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Abstract

This study explores the ways Russian and Norwegian upper secondary EFL teachers approach
teaching English language literacy. The main aim of the thesis is to investigate differences and
similarities between teaching approaches applied to EFL literacy in upper secondary schools of
Norway and Russia. The main research question is: ‘To what extent do approaches to teaching
English language literacy at the upper secondary level in the Norwegian context differ from the
Russian context?”

This field of research is young in both Norway and Russia, as there were presented no
studies related to the same topic and context. Furthermore, the researcher, based on her own
teaching experiences in the two contexts, have noticed that processes of globalisation have
influenced the countries differently and a role of the English language is not the same. From
this, it may seem that teaching literacy skills, which are among the most important, have been
influenced, and revealing the tendencies of teaching them in different contexts can be the
cornerstone of further research on the efficiency of applied approaches.

The present research is a qualitative study based on semi-structured in-depth interviews
carried out among six EFL teachers working in upper secondary school, three in each context.
The findings revealed that there could be traced both similarities and differences between the
approaches to teaching EFL literacy in two different contexts. On the one hand, the Norwegian
participants applied communicative process-oriented approach to teaching EFL writing, while
the Russian participants tended to use the product-oriented grammar-translation method. The
genre-pedagogical approach was common for both contexts.

The practice of teaching EFL reading was aimed at the development of intensive
reading skills, work with different types of texts and involving pre-, while- and post-reading
activities with implicit vocabulary learning. EFL literacy within the exam preparation was
treated differently in Norway and Russia. While the Russian EFL teachers found significant
teaching all the EFL literacy elements, the Norwegian participants had various opinions
concerning the importance of developing reading or writing skills during the preparatory
sessions. They demonstrate freedom to choose whether they put effort into writing or focus

more on reading.



Despite the above-mentioned differences, both in Norway and Russia there were
positive attitudes towards the implementation of digital tools into the EFL educational
process, literacy teaching in particular. In addition to it, the interviews revealed that the
projector was the most available educational tool in both contexts.

The results of this study imply that there still exist differences in teaching English
literacy in the two countries with unsimilar relations and attitudes towards the English
language. This study is among few comparative studies about teaching practice in Norway and
Russia. It contributes to the field of linguistics and is the unique work, which provides an
in-depth overview of the way upper secondary teachers approach teaching EFL literacy in
different countries, particularly: Norway and Russia. This thesis can be a basis for further ideas
and studies, for instance, a research in the ways Norwegian and Russian teachers approach
teaching EFL oral skills. This master thesis cannot be claimed as the absolutely solid axiom.
Readers can both agree and disagree with its results, but in spite of that, this thesis is a move

towards studying and comparing English language teaching approaches in Norway and Russia.



1 Introduction

1.1 The present study: topic and aims

This thesis investigates practices of teaching English language literacy at upper secondary
schools in the Norwegian and Russian contexts. This is a qualitative study, which is based on
in-depth interviews with 6 English language teachers. The interviews focused on the following
main topics: teachers’ background, teaching reading skills, teaching writing skills and teaching
literacy during the exam preparation.

In this study, the definition of literacy is the cornerstone that determines the scope of
the research. McMillan, Oxford and Collins online dictionaries (accessed 05 May 2020) define
literacy as the ‘ability to read and write’. Holbrook (1961:22) mentioned literacy as ‘the
practical aims’ of the language. In his opinion, it was significant to use the English language
practically, enrich knowledge with the cultural inheritage and feel the ‘pleasure of the
organised word in writing’ (Holbrook 1961:23). The importance of the English language
literacy in the modern world can be explained by the active processes of globalization.
According to the research report by Cambridge Assessment, literacy nowadays is not the
combination of static skills, but rather the actional use of them (Cambridge Assessment 2013).

The main aim of this research is to investigate possible differences and similarities
between the approaches to teach English literacy in Norwegian and Russian upper secondary
schools. To do so, six upper secondary teachers, namely three from Norway and three from

Russia were interviewed.

1.2 Background

English as a lingua franca is rapidly expanding education systems all over the world. Being a
native or a non-native language speaker can be a criterion for evaluating the chance to get the
position as a teacher of English a foreign language (Clark and Paran 2007).

Both Norway and Russia have long history of teaching English as the foreign language.
This tendency came to Russia after World War II and replaced French and German. At the

beginning of 21st century there was a shift from teaching the structure of the language to its



use within the process of communication (Ter-Minasova 2005). Moreover, nowadays English
as the foreign language has become compulsory in Russia and the only difference is the grade
students start learning it: either 1st or 5th’. It is noticeable that teaching foreign languages at
state primary and secondary schools is under the governmental control. Thus, study programs
and materials have state standard requirements, so that teachers can only enrich the studying
process with something more student-oriented if it is approved by school principals.
Traditionally, EFL teaching was teacher-oriented. That means complications with a focus on
individuality (Ter-Minasova 2005). Besides the traditional grammar-translation approach,
which was not practically oriented, the audio-visual approach was introduced. In between
many methods were developed, which varied from purposes the English language would be
used for (Galskova 2003).

In the Norwegian context, English plays a role of a lingua franca, due to the
globalisation processes and increasing number of multilingual and multicultural classrooms.
For Norwegian students, English means something more than just a foreign language. In
comparison with modern Russian students, the English language for Norwegians is the
language they use on a daily basis, both children and adults (Brevik & Rindal 2019). Besides
classrooms there is a great impact of mass media and travel experiences that give English a
status of lingua franca. According to the Norwegian curriculum, English is an actual necessity
for the multilingual and multicultural Norwegian society, the main reason for such dynamics
is the open borders for the EU and citizens of some other countries, who move to Norway.
Because the Russian Federation have mostly closed borders, classrooms of the state secondary
schools, except for private ones, which have their own regulations, cannot be called
multilingual. The students are either Russian citizens or immigrants from the post-Soviet
countries. Furthermore, in the case of Norwegian schools, teaching is oriented towards class
and a single learner (Burns and Richards 2012). In case of the Russian context, the education
system also has undergone changes from teacher-oriented to student-oriented approaches

(Ter-Minasova 2005).

1.3 Research questions and expectations
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The aim of this research is to investigate to what extent approaches to teaching English
language literacy at upper secondary school differ in Norwegian and Russian contexts. The
study addresses the following main research question:
To what extent do approaches to teaching English language literacy at the upper secondary
level in the Norwegian context differ from the Russian context?
The subquestions are as follows:
1. How do the Norwegian upper secondary school teachers approach teaching EFL
reading skills?
2. How do the Norwegian upper secondary school teachers approach teaching EFL
writing skills?
3. How do the Russian upper secondary school teachers approach teaching EFL reading
skills?
4. How do the Russian upper secondary school teachers approach teaching EFL writing
skills?
5. How do teachers in Norwegian and Russian contexts approach teaching EFL reading
and writing skills during the final exam preparation?
6. To what extent do teachers in Norwegian and Russian contexts apply IT technologies
during EFL literacy teaching?

Based on the overview of previous research and linguistic works presented in Chapter
3, the researcher expects that the process of teaching English language literacy is carried out
differently in the two contexts. By analyzing the Norwegian teachers’ interviews the researcher
expects to obtain results that confirm the expectations.

