal variances assumed 15698 -1.756
Equal variances not assumed -1.756
Equal variances assumed .a0000 -.788
Equal variances not assumed -.788
Equal variances assumed  9.7®6 -1.616
Equal variances not assumed -1.616
Equal variances assumed .067/P9 -.318
Equal variances not assumed -.318
Equal variances assumed  3.35833 -.514
Equal variances not assumed -.514
Equal variances assumed .16688 .849
Equal variances not assumed .849
Equal variances assumed .04841 1.301
Equal variances not assumed 1.301
Equal variances assumed  1.068616  1.000
Equal variances not assumed 1.000
Equal variances assumed .68819 -1.000
Equal variances not assumed -1.000
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df

18
15.207
18
17.756
18
16.408
18
15.898
18
17.138
18
17.920
18
9.855
18
10.113
18
15.517
18
14.712
18
16.111
18
18.000
18
12.338
18
17.998
18
11.358
18
17.551
18
17.975
18
14.612
18
17.997

Sig. (2- Mean Differ-

tailed)

.065
.068
.806
.806
.015
.016
.008
.009
.818
.818
.660
.660
.105
119
.346
.356
.169
A71
.268
271
.096
.098
441
441
.123
131
754
754
.613
.617
407
408
.210
.210
331
.334
331
.331

ence

-.6000
-.6000
-.1000
-.1000
-.7000
-.7000
-.8000
-.8000
-.1000
-.1000
-.1000
-.1000
-.8000
-.8000
-.4000
-.4000
-.4000
-.4000
-.4000
-.4000
-.5000
-.5000
-.2000
-.2000
-.6000
-.6000
-.1000
-.1000
-.2000
-.2000

.2000

.2000

.5000

.5000

.3000

.3000
-.3000
-.3000

Std. Erro
Difference

.30551
.30551
40139
40139
.26034
.26034
.27080
.27080
42817
42817
.22361
.22361
46904
46904
41366
41366
.27889
.27889
.34960
.34960
.28480
.28480
.25386
.25386
37118
37118
.31447
.31447
.38873
.38873
.23570
.23570
.38442
.38442
.30000
.30000
.30000
.30000



Ac) Attitude change at item level

Pair 2- VAR00042
Pair 4- VAR00045
Pair 6- VAR00047
Pair 3- VAR00048
Pair 9- VAR0O0050
Pair 10- VAR00051
Pair 11- VAR00052
Pair 12- VAR00053
Pair 13- VAR00054
Pair 14- VAR0O0055
Pair 15 VAR0O0056
Pair 16- VAR0O0057
Pair 17- VAR0O0058
Pair 18- VAR00059
Pair 19- VAR00060
Pair 20- VAR00061
Pair 21- VAR00062
Pair 22- VAR00063
Pair 23- VAR00064
Pair 24- VAR00065
Pair 25 VAR00066
Pair 26- VAR00067
Pair 27- VAR00068
Pair 28 VAR00069
Pair 29- VAR0O0070
Pair 30- VAR00071
Pair 31- VAR00072
Pair 32- VAR00073
Pair 33- VAR00074
Pair 34- VAR00075
Pair 35 VAR00076
Pair 36- VAROOO77
Pair 37- VARO0078
Pair 38 VAR0O0079
Pair 39- VAR00080
Pair 40- VAR00081

Paired Dif-
ferences

Mearl. DeviatiolError Meadence Interv

4737
.2105
.1053
.1053
-.2105
.8421
.1538
.0000
.1538
.5385
-.2308
-1.0000
-.6923
-.5385
-.2308
-.5385
1429
1429
1429
1429
-.2857
.2857
4286
1429
.2857
-.5714
.3158
.1053
-.0526
-.3684
-1.0526
.1053
-.5789
-.2632
-.5263
- 4737

.69669
41885
73747
73747
1.13426
.60214
.37553
70711
.68874
.87706
.83205
.91287
1.25064
1.05003
.92681
.51887
.69007
37796
37796
.37796
.75593
.75593
.53452
.37796
.75593
.53452
.67104
.80930
1.12909
1.16479
1.02598
.80930
.96124
.56195
.69669
.61178

he Differenc
Lower Uppel
.15983 1379  .8095
.09609 .0086 .4124
16919 -.2502 .4607
16919 -.2502 .4607
.26022 - 7572 .3362
13814 5519 1.1323
.10415 -.0731 .3808
19612 -4273 4273
19102 -.2624 5700
.24325 .0085 1.0685
.23077 - 7336 .2720
.25318 -1.5516 -.4484
.34687 -1.4481 .0634
.29123 -1.1730 .0961
.25705 -.7908 .3293
14391 -.8520 -.2249
.26082 -4953 7811
14286 -.2067 .4924
14286 -.2067 .4924
.14286 -.2067 .4924
.28571 -.9848 4134
.28571 -.4134 9848
.20203 -.0658 .9229
.14286 -.2067 .4924
.28571 -.4134 9848
.20203 -1.0658 -.0771
15395 -.0076 .6392
.18567 -.2848 .4953
.25903 -.5968 .4916
26722 -.9298 .1930
.23538 -1.5471 -5581
.18567 -.2848 .4953
.22052 -1.0422 -.1156
.12892 -5340 .0077
.15983 -.8621 -.1905
.14035 -.7686 -.1788
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t df Sig.
iled!

2.964
2.191

.622

.622
-.809
6.096
1.477

18.008
18.042
18.542
18.542
18.429
18.000
12.165

.000..002

.805
2.214
-1.000

12.436
12.047
12.337

-3.950002.