However, the researcher is curious about whether the data obtained within the Russian
context will also corroborate the Norwegian results. Furthermore, the researcher wants to
investigate whether the teachers focus on teaching literacy only during the regular lesson
planning stage, or this is also significant during preparations for the final English language
exams. In addition to it, it will be interesting to find out how they include teaching EFL
literacy skills into the exam preparation process.

Concerning the use of IT technologies in the English language classroom, from the
personal experience as an English language teacher, the researcher wants to study to what

extent they reinforce the process of teaching English language literacy. Due to the fact that the
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researcher comes originally from Russia and is familiar with the process of teaching EFL
there, it is highly expected that the Norwegian teachers are more active at applying IT

technologies to the process of teaching English literacy.

1.4 Outline of the thesis

Following this chapter, Chapter two addresses the background information that defines the
status of a teacher and a student in the EFL classroom. Furthermore, it discusses more
profoundly the role of the English language in Norway and Russia, and presents literature
regarding approaches and methods of teaching foreign languages and English in particular.
Additionally, it presents an overview of previous research on approaches to teaching English
literacy at Norwegian upper secondary schools. Chapter three explains the method used in this
research, participants and the process of data collection. Chapter four demonstrates findings
from the teachers’ interviews. In Chapter five, the results are analysed and discussed based on

the information provided in Chapter two. The final Chapter six presents the conclusion.
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2 Literature review

2.1 Introduction

This chapter presents an overview of previous research and theoretical background relevant to
the present study. The main focus is on teaching the English language, but some elements bear
overall significance for foreign languages in general. That is why the abbreviation FL (foreign
language) is used additionally to the EFL (English as a foreign language).

The points presented in this chapter are connected not only to approaches to teaching
the foreign language literacy in particular, but also provide information concerning the status
of the English language in Norway and Russia, and, what is more, define the idea of teaching

through the teacher-learner interconnection.

2.2 Teachers and learners

2.2.1 EFL teacher role and education

The shift from teacher-centered education towards learner-centered has created changes in
education syllabi, which of course included the English language as well (Ahmed 2013;
Gespass & Paris 2001, Barman 2013). It means that students with own plans, expectations,
and, what is more important, capacities took the control over lesson planning and teaching
approaches. Before there was an assessment result that represented positive or negative
development of a student, and nowadays it is reinforced by student’s response to the teaching
process that has become the heart of a lesson. Nevertheless, there are some researchers who
disagree with this theory and find it ineffective. For example, O’Neill (1991) does not find it
sufficient to let students be totally responsible for the knowledge acquisition when a teacher
plays a role of a helper and a resource provider who gets involved into a studying process only
if it is needed. In fact, it is still questioned whether something is wrong with the old
teacher-focused tradition and which approach, learner- or teacher-based, is more beneficial.
With respect to both of them, Harmer (2004) points out their positive sides and takes into

account the fact that there are cases when only student- or teacher-fronted education process
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was discovered to be complicated. He suggests the option of combining both approaches, and,
depending on the circumstances, there can be a teacher as a leader, instructor and controller of
the whole class, while students from time to time get the chance to solve some tasks on their
own or interact in pairs and groups (Harmer 2004:56-57).

Depending on activities, teachers’ roles are changing as well. The learner-centered
approach describes a teacher as facilitator that also can be called for tutor, resource and
prompter. The main purpose of this role is to help students acquire the knowledge and be a
helpful bridge between learning materials and learners (Harmer 2004:58). Harmer illustrates in
his work several other roles any teachers have depending on the activity students have during
an education process: controller, organiser, assessor, prompter, participant, resource and
observer. Referring to Harmer (2004:63), it is significant to be able to switch between different
roles and pay attention to how correctly they are performed.

Concerning second language learning, teachers perform same roles as in other subjects.
In spite of that, education and learning provided to a foreign language teacher is different from
teachers of other kinds.

Current practices in teacher education are focused on creating the right type of the
language input that in practice will have impact on a student. At the beginning of describing
the important points of EFL teacher education, it is necessary to explain the meaning of the
term ‘input’ that is going to be mentioned a lot of times in the ongoing research.

The so-called input is a complex system that includes the content itself and ways of its
creating, introducing to a learner, the impact it has and outcomes it creates. The educational
input is the cornerstone of the FL. education and a basis of ‘the tripartite system’ that answers
the question about what is going to be taught, how and what effect it will cause (Freeman
2001:75-76).

According to Freeman (2001), there happened dramatic changes between learning how
to teach the teacher of foreign languages and other subjects. ‘This, in a broad sense, teacher
education has depended largely on training strategies to teach people how to do the work of
teaching’, (Freeman 2001:79) that is what he claims highlighting the fact that the successful
methods of teaching the students in the FL classroom directly depend on successful outcome
from teacher education. An effective FL tutor always knows how to deliver content in the right

way to receive the planned outcome.
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2.2.2 FL learner

This paper is focused on teaching the students at the upper secondary level in Norway and
Russia. In both countries, the upper secondary students are of age 16-18 or 19, which means
that they still belong to the group of adolescents or teenagers, which are described by Ur
(1996:286) as the best foreign language learners.

Nevertheless, compared to adults and young children, adolescents seem to be less
motivated in their studies, even though they already manage to keep discipline and do the
tasks the teacher asks them, many teenagers still do not demonstrate enough interest when it
concerns success in studies, especially language learning (Harmer 200:39).

There can be a number of reasons why lower and upper secondary students lose
motivation. One of the most significant is that at that age teenagers search for establishment of
their own identity and seek approval amongst friends and classmates rather than teachers.

However, it is important to pay attention to the positive side of this age group.
Teenagers are persons with a great ability to work with loads of information, especially if they
get genuinely interested in something. In either case, an FL teacher should be able to provoke
students’ interest and engagement in the education process. Adolescents have more flexible
education capacity than adult learners and are capable of finding both direct and abstract
solutions for the educational issues (Harmer 2001:38-39).

Teaching teenagers, according to Legutke (2012), is inevitably connected with the
out-of-school exposure to English. (113) Modern adolescents have unlimited access to media,
Internet and intercultural experience from travelling and exchange studies. Legutke (2012:113)
highlights that there is a big problem of neglecting this exposure in the EFL classroom: ‘...the
classroom needs to be redefined as an arena where these different contexts for language
exposure and language use are linked in a meaningful way’.

Legutke (2012) claims that the EFL lessons should be structured in a special way to
satisfy the teenagers’ needs. Teachers should be up to date with the ongoing trends of the
adolescent’s culture and try to implement the elements of it into the education process, that
together with the correct use of teaching methods will cause the positive development

(Legutke 2012:114-116).
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2.3 Using technology in FL teaching

Concerning the importance of the IT technologies in the FL classroom, there have been
conducted a large number of studies, which proved the positive influence of the IT on
development of both oral and literacy skills. Kasapoglu-Akyol (2010), Algahtani Mofareh
(2019), Sahin-Kizi (2011) and other researchers (Agbatogun 2006, Warschauer and Meskill
2000, Wang 2005, Xiaogiong and Xianxing 2008).

underlined that the use of the IT technologies benefited in the EFL classroom and
demonstrated the development towards the positive learning outcomes. Their studies presented
both teachers’ and students opinions about the use of the technological tools, even though at
some point technologies were not widespread. Both sides agreed that smart devices,
applications, audio-visual elements, and other computer materials used not only inside, but
also outside the English language classroom brought the ultimate changes into the
old-fashioned routine work by solving such issues as the lack of communication and practice,
low efficacy of the teaching process and inability to be integrated into a new culture.

Technology used in a classroom includes physical objects such as the television, the
music player, the computer, the tablet and the video-projector with the whiteboard. In addition
to it, schools use different software to manage the learning process and tools and application
that fits both the education process itself and also has managing or controlling functions:
e-mail, chats, social networks profiles and groups, videoconferences, Internet access and
different documents and projects creators, for example: PowerPoint, Microsoft Word, Chrome.

Levy (2012) has divided technologies into several groups based on teaching different
language skills. In terms of the current research it is important to present IT technologies used
for teaching vocabulary, writing, reading and grammar.

Vocabulary learning in the classroom is reinforced by software type of dictionaries and
language corpora. In easier cases there can be texts or presentations including hyperlinks,
connecting a reader to the word definition (Levy 2012:281).

Teaching writing skills can be even more effective with a variety of programs used for
creating written texts. These applications have a number of good features helping a writer to
increase the quality and save time. Furthermore, modern text processors are multifunctional

and include editing using audio- and video-files, with the help of which a writer can create
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different projects. However, this is mostly for formal writing practice; informal writing is
developed via chats, blogs, journals, online diaries and social networks, if it is included in a
studying process. Nowadays, the most part of this software, such as Microsoft Office package
for instance, offers options of auto correction of grammar and vocabulary that can positively
influence creating the written products of better quality (Levy 2012:281-282).

Modern IT technologies used for reading are quite similar to those applied in
vocabulary teaching process, but at the same time have a broader spectrum of applications and
options they provide. For example, the website called Linguascope offers different materials
and variety of activities aimed at developing reading skills. In general IT technologies of this
kind can vary from electronic dictionaries, training software till textual and contextual
annotations (Levy 2012:282).

The grammar-based software has undergone development from the software for the
common use, such as Hot Potatoes, which offered several tutorial activities combining work
with grammar and vocabulary. Since then teachers started creating their private application
aimed at some definite group of learners. One more difference is that modern grammar-based
software is better ‘embedded in a communicative context’ (Levy 2012:283).

To summarize, the IT elements can be successfully integrated into the studying process
and make it beneficial. The main problem is the correct and appropriate integration of them
into education, so that a teacher should evaluate the possible pros and cons of the technologies

and decide whether it is suitable for the contemporary context of the EFL lesson.

2.4 Teaching English as a foreign language

2.4.1 Grammar

Ur (2012) and Newby (2012) have focused their studies on the development of the EFL
teacher’s knowledge in terms of teaching grammar. It is claimed that grammar knowledge
takes the first place in the English language proficiency. The main reason is that before
introducing English as a foreign language, students at schools had been taught dead languages,
Ancient Greek and Latin, which had a strict grammatical structure. Thus, the tendency of

teaching these languages has become a base for the development of the grammar-translation
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method (Ur 2012:83).

Ur questions the fact that even after introducing other teaching approaches, for example
communicative, the grammar translation method is still leading and plays a central role in EFL
classrooms. Moreover, she pays attention that the grammar-translation method is prominent
among both EFL teachers and researchers (Ur 2012:83).

The use of this approach is regulated by norm defining the ‘correct’ grammar, which
influences how a teacher assesses the work of students and in which way they develop their
EFL grammar proficiency. Ur (2012) and Maley (2009) claim that the ‘acceptable’ grammar is
‘the conventional correct form of standard grammar’ (Ur 2012:84) and teachers should focus
on teaching the standardised language whilst preparing students to the fact that within
intercultural communication in real life there exist a lot of other language variations (Maley
2009:195).

Grammar teaching can be either explicit or implicit. In her research, Ur (2012:84)
underlines that the most popular tendency is teaching the EFL explicitly following the
traditional presentation-practice-production pattern. Nevertheless, it is argued that this way of
teaching is ineffective based on the fact that students get dependent on the exercises and
strategies presented during lessons and still produce unacceptable grammatical forms. If
teachers want students to be correct at spontaneous producing, they have to apply implicit
communicative strategies when students are ready to absorb new grammar rules, but not just
follow the studying plan.

Richards and Rodgers (2015) claim that the communicative approach is prioritized and
widespread in the Western countries, including Norway. Additionally, in her study, Ur
describes, firstly, the task-based instruction focused on ‘communication-based tasks only’.
(2012:85) Secondly, she talks about drilling or audiolingualism. Compared to all above
described methods, this one implies only memorising without any clear discussions of
grammar rules (2012:86).

It has been widely discussed which approach is more effective for English language
instruction: grammar-translation or communicative one. Some studies (Dekeyser 2003; Ellis
2002; Norris and Ortega 2001) claim that instead of focusing on only one approach, it is more
effective to apply bits of explicitly taught grammar on the implicit meaning-focused approach,

thus the methodology is based on communicative tasks with temporary attention to the
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grammatical correctness (Ur 2012:87).

Consequently, Ur (2012) underlines three more methods that include both focus on
grammatical correctness and meaning. Focus on form involves temporary discussing and
practicing grammatical constructions. It presupposes focus on rules only in case of need. The
whole studying process is based only on communicative tasks but when, for instance, there
comes up an issue with some grammatical structure, a teacher spontaneously decides whether
students need to work on the grammatical feature. This inclusion is not encountered in the
lesson planning and arises only if it is appropriate to the flow of an EFL lesson. (87) To the
contrary consciousness- raising method does not involve practice and is based on students’
readiness for studying a grammar rule. A teacher does not focus on grammar constructions
within communicative tasks until students ‘notice them in comprehensive input’ (88).

Along with PPP there has been created the skill-based learning method. Technically
they are very similar and include three main steps: presentation - practice - production. But the
difference lies in the focus on the meaning of a text learners work with. The pure PPP tasks
look illogical and have no correlation with the real live communicative situations. For
example, students learn how to fill in the gaps or put a verb in the correct form. As it is
claimed such tasks do not create any complications for students and they will successfully
fulfil them as long as their focus is only on grammar and they have nothing to do with meaning
of a sentence. Skill-based learning method is an elaborated option of PPP that has undergone
the switch from grammar-translation to the communicative approach. The main aim of the
skill-based learning is to devote the attention to the meaning of a sentence including
grammatical tasks. But this method can be applied only if students are ready for it.

However, Ur (2012) relies on work by Spada and Lightbown (1999), who claimed that
grammatical tasks are above the students’ level, but practice accelerates the acquisition
process. She underlines that, in any case there are still some learners that due to the dramatic
lack of readiness cannot acquire the target grammar rules, but in spite of this teachers should
not diminish the effectiveness of practice (Ur 2012:88-90).