-1.996
-1.849
-.898
-3.742
.548
1.000
1.000
1.000
-1.000
1.000
2.121
1.000
1.000
-2.828
2.051
.567
-.203
-1.379

a2.0
a2.0
12.387
12.00
6.604
6.356
6.356
6.356
6.356
6.356
6.078
6.356
6.356
©.03
18.055
18.578
18.841
18.18

-4.472008

.567
-2.625
-2.041
-3.293
-3.375

18.578
18.0
18.056
18.00
18.00



Boys

Pair D02- VAR0O0042
Pair 405- VAR0O0045
Pair 807- VARO0O047
Pair 208- VAR0O0048
Pair 910- VAR00050
Pair 1011- VARO0051
Pair 1012- VAR0O0052
Pair 1213- VAR0O0053
Pair 1314- VAR00054
Pair 1415- VARO0055
Pair 1916- VAR00056
Pair 1617- VAR00057
Pair 1218- VAR00058
Pair 1819- VAR00059
Pair 1920- VAR00060
Pair 2021- VAR00061
Pair 2022- VAR00062
Pair 2223- VAR00063
Pair 2324- VAR00064
Pair 2425- VAR0O0065
Pair 2526- VAR0O0066
Pair 2627- VAR00067
Pair 2228- VAR00068
Pair 2930- VAR000O70
Pair 3031- VAR000O71
Pair 3032- VAR00O72
Pair 3233- VAR00073
Pair 3334- VAR00074
Pair 3435- VARO0075
Pair 3536- VARO0076
Pair 3637- VARO0O77
Pair 3938- VARO0078
Pair 3839- VARO0079
Pair 3940- VAR00080
Pair 4041- VAR00081

Difference

MeanDeviatiol. Error Medence Interv
ie Differenc

.6667
.3333
.2500
.0833
.0833
9167
.1000
-.1000
.1000
.5000
-.4000
-.8000
-.5000
-.8000
-.2000
-.5000
-.3333
.3333
.3333
.3333
-.6667
-.3333
.3333
.0000
-.3333
.2500
.0000
-.1667
.0000
-1.0000
.0833
-.3333
-.3333
-.5000
-.4167

.77850
49237
.75378
.90034
1.16450
.66856
.31623
.73786
.73786
.97183
.84327
.91894
1.35401
1.03280
1.03280
.52705
57735
57735
57735
57735
1.15470
57735
57735
1.00000
57735
.75378
.95346
1.02986
1.20605
.85280
.90034
.65134
.65134
79772
.66856

22473
14213
.21760
.25990
.33616
.19300
.10000
.23333
.23333
.30732
.26667
.29059
42817
.32660
.32660
.16667
.33333
.33333
.33333
.33333
.66667
.33333
.33333
57735
.33333
.21760
27524
29729
.34816
.24618
.25990
.18803
.18803
.23028
.19300
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Lower
172(
.020¢
.228¢
4887
.656¢
491¢
1267
.627¢
A27¢
1957

1.003:

1.457:

1.468¢

1.5638¢

.938¢

.877(
1.767¢
1.400¢
1.400¢
1.400¢

3.535:

1.767¢

1.400¢

2.484:

1.767¢
.228¢
.605¢
.821(
.766:

1.541¢
4887
T47:
T47:
1.006¢
.841¢

Uppe
1.1613
.6462
.7289
.6554
.8232
1.3414
.3262
4278
.6278
1.1952
.2032
-.1426
.4686
-.0612
.5388
-.1230
1.1009
1.7676
1.7676
1.7676
2.2018
1.1009
1.7676
2.4841
1.1009
.7289
.6058
A877
.7663
-.4582
.6554
.0805
.0805
.0068
.0081

t df (-tailed)

2.966
2.345
1.149
321
.248
4.750
1.000
-.429
429
1.627
-1.500
-2.753
-1.168
-2.449
-.612
-3.000
-1.000
1.000
1.000
1.000
-1.000
-1.000
1.000
.000
-1.000
1.149
.000
-.561
.000
-4.062
321
-1.773
-1.773
-2.171
-2.159

e e R
PRRR R

I\JNI\)I\)NNNI\)I\)LO@LOQOLOLO(O@@(Q::

=
=

11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
11

.013
.039
275
754
.809
.001
.343
.678
.678
138
.168
.022
273
.037
.555
.015
423
423
423
423
423
423
423
1.000
423
275
1.000
.586
1.000
.002
754
.104
.104
.053
.054



Girls

Pairec t df(z-tailed)
Differ-
ence
Mear Std Std Confidenc
Dev Erroterval of tht
ia- MeanDifference
tion
LowerUppel
Pair 1 VAR00042 .142979¢ .14286 -.2067 .4924 1.000 6 .356
Pair 6 VAR00047 -1429007 .26082 -. 7811 .4953 -548 6 .604
Pair 7VAR00048 .142979¢ .14286 -.2067 .4924 1.000 6 .356
Pair 9 VARO0O050 -714511¢ .35952 -1.5940 .1654-1.987 6 .094
Pair 10 VAROOO51 .714879¢ .18443 .2630.165¢ 3.873 6 .008
Pair 11VAR00052 .333%73%F .33333 -1.1008.767¢ 1.000 2 423
Pair 12VAR00053 .333%73F .33333 -1.1008.767¢ 1.000 2 423
Pair 13VAR00054 .333%73%F .33333 -1.1008.767¢ 1.000 2 423
Pair 14VAR00055 .6667/73" .33333 -.767B.100¢ 2.000 2 .184
Pair 15VAR00056 .333%73f .33333 -1.1008.767¢ 1.000 2 423
Pair 16 VAR0O0057 4.666773%F .33333 -3.1009-.2324-5.000 2 .038
Pair 17VAR00058 1.333773¢ .33333 -2.7676 .1009-4.000 2 .057
Pair 18VARO0059 .333%773f .33333 -1.1008.767¢ 1.000 2 423
Pair 19VAR0O0060 -333%773%f .33333 -1.7676.100¢-1.000 2 423
Pair 20VAR0O0061 -.®6773t .33333 -2.1009 .7676-2.000 2 .184
Pair 21VAR00062 .500(773¢ .28868 -.4187.4187 1.732 3 .182
Pair 26 VAR0O0067 .750000( .25000 -.0456.545¢ 3.000 3 .058
Pair 27VAR00068 .500(773" .28868 -.4187.4187 1.732 3 .182
Pair 28VAR00069 .250000( .25000 -.5456.045¢ 1.000 3 .391
Pair 29VAR00070 .500(773¢ .28868 -.4187.4187 1.732 3 .182
Pair 30 VARO0071 -750000( .25000 -1.5456 .0456-3.000 3 .058
Pair 31VAR00072 .428@6345. .20203 -.0658 .9229 2.121 6 .078
Pair 32VAR00073 .285B79¢ .18443 -.1656 .7370 1.549 6 172
Pair 33VAR00074 .142451¢ .50843 -1.1012.386¢ .281 6 .788
Pair 34 VAR0O0075 1.000065( .30861 -1.7551-.2449-3.240 6 .018
Pair 35VAR00076 1.142451¢ .50843 -2.3869 .1012-2.248 6 .066
Pair 36 VAR0O0O0O77 .142900° .26082 -.4953 7811 .548 6 .604
Pair 37VARO0078 1.000009¢ .48795 -2.1940 .1940-2.049 6 .086
Pair 38VAR00079 -142%79¢ .14286 -.4924 .2067-1.000 6 .356
Pair 39VAR0O0080 -571845:. .20203 -1.0658-.0771-2.828 6 .030
Pair 40VAR0O0081 -571845:. .20203 -1.0658-.0771-2.828 6 .030
Ad) Attitude change at group level
Paired Samples Test
Paired Dif- df Sig. (2-
ferences tailed)
Mean Std. Devia- Std. Erro 95% Confi-
tion Mean dence Inter-
val of the
Difference
Lower Uppe
Pair 1 EN1 - EN2 1.0526 2.52705 57974 -.164270¢ 1.816 18 .086
Pair2 FORL1 - FOR2 -2.3846 5.34694 1.48297 -5.615846¢ -1.608 12 134
Pair 3 HUN1 - HUN2 .8571 2.11570 .79966 -1.0996813¢ 1.072 6 .325
Pair4 SCH1 - SCH2 -2.8947 3.92845 .90125 -4.788D01: -3.212 18 .005
Pair 5 TOTALL - TO- -.7368 9.15813 2.10102 -5.1508.677: -.351 18 .730

TAL2
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Boys

Paired Dif- t
ferences
Mean Std. Devi- Std. Erro 95% Confi-
ation Mean dence Inter-
val of the
Difference
Lower Uppel
Pair 1 EN1 - EN2 2.0000 2.66288 76871 .3083.6919 2.602
Pair 2 FOR1 - FOR2 -2.6000 5.96657 1.88680 -6.86826682 -1.378
Pair3 HUN1 - HUN2 -.3333 2.51661 1.45297 -6.5849.9183  -.229
Pair 4 SCH1 - SCH2 -2.3333 4.41760  1.27525 -5.14014735 -1.830
Pair5 TOTAL1-TO- -1.0833 8.06179 2.32724 -6.20551.0389  -.466
TAL2
Girls
Paired Dif- t df
ferences
Mean Std. Devia- Std. Erro 95% Confi-
tion Mear dence Inter-
val of the
Difference
Lower Uppe!
Pair 1 EN1 EN2 -5714 1.13389 .4285° -1.6201 .4772 -1.333
Pair 2 FOR1 FOR:Z -1.6667 3.21455 1.8559: -9.6521 6.3187 -.898
Pair 3 HUN1 -HUN2 1.7500 1.50000 .7500( -.6368 4.1368 2.333
Pair4 SCH1 SCH:Z -3.8571 2.96808 1.1218: -6.6022 -1.1121 -3.438
Pair 5 TOTAL1 - TO- -.1429 11.48083 4.3393! -10.7609 10.4751 -.033
TAL2
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df Sig. (2-
tailed)

11

11
11

Sig. (2
tailed

231
464
.10z
.01¢
97t

.025
.201
.840
.095
.651



B) English proficiency test

Paired Df- t df Sig. (2-
ference tailed)
Mear Std. Devia- Std. Erro 95% Confi-
tion Meandence Inter-
val of the
Difference
Lower Uppel
Pair 1 VAROO0OO1 -11.000t 9.38083 2.21108 -15.665@®.335( -4.975 17 .000
VAR00002
Boys
Paired Differ- t df Sig. (2
ences tailed
MeanStd. Deviation Std. Erro  95% Confi-
Meandence Interal
of the Differ-
ence
Lower Uppel
Pair 1 VAROOOOL1 - -11.2727 11.21687 3.38201 -18.80833.7371 -3.333 10 .00¢
VAR00002
Girls
Paired Dif- t df Sig. (2-
ferences tailed)
Mean Std. Devia- Std. Erro 95% Confi-
tion Mear dence Inter-
val of the
Difference
Lower Uppel
Pair 1VAROOOO1 - -10.5714 6.26783 2.3690: -16.3682 -4.7747 -4.462 6 .004
VAR00002
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C) Change in grades