Consequently, Ur (2012) analyzed how error correction helped to promote grammar
acquisition among learners. Implying research by Krashen (1999), Truscott (1996, 1999),
Lyster et al (1999), Long and Robinson (1998), she questions what impact error correction has

on the students’ grammatical development. On the one hand, it is claimed that it succeeds to
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have a positive result on improvement only if a learner is interested in paying attention and
correcting the errors made, or even worse, when students get distress or embarrassed. On the
other hand, this idea was argued and replaced by the conclusion that error correction played a
significant role in both oral and written speech accuracy development (Ur 2012:90). Ur’s
investigation (2012) was followed by the work of Lei Zhu (2017), who analysed the students’
and teachers’ attitude towards error correction in the EFL classroom. According to her,
different strategies of error correction could be beneficial not only for teaching reading, but
also vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation (Lei Zhu 2017:71).

All things considered the shift from explicit to implicit teaching methods has not
excluded the process of teaching and correction of grammar. Above there have been described
and discussed the most popular methods, but then it is still questioned which of them are more
or less effective (Ur 2012:91).

It is found that when a learner knows the number of significant grammatical rules
together with relevant vocabulary, he can produce correct sentences and build meaningful
texts. But there is difference between written and spoken grammar and when a student absorbs
the oral English language from the surroundings outside the school, differences between
correctness of the grammar can be noticed and oral grammar can influence the written rules.
According to Harmer (2004), during the oral informal conversation in English it is normal to
meet unpredicted interruptions or jokes and attention is mostly paid to the content of what is
being said but not the grammar, so that sometimes different grammar rules are omitted during
the informal conversation. The grammar of oral speech and the grammar of written speech are

two different constructions that have own principles of functioning (Harmer 2004:14).

2.4.2 Vocabulary

Vocabulary acquisition and use is a significant element of the development of EFL literacy
skills. Compared to L1 the L2 vocabulary learning process is mostly implicit. The main aim of
some linguistic studies is to prove whether implicit learning is more effective than explicit or
vise versa and what are the most effective strategies of teaching the EFL vocabulary. Carter
and Nunan (2001) analyzed four different hypotheses about implicit-explicit vocabulary

learning.

19



The first hypothesis was developed by Krashen (1988, 1989) and his second language
acquisition theory. It is based on the idea of a strong implicit-learning, which presupposes that
the most part of the EL vocabulary is learned unconsciously. This theory embraced not only
vocabulary acquisition, but the whole language acquisition in general.

The second hypothesis is weak implicit-learning that is opposite to the first one and
claims that words are not learned unconsciously and there is some kind of conscious processes
responsible for acquisition. This hypothesis was supported by Schmidt (1990) and his theory
of language awareness.

The weak explicit-learning hypothesis was presented by Sternberg (1987). It holds that
students process loads of information themselves and use different strategies to extract the
meaning of a word relying on its context. Carter and Nunan (2001) also highlight that words
presented without any context are learnt with less success than those used in a text or
conversation.

The strong explicit-learning hypothesis supports metacognitive strategies that have
direct influence on the successful vocabulary learning process. Cognitive processes depend on
correct monitoring and planning, that also has been claimed by Craik and Lockhart (1972).
According to this hypothesis, the meaning of the word can be acquired only within the strict
processing including and correct context (comprehensive input) should be reinforced by
effective learning strategies (Carter and Nunan 2001:44).

The history of development of these four hypotheses shows that the last one, strong
explicit-learning, has been actively pushed forward and discussed in different research. It is the
only hypothesis that highlights the importance of successful development of metacognitive
strategies.

Carter and Nunan (2011) pay attention to the fact that there exists another way of
viewing the weak-strong explicit-implicit learning. Furthermore, different strategies belong to
different levels of the language knowledge. For example, upper secondary school students will
not, probably, find methods of graphological shapes and word patterns useful, and will majorly
find referential strategies beneficial. When a learner has an aim to study the surface form of a
word, explicit learning is an effective option, but if there is a need to study the inner shape:
semantic, structure and use in a discourse,- man should rely on implicit learning (Carter and

Nunan 2011:45).
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Harmer (2004:16) defines vocabulary as the language corpora. The most significant
part of the vocabulary is word meaning, that is followed by two complicated points. The first
one is that one word can have several sometimes absolutely different meanings presented by
same or different parts of speech. “The point is that the same collection of sounds and letters
can have many different meanings”. (Harmer 2004:18) This polysemy can be resolved only if
a learner sees words in a context that defines their connotations. Krashen (1998) defines
vocabulary as mental lexicon of an individual that consists of words and expressions used for
building and understanding sentences.

Based on works by Cummins (1999) and Herrel (2004), Mukoroli (2011) has presented
four different types of vocabulary that is taught during EFL lessons: reading vocabulary that
embraces words the reader recognizes in text; writing vocabulary that a student employs when
creating a piece of writing; listening vocabulary that is recognized while listening to the
English speech; and speaking vocabulary that is used in speech. A learner who experiences
issues with the vocabulary development is less capable to comprehend or produce text
depending on the skill in which there is the lack of lexical knowledge (Mukoroli 2011:7-8).

Knowledge about a word includes not only awareness of the way it is written,
pronounced and translated from English to the mother-tongue. A language learner has to be
aware of this spectre of features: ‘literal meaning, connotations,...derivations, collocations,
frequency,...the sort of syntactic constructions into which it enters, the morphological options it
offers, and a rich variety of semantic associates such as synonyms, antonyms, homonyms’.
(Mukoroli 2011:13) In other words, a learner needs to be aware of the whole word structure to
use it correctly while both receiving or producing textual constructions.

Mukoroli (2011) implied the research by Herrel (2004) and analyzed the main steps
included into the process of vocabulary learning.The first step is to acquire the syntactic
pattern of the word used in a definite sentence.

The second step becomes available when learners meet other syntactic patterns similar
to the first one. During this step they meet destabilization of the initial construction. This
means that one can use the new lexicon as an opportunity to define the additional information
presented in the second sentence and choose from the two constructions the most appropriate
one (Mukoroli 2011:16).

In his research, Mukoroli (2011) analyzes and presents several the most effective ways
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of teaching the English vocabulary. He starts the discussion with introducing the method of
learning the lexical chunks. Compared to single words lexical chunks present the vocabulary in
use. It means that, firstly, a student already gets known to a pre-prepared word construction
that can be recognized during the receiving or used for producing information. To look at this
another way, lexical chunks can be associated with a communication ritual, in other words
with ‘typical functional language use’ (2011:22). Any chunk itself after being memorized and
used can be divided into the constituent words.

Next, a method of teaching collocations is presented. In comparison to word chunks,
collocations are not the phrases “to-go” that do not need any extra processing, but rather the
words that frequently co-occur with the actual learned word. Moreover, students learn to see
the semantic differences between synonyms that in fact cannot replace the word from a
collocation. For example, man can say ‘a small talk, not ‘a little talk’, but ‘a little puppy’. This
way learners are taught to define the semantic differences of words with the same meaning,
which is also called ‘the semantic area of a word’ (Mukoroli 2011:23).

The third method mentioned is incidental vocabulary acquisition (IVA) (Mukoroli
2011:24-25). The main point of it lies in exposing the same word in different meanings during
different communicative activities, such as speaking or reading. The learner gets known to a
word under extra input of different contexts. The most effective ways to practice IVA are
group work, presentations, watching English speaking TV-shows or extensive reading.

Teaching word family is one more method practiced. Teaching the FL vocabulary can
be based on acquisition the whole semantic field with the interrelations between words. Words
can be grouped based on various criteria. The simplest example is a semantic field of vehicles:
car, bus, lorry, train, motorbike.