Paired Dif- t df  Sig. (2-
ferences tailed)
Mean Std Std. Erro  95% Confi-
Devia- Meandence Interal
tion of the Differ-
ence
Lower Uppe!
Pairl ENG1-ENG2 -.2222 42779 .10083 -.4350 -.0095204. 17 .042
Pair2 ENG2 - ENG L3 -.0556 .41618 .09809 -.2625 .1514 66.517 .579
Pair 3 ENG 3 - ENG L4 4118 1.06412 .25809 -.1354 .9589594%. 16 .130
Pair4 HIST1-HIST 2 -.0556 .53930 12712 -.3237 .212643%. 17 .668
Pair5 HIST 2-HIST 3 1111 .75840 .17876 -.2660 .4883 22.617 .542
Pair6 HIST 3-HIST 4 .2353 .83137 .20164 -.1922 .6627161. 16 .260
Pair 7 MATH1 -MATH -1111 .58298 13741 -4010 .1788 -.809 17 430
2
Pair SBMATH2 - MATH3 .3333 .68599 .16169 -.0078 .6745 2087 .055
Pair 9 MATH 3 -MATH .3529 1.32009 .32017 -.3258 1.0317 1.102 16 .287
4
Pair 10 HUNG1 HUNG -.1250 .64087 .22658 -.6608 4108 -552 7 .598
2
Pair 11 HUNG 2 HUNG .3750 .91613 .32390 -.3909 1.1409 1.158 7 .285
3
Pair 12 HUNG 3 HUNG 1.0000 1.82574 .69007 -.6885 2.6885 1.449 6 197
4
Pair 13 TOTAL1-TO- -.1389 .28583 .06737 -.2810 .0033 -2.062 17 .055
TAL2
Pair 14 TOTAL2 - TO- 1435 .37137 .08753 -.0412 .3282 1.640 17 119
TAL 3
Pair 15 TOTAL 3-TO- .3529 1.06169 .25750 -.1929 .8988 1.371 16 .189
TAL 4
Pair 16 ENG 1 - ENG L4 1765 1.13111 27433 -.4051 .7580643. 16 .529
Pair 17 HIST1-HIST 4 .2941 1.04670 .25386 -.2440 .8323159 16 .264
Pair 18MATH1 - MATH4 .5294 1.58578 .38461 -.2859 1.3447.376 16 .188
Pair 19 HUNG1 - HUNG4 1.1429 1.57359 .59476 -.3125 2.5982922 6 .103
Pair20 TOTAL1-TO- .3431 1.18508 .28742 -.2662 9524 1.194 16 .250
TAL4
Boys
Pairec t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Differ-
ences
Mean Std Std 95%
Devia- Error Confi-
tion Mean denci
Interva
of the
Differ-
ence
Lower Uppel
Pair 1 ENG 1-ENG L2 -.1818 .40452 .12197453¢ .0899-1.491 10 167
Pair 2 ENGL2 - ENG L3  .0000 .44721 .13484300¢ .3004 .000 10 1.000
Pair 3 ENGL3-ENG4 .0909 .30151 .09091111¢ .2935 1.000 10 341
Pair 4 HIST 1-HIST 12 .0909 .53936 .162622%1¢ .4533 .559 10 .588
Pair 5 HIST 2-HIST 3 .1818 .87386 .26348405: .7689 .690 10 .506
Pair 6 HIST 3-HIST 4 .0909 .53936 .1626227%1¢ .4533 .559 10 .588
Pair 7 AT1 - MAT2 -.0909 .53936 .16262.453: .2714 -.559 10 .588
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Pair 8 MAT2 - MAT3  .0909 .53936 .16262.271¢ .4533 .559 10 .588
Pair 9 MAT3 - MAT4  .0000 .63246 .19069.424¢ .4249 .000 10 1.000
Pair 10 HUNG1 - HUNG 2  .0000 .81650 .4082K299:1.2992 .000 3 1.000
Pair 11 HUNG 2 - HUNG 3  .5000 .57735 .2886841871.4187 1.732 3 .182
Pair 12 HUNG 3-HUNG 4 .0000 .81650 .40825299:1.2992 .000 3 1.000
Pair 13 TOTAL1-TOTAL?2 -.0682 .28582 .08618.260: .1238 -.791 10 447
Pair 14 TOTAL2 - TOTAL3 .1136 .41378 .12476.164: .3916 .911 10 .384
Pair 15 TOTAL3-TOTAL4 .0606 .38022 .11464.194¢ .3160 .529 10 .609
Pair 16 ENG1 - ANGOL4 -.0909 .83121 .25062649: .4675 -.363 10 724
Pair 17 Hill - HI4  .3636 .80904 .24393.179¢ .9072 1.491 10 167
Pair 18 AT1 - MAT4 .0000 .89443 .26968.600¢ .6009 .000 10 1.000
Pair 19 HUNGL1 - HUNG4  .5000 1.290964550 1.554:2.5543 .775 3 .495
9
Pair 20 TOTAL1 - TOTAL4 .1061 .79764 .24050.429¢ .6419 .441 10 .669
Girls
Pairec t df Sig. (2-
Differ- tailed)
ences
Mean Std. Devi- Std. Erro  95% Confdenct
ation Mean Interval of the
Difference
Lower Uppel
Pair 1 ENG1-ENG 2 -.2857 .48795 .18443 - 7370 .1656 -1.549 6 172
Pair 2 ENG 2-ENG 3 -.1429 .37796 .14286 -4924 2067 -1.000 6 .356
Pair 3 ENG 3-ENG4 1.0000 1.67332 .68313 -. 7560 2.7560 1.464 5 .203
Pair 4 HIST 1-HIST 2 -.2857 .48795 .18443 - 7370 .1656 -1.549 6 172
Pair 5 HIST 2-HIST3 .0000 .57735 .21822 -5340 .5340 .000 6 1.000
Pair 6 HIST 3-HIST 4 .5000 1.22474 .50000 -.7853 1.7853 1.000 5 .363
Pair7 MATH1 - MATH2 -.1429 .69007 .26082 - 7811 .4953 -548 6 .604
Pair8 MATH2 - MATH3  .7143 .75593 .28571 .0152 1.4134 2.500 6 .047
Pair9 MATH3 -MATH4 1.0000 2.00000 .81650 -1.0989 3.0989 1.225 5 .275
Pair 10 HUNG1-HUNG2 -.2500 .50000 .25000 -1.0456 .5456 -1.000 3 .391
Pair 11 HUNG2-HUNG 3 .2500 1.25831 .62915 -1.7522 2.2522 .397 3 .718
Pair 12 HUNG 3-HUNG 4 2.3333 2.08167 1.20185 -2.8378 7.5045 1.941 2 192
Pair 13 TOTAL1-TOTAL2 -.2500 .26788 .10125 -4977 -.0023 -2.469 6 .049
Pair 14 TOTAL2 - TOTAL3 .1905 .31810 .12023 - 1037 .4847 1584 6 .164
Pair 15 TOTAL3-TOTAL4 .8889 1.66889 .68132 -.8625 2.6403 1.305 5 .249
Pair 16 ENG 1-ENG4 .6667 1.50555 .61464 -.9133 2.2466 1.085 5 .328
Pair 17 HIST1-HIST 4 .1667 1.47196 .60093 -1.3781 1.7114 277 5 .793
Pair 18 MATH1 - MATG4 1.5000 2.16795 .88506 -7751 3.7751 1695 5 151
Pair 19 HUNG1-HUNG 4 2.0000 1.73205 1.00000 -2.3027 6.3027 2.000 2 .184
Pair 20 TOTAL1-TOTAL4 .7778 1.69449 .69177 -1.0005 2.5560 1.124 5 312
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Appendix 16 The summary of items with significancealues
Question | Sign. Test | M F Test2| M F
number 1. ave.
F M aver. ave.
English 11. S- 0.013 | 0,008 5 5 5 4,52 4,33 4,85
12. 5 5 5 5 5 5
13. 5 5 5 5 5 5
14. S- 0.039 | 0,042 5 5 5 4,7 4,66 5
15. 5 5 5 5 5 5
16. 4,1 391 | 437 405| 366/ 4,71
17. 3 3,33 | 2,25| 3,10 3,33 2,71
18. 5 5 5 5 5 5
19. F+ 0.094 325 | 35| 287 34 341 4,14
20. F- M- S- 4 4 4 3,15 | 3,08| 3,28
Total 0.008 0.001| 0,000 4,41 447 432 432 427,414
Foreign 1. 4,2 418 | 45 | 4,07 42 4,33
language
2. 31 327 | 4 361 35 4
3. 3 30 | 325] 307| 31 3
4. S- 0,047 4 381 45| 353 34 4
5. 3,4 290 | 35 | 338 34 3,33
6. F+ (M+) | S+ 2,06 | 1,90 | 25 | 3,07| 28 4
0.038 0.022 | 0,002
7. F+ S+ 2,46 | 245 | 2,75 33 31 4
0.057 0,069
8. 0,037 | S+ 2,6 2,8 2,75 | 3,38 3,5 3
(M+) | 0,089
9. 2,93 2,72 | 3,5 3,23 3 4
10. 0.015 | S+ 2,26 236 | 2,25| 2,92 29 3
(M+) | 0,003
Total 302 | 267 3,32 337 329 3,66
Hungarian | 11. 412 | 366 | 44 | 414 4 4,25
12. 362 | 366 | 36 | 342 333 35
13. 237 | 2 26 | 228| 166, 2,75
14. 4,5 433 | 46 | 457 4 5
15. 2,87 | 233] 32 | 328 266/ 35
16. F-0.058) 0,078 S- 425 366 46 414 4 4,25
17. 387 | 4 38 | 357| 366 35
18. 2,5 2 28 | 242 2 2,75
19. 437 | 4 46 | 414 4 4,25
20. F+ S+ 3,5 366 | 34 | 414| 4 4,25
0.058 0,030
Total 3,6 3,3 3,7 3,61 3,36 3,8
School 11. F-0.078 S- 445 | 391 | 4,62| 421| 391 4,42
0,055
12. 395 | 358| 45 | 4,05 366/ 471
13. 3,35 3,16 | 3,62| 3,42 3,33 3,85
14. F+ 3,4 3,75 | 3,37| 3,78| 341 442
0.018
15. F+ M+ S+ 2,65 | 2,83 | 2,37 368| 45 3,57
0.066 | 0.002 | 0,000
16. 425 | 4 462 415| 391 4,57
17. F+ M+ S+ 3,5 358 3,37 4,10 391 442
18. M+ S+ 3,7 3,33| 425 394 366 442
19. F+ M+ S+ 3,1 3,16| 3 3,31 3,66 3,57
20. F+ M+ S+ 365 | 366/ 3,75 4,10 391 442
Total 3,6 35 | 3,75 391 3,74 421
Total: 372 | 352| 391 398 375 4,12
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Appendix 17 Attitude questionnaire averages of thélungarian and non-