The fourth method is aimed not at acquisition of new lexical items but at memorising
the already studied ones. In this case, Mukoroli (2011) clashes together two processes of
learning words: incidental, that already has been presented, and intentional. The difference
between them is the totally unpredictable vocabulary percepted in the first case and intentional
work on a lexical item in the second. A student is more likely to memorise a word or a word
combination by practicing it. In order to create the right input a teacher needs to pay attention
to the context familiar to learners (Mukoroli 2011:26).

Mukoroli (2011) presented some more methods applied for teaching vocabulary, that
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can be used in a system: ‘eliciting, contextualization, labeling, personalisation, identifying
productive pre- and post-fixes, association, semantic mapping, character trait vocabulary chart,
learning vocabulary via analogy, reading and storytelling, story innovation, categorizing,
vocabulary finder, tic-tac-toe, scrambled format, bilingual dictionaries’ (27-32).

There are several challenges for vocabulary teaching existing in the EFL classroom. To
begin with, the vocabulary of the ELLs is restricted compared, for example, to their
mother-tongue. As long as EFL classroom is one of their main sources of the vocabulary, the
number of lessons is strictly fixed so it can happen that a teacher does not have the amount of
time they need to develop the wished positive tendencies. One of possible solutions is to
organise homework that also includes methods of indirect EFL instruction: home reading or
computer games.

One more obstacle is the lack of topic vocabulary needed to understand a text. Some
teachers experience a problem when there is a lack of pre-text tasks when students meet the
new words. But on the contrary extensive reading is a necessary component to develop
sufficient vocabulary. These two elements complement each other, and a teacher should focus
a learning process on acquiring the relevant vocabulary right from a text.

The last but not least point discussed was the lack of students’ awareness about the
breadth and depth of vocabulary. Mukoroli (2011) underlined that it is significant to develop
the lexical competence of a learner, teach him how a word and its derivatives should be used,
in which registers and circumstances.

Mukoroli has made a general conclusion concerning challenges teachers meet when
they teach the vocabulary in EFL classroom is the insufficient level of the students and lexical
poverty so that they cannot comprehend and produce lexically enriched and correct texts. The
only solution for that is to provide them with sufficient comprehensive input and output

(Mukoroli 2011:41-42).

2.4.3 Writing skills

Producing a piece of writing is known to be the most complicated task in language, especially

for non-native speakers. Writing is “a complex cognitive process”, that according to White and

Arndt (1991), discussed by Nunan (1999) requires ‘sustained intellectual effort over a
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considerable period of time’ (Nunan 1999:274).

There have been developed two controversial approaches towards writing pedagogy:
product and process. The first one is focused on the final result, a text written perfectly.
Regarding big pieces of work that have to be produced by a learner in an FL classroom this is
nearly impossible. In order to satisfy the requirement of perfection a student has to copy or
transform a model or an example that is presented by a teacher or in a textbook. Nunan calls it
‘reproductive language work’ (1999:272). He also underlines that in the case of such tasks, the
focus is on a word or sentence but not the whole text. Words create sentences that build up a
text, which is a part of discourse. Such a teaching approach is called bottom-up. Opposite to
product writing is process writing. Teaching focus is shifted from the text particles, words and
sentences, to the whole piece of writing or ‘learning by doing’ (Nunan 1999). The most
significant idea lies in the focus on different stages of producing the piece of writing that gets
feedback and corrected before final revising.

Nunan compares the bottom-up approach with the physical process of building, when
learners create a whole entity (a text) with perfectly correct “blocks”. To put it differently,
process writing or the top-down approach demonstrates how a learner builds up texts of
different quality that are ‘shattered’ into pieces and get feedback whether the product requires

further correction before the finished draft (1999:274).

2.4.4 Genre-pedagogical approach in writing.

Horverak (2016) focused her study on the genre-pedagogical approach within argumentative
writing. In the first place she introduced the reader into the historical development of the
English writing instruction. Hoverak was not the only researcher who studied the
genre-pedagogical approach. Hyland (2007, 2003) and Beittel (2002) discussed the idea of
genre-based pedagogy a while before, but nevertheless defined this approach as beneficial and
perspective.

Nowadays, in Norway there is an increased focus on writing skills and, according to
the researcher, there has been a shift from the grammar-translation method to the
communicative and audio-visual methods, which are effective but mostly focus on oral speech.

Her idea to try out the genre-pedagogical approach was based on the requirements to use the
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written English language in communicative situations (Hoverak 2016:98-99).

Horverak has investigated different aspects of the EFL writing instruction in
Norwegian upper secondary school. She has analyzed data on both a local and national level,
made a classroom observation, conducted the interviews and collected teaching materials
(102).

The research has been conveyed at different phases. Phase 1 was devoted to teachers’
experiences and perceptions of the effectiveness of teaching instructions used for developing
the writing skills. Horverak correlated the data from interviews with the results from the
classroom observations and studied the teaching materials used for the lessons. The main genre
teachers were focused on was the argumentative essay and during the preparatory process
students received a practical template of a text they could use as an example. The main
purpose of that was to show the structure of an essay learners would have to work on getting
prepared for the final exam. Nevertheless, there have arisen different opinions about details of
writing instruction. Some teachers preferred to deconstruct the templates and demonstrate
small pieces that had to be included in a correct essay. Others had an opinion that too detailed
instruction could demotivate students by destroying their creativity, thus they only presented
the basic structure of an essay. The teachers interviewed have underlined that the main
complications were connected to the structure of argumentative essays, working with sources
and adjusting the language to the genre (Hoverak 2016:107-108).

Phase 2 aimed at collecting data from the students’ perceptions of the
genre-pedagogical writing instruction. The results showed that the majority of learners was
uncertain about the genre they had to write in, could not tell the difference between
argumentative and narrative writing and how to choose the right formality of the language.

The experiment has resulted in that students have significantly improved their writing
skills, which has been noticeable in the pre- and post-test. The genre pedagogical approach is
effective for argumentative writing and learners develop ‘all three main categories of structure,

language and content’ (Hoverak 2016:110).

2.4.5 Reading skills

Concerning reading skills at upper secondary level, it was hard to predict what type of teaching

25



approaches are mostly used. Moreover, it is clear that at upper secondary level students already
have developed the necessary reading skills because the English language is compulsory at
lower secondary level. Later in the interview it will be discussed that learners at upper
secondary level still have different levels of reading skills not only between different EFL
classrooms but also within same studying group. Especially if there is a majority of such
students, teachers can adjust the studying process to the average level of the EFL classroom.
Wiland (2000) presents two opposite reading strategies. The first one is called the bottom-up
model, which consists of decoding letters, words and sentences in order to create meaning of a
text. In the English language there are 26 letters representing over 40 sounds. The bottom-up
model is also represented as the sound-symbol correspondences and is very effective on the
beginner stage when students learn the English alphabet. Practising only this approach at the
higher levels leads to mechanical reading without understanding the meaning of a whole text
(Nunan 1999:252). Even if the sequence of the bottom-up approach is logical this strategy
supports the ‘purely structuralist point of view’ (Wiland 2000:189-190).