Hungarian pupils by questionnaire items

H1 M F H?2 M F NH1 | M F NH2 | M F
aver. aver. aver. aver.
English 1. 5 5 5 4,27 39465 5 5 4,42 3,65
0 6 6
2. 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
3. 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
4. 5 5 5 4,90 48| 5 5 5 5 4,71 4,3/ 5
7 3
5. 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
6. 4,18 4,143 | 3,90 3,71 43| 4,125 3,644 | 457 4 5
2 3 5 3 6
7. 3,72 3,736 | 381 3,8133]| 2,125 26|18 | 2,14 23| 2
5 6 7 3 6 3
8. 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
9. 3,63 3,636 | 354 3,714 2,75 33|24 | 3,14 3 3,2
2 6 5 3 5
10. | 4 4 4 3,18 3,1133| 4 4 4 3,28 3,3| 3,2
2 3 3 5
To-
tal
Foreign lan- | 1. 4,36 4,2 | 4,6 | 4,27 421434 4 4 4
guage 5 6 5 3
2. 3,63 33136 | 372 36 |4 3,33 35| 3 3
7 6 2
3. 3,18 3,133 |318 3,23 2,66 25| 3 3
2 3 5
4. 4,09 4 4,6 | 3,63 35| 4 4 4 4 4
6
5. 3,27 3,136 | 3,45 35| 333 3 3 4
2 6 3
6. 2,09 4 2,3]3,18 28 |4 2,5 2 3 4
3 7
7. 2,63 26|26 | 3,36 314 2,66 25| 3 3
2 6 2
8. 3,1 3 3,3 3,45 3,6 |3 1,66 2 1 3
3 2
9. 2,90 26|26 | 3,36 314 2,66 25| 3 3
2 6 2
10. | 2,27 22123 |290 2813 2 251 1 5
5 3 7
To-
tal
Hungarian 1. 4,12 3,644 | 414 4 4,2
6
2. 3,62 3,636 | 3,42 3,3| 3,5
6 3
3. 2,37 2 26| 2,28 1,6 3,2
6
4. 4,5 43| 4,6 | 4,57 4 5
3
5. 2,87 23|32 | 3,28 3 3,9
3
6. 4,25 36|46 | 414 4 4,2
6
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7. 3,87 3,6/ 3,8 | 3,57 3,6|35
6 6
8. 2,5 2 28| 2,42 2 2.7
9. 4,37 4 46| 4,14 4 42
5
10. 3,5 36|34 | 414 4 4,2
6 5
To-
tal
School 1. 4,72 46 |5 4,36 46| 4,61 4,12 4 43| 4,14 4 4,2
2 0 6 2 5
2. 3,63 3343 |4 43 | 4,3| 4,37 3,3|4,6 | 4,28 33|5
7 3 3 3 3 3
3. 3,27 3,136 | 3,63 33(133|35 26|36 | 3,57 26| 3,7
2 6 3 3 6 6 5
4, 3,81 3,74 4 46 | 46| 2,87 2613 3,85 3,3|4,.2
5 6 6 6 3 5
5. 3,09 3 3,3 3,90 33133212 36(1,8 | 3,71 3,6| 3,7
3 3 3 6 6 5
6. 4,27 411|146 | 4,36 5 5 4,25 2646 | 4 36|42
2 6 6 6 5
7. 4,27 41146 | 4,36 46| 4,6 2,62 3 26| 4 3,6| 4,2
2 6 6 6 6 5
8. 3,72 35| 43| 4,18 46 |4,6| 3,75 26|42 | 3,85 3,3| 4,2
3 6 6 6 3 5
9. 3,45 35| 3 3,90 4 4 2,75 262,8 | 3,42 36|32
6 6 5
10. 4,2 42 | 42| 4,36 4.6/ 46| 3,12 34| 4 3,6| 4,2
6 6 6 5
To-
tal
Total:
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Appendix 18 Summary of self-report data