Wiland (2000) gives an example of studying the Alan Lightman’s Einstein’s Dream by
upper secondary school students. The first thing to be noticed is the absence of any technical
obstacles. By the obstacles she meant vocabulary and syntax of the studied passage. Wiland
believes that for 18-19 years old students who read the text with the bottom-up strategy, it is
supposed to be clear and straightforward. According to her research, students were struggling
with extractive the meaning from the passage (Wiland 2000:190).

The text from the example cannot be studied only with the structuralist reading
strategy, because even the meaning of words and sentences is clear, the main obstacle is to get
the right meaning of the whole text. ‘The psycholinguistic view combined with cognitive
learning theories’ implies an idea that a reading finds a reader (Wiland 2000:190). In other
words, this is called a top-down approach. The main purpose of it is to correlate the past
experiences and knowledge of a learner with reconstruction of the text meaning instead of
decoding words and sentences. This approach includes different pre-reading cognitive tasks
aimed at helping to convey the text meaning to the learners.

Nunan (1999) conducted research on the process of acquisition of reading skills. He
noted that the process of reading at any levels involved a constant switch between the

top-down and bottom-up approaches. To prove his theory, he conveyed a short experiment that
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included a passage written in an unknown language (New Guinean Tok Pisin) that was
followed by several questions about its content. After that Nunan presented a transcribed
conversation between two individuals who did not know the language but nevertheless tried to
get the meaning of the passage. It became clear from their conversation that they used both
bottom-up and top-down approaches in order to extract the content from the passage. The
individuals used their knowledge about the grammatical and lexical structure of English to
define the structure of the unknown language. They also implied some knowledge about Tok
Pisin and the contact between Australia and Japan. Accordingly, the participants agreed not to
struggle with complicated parts but move on further and then come back ‘when they get a
sense of what comes after’ (Nunan 1999:254-255).

Discussing the process of the development of the reading skills Nunan (1999:251)
presented four different types of reading.

1. The first type was called receptive reading . This meant the automatic
understanding of a rapidly read text.

2. The second type was reflective reading. Compared to receptive one, readers did
not only extracted the meaning but also reflected on it.

3. The third strategy was skim reading. This type was close to the receptive
reading but it was more superficial and aimed at general understanding of the text content.

4. Scanning is the last type of reading strategy used within the teaching process.
Process of scanning consists of the rapid skimming of the text and skipping some parts in order
to find some specific information, for example, an answer to the question.

Nunan (1999) analyzed the model of Directed Activities Related to Text (DART),
created by Davies and Green (1984) and Davies (1985), and presented the main features any
“good” reading task should obtain:

1. use of authentic or challenging texts;

rhetorical or topical framework for processing and analyzing the text;

oral reading followed by silent reading and rereading;

question answering followed by indirect analysis of the text;

2

3

4, students interact with text and with each other;

5

6 transfer of information from the text to a visual representation;
7

students made hypotheses explicitly;
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8. students were evaluated by students;

9. discussions about interpretations of a text;
10. students asked questions about what they did not know about a text;
11. teacher as informant;

12. critical reading of a text’(Davies 1995:144).
The features presented are significant for this study, because they defined teaching

methods used by EFL teachers in Norway.

2.4.6 Developing reading comprehension in Norwegian upper secondary school

Brevik (2015) investigated the practices of teaching EFL reading skills in Norwegian upper
secondary school. After the educational reform in 2006, schools were required to teach
students writing, as it has been mentioned in the above presented research, and reading skills
on the regular basis. But even though teachers were reporting on the successful work with
reading skills, there was still little information about whether they were actually teaching
reading and comprehension or that was just the well worked-out process that was impeccable
only technically with zero understanding the meaning (Brevik 2015: 208).

The main focus of Brevik’s research was on analyzing the reading instruction and
defining the main strategies used for developing reading comprehension. She took into account
both general and vocational programmes (Brevik 2015:207).

The research was based on a mixed methods approach. Brevik (2015) conducted
interviews with students and EFL teachers at upper secondary level, collected teachers’
narratives, gathered information via classroom observation and from reading tests (211).

The main finding was that reading comprehension instruction was not excluded from
the EFL classroom at the upper secondary level. Brevik emphasized the shift from the ‘Nike
mode of reading,” when students read the text without comprehension and just to answer the
task, to the ‘Sherlock Holmes’ mode, when the main point was not to find an answer but to
solve a puzzle whether tasks also took some time to think about. There were some differences
between the teachers’ attitudes towards reading comprehension strategies in general and
vocational programmes. Teachers in vocational programmes were more responsible for

development of the reading comprehension skills. What is more, the students noticed that they
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started comprehending texts automatically, even when they were not asked to. On the contrary,
teachers in general programs demonstrated less interest in settling the reading-comprehension
skills in the learners’ minds and the strategies were used only if there was a demand for them

(Brevik 2015:215-217).
2.5 English in Russia
2.5.1 The status of the language

Ustinova (2005) conducted research concerning the status of the English language in Russia at
the beginning of the 21st century. The paper analyzed spheres where the language has already
expanded, its functions and users.

To begin with, she introduced English as the language that did not play a role as a
means of communication in the country. It was regarded only as a foreign language, the area of
its usage and number of users were restricted. The majority of the spheres where English was
required were connected to international commerce, studying abroad and collaboration of the
Russian universities with the international ones, tourism, and science (Ustinova 2005:239).

Ustinova implied the term of “the Russian English” or “Russianized English”, because,
as she claimed, there was no “pure” form of the language existing. The attempts to teach the
standard language were made at specialized upper secondary schools and universities.
Building on from the idea about the development of the EFL classroom it was significant to
notice that this paper was written 15 years ago and nowadays the standardized English
language has become an important subject at secondary and sometimes primary schools in
Russia. This fact was implied by the Russian Ministry of Education and Science in its official
papers.2

The documents give an overview over the most fluent users of the English language.
They mostly live in big cities that are popular among foreign tourists or study at universities
hosting the international events. The Internet and media have also influenced the increasing
level of the language proficiency (Ustinova 2005:242).

In terms of education, English in Russia plays an instrumental function. Ustinova

2 http://docs.cntd.ru/document/901782389 - this website contains official documentation of the Russian Ministry
of Education and Science.
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highlighted that teaching the EFL was taken seriously pursuing the potential aims to develop
workforce that could satisfy the international standards. She presented an example of
increasing export of natural resources to the Western countries that needed a language for work
(Ustinova 2005:244). The consequence is that the English language become a compulsory part
of school curriculum, essential for ‘well rounded education’ (Ustinova 2005:245). The main
purpose of teaching EFL at the school level is to master the core language competence in
reading, listening and comprehension, writing and speaking. Nowadays the English language
has become compulsory subject at Russian secondary schools, this information if officially
provided on the website of the Russian Ministry of Education and Science (accessed 04 May

2020).

2.5.2 EFL teaching in Russia

The work by Ter-Minasova (2005) investigates the idea of traditions and innovations in EFL
teaching in Russia. The researcher has described changes in three traditional features
characterising the Russian EFL classroom

The first feature is called ‘depth, thoroughness, perfectionism (Ter-Minasova
2005:447). Since the Soviet times there has been A traditional way of thinking ‘Soviet means
excellent’. This feature defined the purpose to learn the EFL perfectly during the education
process. The main focus was on the classical authors and authentic texts. Students could be
scaffolded by the tasks that are way above their level of language, whilst all EFL teachers
learned to apply the methods regarded as a classical norm. Both learners and teachers were
forced to do their best teaching and studying both literacy and oral skills not taking into
account practical needs of students. The negative side of teaching each and every point lied in
the fact that students learned everything but nothing, especially if learners prioritised other
subjects over the English language (Ter-Minasova 2005:447). By contrast there were changes
that led to international communications with the English-speaking world which resulted on
shifting the focus from absolute perfection towards the actual cross-cultural needs
(Ter-Minasova 2005:452).

The second feature was called changing from teacher to student-orientation. It could be

described by changing from EFL for aristocracy to EFL for masses as a compulsory subject at
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secondary school. Curriculum before was unified and textbooks used were mostly same from
school to school and city to city. As it has been mentioned above, no one took into account real
needs and capacities of students and EFL teaching was mostly teacher-oriented also because of
the large number of students (over 20 million) and vast amount of information to be taught
(Ter-Minasova 2005:448). Russian writers were, nevertheless, to that issue and cooperated
with English ones to create books that could be used pragmatically and satisfy both students’
and teachers’ needs (Ter-Minasova 2005:453).

The third feature was theoretical foundations. The absence of direct communication at
the beginning of the 20th century led to the strong theoretical roots of teaching the EFL.
Concerning vocabulary and grammar of foreign languages education in Russia relied mostly
on theoretical background (Ter-Minasova 2005:451). Over time this feature underwent some
changes in terms of pragmatic orientation of studies in addition to theoretical (Ter-Minasova
2005:453).

To sum up, the main features of the modern EFL teaching in Russia, it can be claimed
that those principles had an influence on the methods used for teaching English literacy skills.
First of all, as long as the theoretical background received the clear pragmatic motivation and
there was no longer teacher-oriented education process, one could consider that depending on
the students’ capacities there can be applied different methods. Secondly, Russian EFL
teachers have freedom to choose studying materials so it is expected that the research will

show this variety.

2.6 English in Norway

2.6.1 The status of the language

Aalborg (2010) carried out research concerning the status of the English language in Norway.
The aim of her study was to find out how globalization and modern technologies influenced
the spread of English in the non-English speaking country. It was hypothesized that English
was no longer just a foreign language, but could be distinguished from other foreign languages
and attained a special status.

The research comprised 107 secondary students of the age 15-16. They had to respond
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to the questionnaire and the data collected demonstrated the importance of the English
language in their lives.

Concerning participation in natural communication, there were 80% of the participants
that claimed that they used English words and expressions in their everyday Norwegian talks.
Moreover, 82% agreed that the English language helped them to contact people when they
travelled abroad. The participants considered the media as a good input of oral speech, so
living in Norway they learned how to speak and understand English (Aalborg 2010:88).

When Norwegian students had English lessons since early childhood, it became much
easier compared to other foreign languages they study. According to the research of Aalborg,
only 60% of students agree that they mostly learned the English language at school, other
could not agree with that mentioning that there also existed other sources. For example, variety
of interactions outside the school provide them with different language skills (Aalborg
2010:89-90).

Aalborg also analyzed the mass media input as ‘a supplement to classroom teaching’
(91). She defined two main sources: music as the spoken input and Internet as the written
input.

The influence of Internet and mass media showed that they also were channels to
practice communicative skills. The results of Aalborg’s research presented that 106
participants use social networks and 100 use online chats (2010:93).

On the whole Aalborg found positive attitude of the Norwegians secondary students
towards learning English. Her study has proved the work of Bonnet (2004) who presents the
students this way:

“The Norwegian pupils have a positive attitude towards English, and they are motivated
to learn it. Their motivations are the following, to communicate abroad, to understand English
TV, films and song lyrics better, and to make better use of computers and the Internet’ (Bonnet
2004:146). The researcher analyzed all the data collected and came up to the conclusion that
English was no longer just a typical foreign language for the Norwegian students. Moreover,
for some of them it could be called as a second language. Aalborg (2010) concluded that it was
hard to define the status of the language, but she defined that English occupied its special niche

between second and foreign languages (98).
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2.6.2 Studying the English language in Norway

Reading was described as a process when information from a text and students’ knowledge
meet and create some meaning. The new models used in the Norwegian EFL teaching program
is constant swinging between bottom-up and top-down approaches. Grabe (2009) and some
other earlier researchers (Koda 2005, 2007; Cummins 2000) have developed the hypothesis of
interdependence. This hypothesis claims that the reading process on the L1 is same for the L2
and moreover, when it comes to L2 texts, a learner activates both L1 and L2 knowledge.

Furthermore, Bernhard (2005:308) has presented a compensatory model for reading in
L2 with the help of L1 knowledge. According to her work, the quality of reading also depends
on the ‘unexplained variance’, that includes content, motivation, interest and reading
strategies. In fact, there are some limits defining to which extent the transition of knowledge
about Norwegian can influence the reading process in English. Hellekjer has mentioned a term
of the linguistic threshold. It can be described as the ‘the more demanding the task is, the
higher the linguistic threshold (Alderson 2000:39). The main academic purpose of the
linguistic threshold is to overcome it in order to perform better as an EFL reader (Hellekjer
2012:155).

Notably during the period of time from 2002 till 2011 there have been some changes in
the EFL reading process at upper secondary school in Norway. Hellekjeer (2012:167) defines
these changes as the process of rising importance of EFL reading practice together with the
raising number of reading materials used towards the active use of computers during lessons.

Norway is expanding the international communication and English as lingua franca is
important both inside and outside the EFL classroom. Business and politics spreading far away
from Norway require the high level of the English writing and reading awareness. The
Norwegian education program has made English a compulsory subject at school, from primary
to upper secondary stages. Though there are no strict requirements to have English at the
university level, for example, when a degree is taken in Norwegian and is not connected to
English teaching or Linguistics, the base of articles and researches students are going to come
across is much richer in English than Norwegian.

Russia also follows the modern tendencies and the English language education has got

a new focus on developing the citizen with the satisfying communicative competence and
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especially high levels of literacy skills.

The acquisition of literacy skills includes not only learning rules about how to produce
or percept written texts. It is a process that also includes teaching grammar and vocabulary,
and depends on such factors as teacher education and students’ age, and has connection with

modern technologies.
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3 Methodology

3.1 Introduction

This chapter describes the research methods used in the present study. This research is
qualitative and data collection was fulfilled via interviews based on convenience sampling.
Section 3.2 describes the research project and participants. In Section 3.3, the
description of the qualitative research and its pros and cons are provided. Subsection 3.3.1
includes the description of interviews as the research method, and an in-depth presentation of
the interviews in this study in particular. In Section 3.4, aspects, such as reliability and validity

are presented. Lastly, Section 3.5 addresses ethical considerations of this study.

3.2 Research project and participants

The research participants were 6 English language teachers. In order to answer the main
research question and subquestions, the participants belonged to 2 different groups based on
the country they taught in, particularly Norway and Russia.