Satisfac-
tion.

Grades
reflect
knowl-
edge

Effort

Role of E profi-
ciency level

In native lan-
guage

E. improve-
ment.

Factors in assessment

Class help

Teachers’ help

HM1

Av +

E.

Hi.
Maths
FI/H
Slikes* E
Sdis*. hi

+

that’s why he got
good marks, more
important than
knowledge

does not matter

voc. +

subjective opinion of pu
pils, not assessing knowl-
edge

- + language,
good friends
all of them

not encouraging
enough

HF1

Av -

E.

Hi.

Maths
FI/H
Slikes*
Sdis*.Mat
hs

no problem

no diff..

+ voc.

no mentor

theynttdorce
them to learn

HM2

Av -

E.

Hi -
Maths
Fl/Hu
Slikes*
geo
Sdis* hi

important but not in
maths e.g.

would be better

+

all skills esp.

VOcC.

behaviour

good friends

normal

RM

Av +

E.

Hi

Maths
FI/H
Slikes* E
Sdis* -

major role, impr. in
E. so impr. in sub-
jects,

E in school and
outside

would be easier,
better

conflict with ts > worse
marks

good friends
outside class,
too

showing satisfac-
tion is important
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CF3

Av +

E.

Hi

Maths
FI/H
Slikes*
math -
Sdis* his-
tory -

+

no impr.
in under-
stand-
ing,. bor-
ing

diff. to understand

much better
would be

+ all skills

test as surprise

friends Chin

selE

pteacher let

them relax but it is
not good

TF

Av +

E.

Hi

Maths
FI/H
Slikes* hi
Sdis*
physics

no problem

would be the
same

+ uses out-
side school
to help fam-
ily members

T’s labelling

very good

very good

BM

Av -

E.

Hi
Maths
FI/H
Slikes* -
Sdis* -

no problem

no problem,
eveninH
would be better
than in B.

+ voc. listen-
ing not
speaking

conflicts with teachers >

worse marks

with Hungari-

ans

CF2

Av +

E.

Hi learnt
more than
the results
FI/H
Slikes*
math
Sdis*
history

knowl-
edge but
not 1Q,
hard
work >
more
knowl-
edge

strong infl.
basic role

would be better

+ under-
standing

eg. history test unex.
pected because of bad be

haviour

girls Chinese
-in Engl.

encouraging

HM3

Av good
but -

good no problem

would be the
same

+ all skills

behaviour

disturbing
sometimes

helpful
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E.

Hi

FI/H
Slikes* -
Sdis* -

HM4

Av -

E.

Hi

M ok.
FI/H
Slikes* -
Sdis* -

no problem

no difference

behaviour in class

ot tno much

should be clear
about requirements

HM5

Av -

E.

Hi
Maths
FI/H
Slikes*

maths, E.
Sdis* Hi

no problem

no diff. even
forgetting H.

+ vOC.

behaviour, tests as pur
ishment

-good friends

not personal carg

A%

HM6

Av +

E.

Hi
Maths
FI/H
Slikes* -
Sdis*. -

no problem, per-
haps Hi.

no diff. Hi
would be eas-
ier

+ VOcC.

some good
friends

helpful/just.

HF2

Av -

E.

Hi
Maths
FI/H
Slikes* -

no problem

would be the
same

+ all as-
pects

carelessness on the pa
of the ts

tsome good
friends

do not pay atten-
tion
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Sdis* -

CM Av - onthe |- in physics no un- | would be bet- | + all skills | no careful consideration happy to beé Hi no feedback
E. whole derstanding, math ter esp. voc. here for a long time,
Hi yes but — no problem they are
M physics Hi — yes, severe encouraging | encouraging, kind
FI/H doesn'’t but strict
Slikes* reflect
E. Hi.

Maths
Sdis*
Physics

HM7 | Av + - - no problem no diff. + voc. behaviour in class greupthe | are
E. study- class fair with excep-
Hi - ing is tions e.g. hi
Maths - not
FI/H enoug
Slikes* h
Sdis* read-

Hi/maths ing
and
experi-
ence.
School
does
not
prep.
for life

HM8 | Av - + - no problem no diff. + voc - ok kind e.g.

E. - maths — if you
Hi - like the subject
Maths -

FI/H -
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Slikes* -

Sdis* bio

HF3 | Av+ good, so easy no diff. + voc. t's overall imgsi®N, | classmates | pos. attitude
E. care hate each
Hi t's mood but p’'s mood | other
Maths - too doesn't feel
FI/H t's monoton voice good
Slikes* E
lit, bio
Sdis*
geogr.
chemistry
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Appendix 19 Summary of teachers’ comments

Subject Form teacher E lit Hi H/FL Maths Others present
teachers +E
nationality | Hungarian American Hungarian Hungarighlungarian Hungarian
of ts
HM1 | effort | not too much| diligent diligent not too | clever, does
much not learn too
much
role |- - no imp. - poor vocabu-
of E. (poor vo- lary
cabulary)
impr. | grammar improved in | improved -
in E essay writing| speaking
skills
pos. | good con- one of the in the centre | not deci- | helpful
in tacts but not | leaders sive role
class | star
HF1 | effort| less effort less effort doesn’t learn  diligent sioelearn | lazy
role |- - could do - not because | no problem
of E. more, good of E.
E
impr. | good but vocabulary | no im- - no improve- | uses what she
in E | doesn'tim- | the same but provement ment in vo- | knows
prove confident cabulary
pos. | with girls with girls with H girls | with H with H girls with H girls
in girls
class
HM2 | effort | put a lot of | alot of work | not inter- interested,| not interested| tries hard
effort into ested diligent
work
role | poor English| capable not learning - doesn't do difficulties
of E. enough homework because of E
impr. | improved improvement small voc. - difficulty in a little im-
in E | grammar not for reading understanding provemnent
vocabulary not enough vocabulary -
no improve-
ment
pos. | trying to - lonely no opin- | with stars tries to make
in make con- ion friends
class | tacts
RM | effort | doesn't learn| doesn't do | doesn't learn| lost inter-| not working - | perhaps prob-
anything est wants | borderline 1- | lems at home
to drop 2
role | poor E - insufficient. | - E no role refuses con-
of E. E to under- tacts
stand texts
impr. | improvement| no im- going down | - understands
in E | ingrammar | provement in but cannot
but poor vo- | performance speak
cabulary
pos. | in the back- | lonely lonely no opin- | lonely no contact
in ground, not ion
class | taking part
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TF effort | lazy likes and likes but good, in- | doesn’t learn | not inter-
learns doesn't learn | terested enough ested in
but lazy school sub-
(wants to jects
drop)
role |- no improve- | should learn | - E. no prob-
of E. ment, words lem
(American
school, thinks
ok.)
impr. | no improve- no improve- | - no improve-
in E | ment ment, uses ment, uses
Hungarian Hungarian
books books
pos. | contacts with| giggling all with girls no prob- | very friendly | parties with
in H. girls the time lem Hungarians
class
BM | effort | very diligent | a lot of effort| a lot of work| works a | struggling for| self-
lot, inter- | better marks | confident,
ested self-
determined
role |- - E is no prob- | - E. no prob-
of E. lem lem
impr. | improved all | steadily im- | consciously | - improving
in E | 4 skills proving developing
language
pos. | authority in | sincere be- | within the no opinion | good contact
in class haviour centre with every-
class body
CF2 | effort| diligent diligent lazy very dili- | not interested nice, but
gent, in maths because of B
working she has no
hard contact with
role |- - cannot follow| - E is not the | too many
of E. explanation problem pupils
impr. | low level of | steadily im- | she is not - no improve-
in E | E. learning | proving understood ment
words poor when speak-
speaking ing
skills
pos. | with Cand | nice with with C and H | very nice | wants to
in H. girls others hopes E will | personality| know more
class improve
IP effort | very good a lot of work| very diligent| learns edsvery clever genius
ily
role |- - good E — - no role
of E. good marks
in subjects
impr. | consciously | writing skills | improved - improving all
in E | developing | need im- vocabulary the time
his E. provement
pos. | starinclass | reserved helpful nice helpful
in
class
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HM4 | effort | a bit lazy learning lazy good, has stopped| diligent
learning learning
role |- - problem — does grammar | E—norole | uses H book
of E. not read in E. | O.K. but
poor vo-
cabulary
impr. | doesn’t work| speaking no improve- - uses Hung. | no improve-
inE |onit skills need ment books ment in E.
improvement
pos. | good hu- - clown - tries to get | undisciplined
in mour but not into centre
class | close to any-
body
HM5 | effort | diligent diligent lazy good, dili-| making a lot| diligent
gent of effort
role |- - bad E — bad E good struggling
of E. marks enough to | for better
follow ex- marks
planations
impr. | his writing does not cannot speak improving | uses E out-
in E | still needs speak enough in speaking | side classes,
improvement too
pos. | inthe centre| with H. boys| - nice and| helpful, has
in helpful ideas
class
HM6 | effort | the best diligent very good very good very cleverhe best
role |- writing skills | E good — wantsto | E has im- -
of E. need im- communication know the | proved
provement | skills, follows | language
what is going
on
impr. | has im- needs more | - - can speak
in E | proved all improvement. better in
skills maths
classes
pos. | helpful O.K. nice - - very nice
in
class
CF3 | effort| a lot of work | diligent lazy was very | very good reserved
diligent —
has
stopped
learning
role | speaking has improved| E problematic one of the
of E. | problems a lot best
impr. vocabulary, E no prob-
in E understanding lem
problems
pos. | only withC | - she cannot be only with C
in girls understood girls
class
HF2 | effort | a slight de- | good very diligent| goodin- |isnotin- | learns
cline terested | terested | what she
likes
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role |- writing prob- | improving E | - not lan- | clever
of E. lems — improve- guage
ment in sub- problems
jects
impr. | improving — | skills im- - no lan-
inE | speaking proved, bettel guage
skills better | marks problems
pos. | nice to eve- | energetic makes nice, reli- | nice, contact
in rybody with friends eas- | able friendly | with C
class | girls, friends ily girls
CM | effort | no effort diligent lazy changeableaverage
effort
role | has stuck writings cannot - language
of E. skills not im- | speak, no- is no
proved body under- problem
stands him in maths
impr. speaking -
in E skills
pos. | tries to make | friendly no contact tries to lonely trying to
in friends with make get into
class | boys friends the boys’
with H circle
HM7 | effort | no effort lazy declines getting | clever seems to
better but does | have
not work | problems
at home
role |good E but | sloppy Ein | no work interested | E is good
of E. | does not im- | writing enough
prove
impr. | overconfident good speak- | E is ok.
inE ing skills
pos. | boys do not impertinent | lonely nobody
in like him likes him
class
HM8 | effort | lazy, could | quite a lot of | lazy does not | lack of cannot
be better work learn partsin | be
previous | judged,
studies | needs
role |- improving could have 5 knowing | E weak —| more
of E. some E is | uses time
enough — | Hung.
he says book
impr. | thinks what | no improve- | E is no prob- cannot
inE | he knows (E)| ment, very | lem, but express
is enough weak learns form himself
H. books in E.
pos. | clown nice friendly - isolated
in
class
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HF2 | effort| - confused failure good, in-{ does not needs more
terested | learn time to be
role speaking is| E is not a dark spots in| assessed
of E. better problem previous
studies
impr. writing previous E would be
of E problems | studies in- ok — no im-
sufficient, provement
not improv-
ing
pos. lonely lonely helpful trying to find
in friends
class
N effort | not too very good | very good the best| does not could be
much effort interested| learn the best
role | no problem | E hasim- | reads and not inter-
of E. proved writes in E. ested
(Canada)
impr. | E improv- learns easily E no prob-
of E |ingin all lem
subjects
(Canada)
pos. | friendly friendly
in
class
CF1 | effort| very dili- + + very dili- | the best getting bet
gent gent ter
role | poor E does not | cannot be good E doesn't
of E. read understood cause prob-
enough lems
impr. | slowly does her | noim- very good| E is O.K.
of E best provement
pos. | with girls, |- only with good con-
in on the pe- girls tacts with
class | riphery girls, helpful
Sr effort| declines, good writ- | interested interested best confuse
still good ing speak-
but lazy ing results
role | good no problem E no prob- | reserved | E no prob-
of E. lem. lem
impr. | lazy (prob- | has stuck does not say-
of E | lems) a word
pos. | lonely does not |- reserved | lonely few con-
in even try tacts
class
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Appendix 20 Summary of personal data

HF1

HM2

RM

TF

BM

CF1

CF2

HM

Sr

HM4

HM5

CF3

HF2

CM

HM

H/IIM

HM8

HF3

Date of arrival
in Hungary

2000

1995

1998

2000

2000

200

200

20

* N *

Duration of
time planned to
spend in Hun-

gary

2-5

settle

more
than 5

2-5

2-5

2-5

2-5

2-5

Length of time
spentin En. sp.
countries

month
sin
Eng-
land

Ciprus

1 month
in Eng-
land

Japan

year
in
Can-
ada

Length of time
learning Eng-
lish.

4y

2y+
prep

3y

2y

4y

2y

2y

2y

3y

2y

2y +
prep

2y +
prep

4y

2y

3y

2y

3y

3y

1y E.
school

3y

2nd foreign
language learnt
at school

G+

F+

F+

F+

F+

F+

F+

G-

F+

O * * O

Does your
mother/father
speak English?

m f

m f

m f

* ~

Does your
mother/father
speak Hungar-
ian?

m f little

Does your
mother/father
speak the 2nd
foreign lan-
guage you learn
at school (Hun-

gary)?

mF

mF

What language

do you use at

Sr
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home with your
parents?

What language
do you use in
he breaks with
your class-
mates?

H+E

H+E

H+E

H+E

C+E

C+E

H+E

H+E

H+E

H+

E C+E

H+E

C+E

H+E

H+E

H+E

* P

Do you have
classes in your
native lan-
guage?

*w e

Do you learn
your native
language?

*only for non-Hungarians **second foreign languagmsen: +, not chosen: - ***information from foreeicher and parents
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Appendix 21 Summary of grades of the main study grp

Név Nationality Native lang.| Averages English Histo | Maths. Hung. E. test FL Subj. liked  Subj. Digl.
1. |12 I11. 112 Vi, (2 | ux (2 [ | u2 || I. 7. |12 1/1.1/2 1/11/2
i |2z, |1 2. | Wi w2 [ w1 | w2 |wi |n2 i {2z | wine2 /1 1/2
HM1 H H 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 79 | 78 5 5 English History
483 |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
HF1 H H 4 436 | 4 4 2 3 2 3 59 | 80 4 5 Geography | History
4.08 | 4.16 | 4 5 3 3 3 3 4 5 2 3
5 4
HM2 H H 2,81 345 |2 3 2 2 2 3 39| 73 4 4 English
3.66 | 3.66 | 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 4
RM R R 3,7 |37 |4 4 4 5 3 3 3 2 58 | 75 3 3 History Physics
31 100 |3 3 3 3 2 1 2 1 0 0 22
TF T T 38 |38 |3 3 2 2 3 3 5 5 46 | 54 4 5
32 |29 |3 3 2 2 2 2 5 5 0 0
BM B B 40 |38 |4 4 4 3 4 3 5 5 54 | 72 4 3
4.09 | 4.18 |4 4 4 3 3 4 5 5 4 4
CF1 C C 3,44| 3,44 | 3 3 2 2 5 5 3 3 40 | 45
3.60 | 000 |3 0 2 0 4 0 3 0
CF2 C C 3,331 3,44 |2 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 40 | 48 Maths History
3.70 | 000 |3 0 2 0 3 0 4 0
HM3 H H 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 73| 89 5 5
493 |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Sr Yu Sr 48 |48 |5 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 70 | 82 5 5
4.25 | 4.16 |5 5 5 5 4 5 4 4 5 5
HM4 H H 39 |39 |4 4 4 3 3 4 58 | 75 4 4
3.66 | 3.58 | 4 4 3 3 3 3 4 5
HM5 H H 3,45 3,54 |3 4 3 3 3 3 61 | 62 4 4
3.50 | 383 | 4 4 2 3 4 4 4 4
HM6 H H 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 68 | 80 5 5
5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
CF3 C C 3,55| 3,771 3 4 2 3 5 4 3 4 45 51
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