The sampling was defined by the age of pupils the participants taught English to. This
research was conducted at upper secondary school. It means that in Norway, upper secondary
school lasts for three years and is called videregaende skole or VG1-VG3, the age of students
varies from 16 till 19. The researcher did not focus on only one age group due to two reasons.
The first reason was that on the one hand subjects who agreed to take part in the interviews
taught different age groups and different levels of upper secondary school, and in comparison
to ones teaching at elementary and lower secondary levels were more willing to take part in
the interview. The main challenge was to recruit unfamiliar teachers, so that all the participants
were either the researcher’s current or former groupmates. On the other hand, such a selection
gives a more broad overview over the main tendencies in English writing and reading practices
in Norwegian upper secondary school, compared to studying the case of a single teacher or
two teachers who teach the same age groups. Thus, the project is based on convenience
sampling (Lavrakas 2008). Convenience sampling involves dealing with participants who are
willing to take part in a research project (Dornyei 2007).

The Russian education system implies upper secondary school as 10th and 11th forms,
and students are 15-18 years old. Compared to the Norwegian education system, there are
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some differences, because school education in Russia lasts 11 years, while in Norway it takes
13 years. The researcher did not have the possibility to travel to Russia in order to talk to the
teachers personally, so invitations to participate were sent out via e-mail. Participants that got
interested in this research project are also teachers at different grades of upper secondary
school, so that both Norwegian and Russian groups were teachers at the same level of
schooling. The researcher had expectations that participants from each context would have
similar tendencies in teaching English language literacy. In spite of that it was expected that
participants within same context (Norwegian or Russian) would have some disagreements
inbetween, that could be explained by a lot of different factors, starting from backgrounds and
education, finishing with the classes of different abilities. Nevertheless, both common
tendencies and differences were planned to be noted and analyzed.

Concerning the way of interviewing, there were some differences. All the Norwegian
participants lived in close proximity to the researcher so that there did not happen any
obstacles regarding interviewing them in person. Each interview was a face-to-face talk
following the interview guide, but if the interviewer noticed that some information should be
cleared up, the interviewees got additional questions. Two participants agreed to take part in
the interviews in English, while the third participant preferred to do it in Norwegian. For that
teacher, the interview guide was translated from English and the conversation was transcribed
in Norwegian.

The researcher had planned to travel to Russia with a purpose to personally interview
the teachers, but it was not possible because of the tight schedule of the participants, who
could not give interviews within the short period of time, so that it was agreed to use Skype as
the social network that allows to make free phone and videocalls abroad. This change did not
influence the structure of the interview and the process went the same way as with the
participants in Norway.

Despite the fact that interviews with the Russians were conducted via Skype there
happened no obstacles. Moreover, the teachers were able to answer all the questions from the
interview guide and cleared up some points in addition to that. Because all Russian participants
got their education in Russia, they found it more convenient to give interviews in Russian. So
the interview guide was translated from English into Russian, and the interviews were

recorded and transcribed in Russian as well.

3.3 Qualitative research

36



In order to answer the main research question, qualitative research was employed (Fraenkel
and Wallen 2003:430-432; Johnson and Christensen 2011:33-37). Thus, the researcher’s focus
was on an in-depth investigation. In total, six interviews were conducted and analyzed.

Qualitative research in education has both advantages and disadvantages. On the one
hand, qualitative research gives an opportunity for the thick description of a single participant
and allows to collect and analyse information in detail. Moreover, compared to quantitative
methods, qualitative research is not restricted by numbers only and is more flexible when it
concerns sampling, therefore it is possible to work with fewer participants. In qualitative
research, the questions can be easily adapted to the context. In this study, it was most
appropriate to employ the interview guide in order to get relevant data (Rahman 2016).

On the other hand, if qualitative research embraces a small number of participants it is
hard to claim whether the information represents the actual state of affairs in a group or groups
they represent. In addition to it, it is claimed that participants can be selected in order to meet
the researcher’s expectations. It can also be complicated if an interviewee is not able to
answer one or several research questions due to own reasons. In such case the significant
insight can be missed and the picture is not presented completely.3 These disadvantages were
taken into account while conducting the study.

This research can be described as a comparative qualitative study based on interviews
in two different contexts. The main task is to compare the teaching principles of Norwegian
and Russian EFL education at upper secondary school. This includes an in-depth study of
each interview: presenting and analysing their results, defining and comparing the major
features in methodology of teaching the English language.

The study is based on comparison of two education systems: Norwegian and Russian at
the upper secondary level. As above, from each side there were interviewed only three
teachers. The qualitative analysis of methods of teaching the English language in Norwegian
and Russian classrooms is possible in case data provided by the participants is sufficient
enough. The main purpose of this approach according to Johnson and Christensen
(2012:48-49) is to focus on the detailed investigation of a phenomenon, which is in this study
teaching methods. This research includes different cases that equally describe Norwegian and

Russian methods of teaching in English language classrooms. Analyzing the data that can

? The information has been provided by the Web-Site Poppulo. https://www.poppulot.com
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point out the main features of the interviewed groups, their similarities and differences is the

main focus of this research.

3.3.1 Interview

In order to answer the main research question and investigate differences and similarities of
teaching methods, the data was collected through interviews (Cohen, Manion and Morrison
2011:409-411).

The use of interviews can be justified as the most beneficial in terms of this study. First
of all, besides interviews there are different types of instruments for collecting data:
questionnaires, observation, and tests. But they cannot be effective enough for this research.
Information that was collected, concerns teaching experience and can be expressed verbally in
a form of dialogue to avoid misunderstanding. Moreover, during an interview there is always a
chance to elaborate on the question for participants thus they can give valid answers.
Questionnaires are mostly aimed at providing quantitative data, which is contrary to the scope
of this research. This style of data collection can include both close and open questions but the
latter can bring up complications to the further analysis, because participants freely write
answers on own terms in the “offline” regime, which means that they cannot consult a person
who is responsible for research to develop the points and data can be insufficient or invalid
(Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2011:378-383). Tests are even less suitable to this study, as long
as there is no aim to evaluate, diagnose or measure results. Furthermore, tests are constructed
in a different way and contain only close questions and participants cannot provide any extra
data that is required by this research (Cohen, Manion and Morrison 2011:476-477). Method of
observation would be a suitable supplement to this case study, but it was influenced by the
distance of the second research group that is located in Russia, that made it impossible to
attend English language lessons there.

Secondly, the interview, according to Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011), is a flexible
mechanism that enables multi-sensory channels: verbal, non-verbal, spoken and heard. This
definition implies that an interview is a conversation between two or persons, where at least
one of them is an interviewer and a second one is a participant. Talking about the
multi-sensory channels described by Cohen, Manion and Morrison (2011) it is logical to
conclude that these channels also deliver different types of data, besides the verbal that can be

transcribed. The non-verbal channels can on the one hand help to provide with sufficient
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information during an interview, and on the other - distract an interviewer so that a person will
misunderstand the data provided. At the same time, in case of this research, the non-verbal
information can be significant as long as it is possible to control the flow of the interview. For
example, whenever participants non-verbally demonstrate discomfort or hesitation it should be
a direct signal for an interviewer that it can influence the quality of the information provided,
that in some cases can be a good signal to change the flow of an interview. Thus, the interview
guide of this research consists of questions that do not confront any ethical principles and
moreover the participants have been introduced to the topic of thesis and content of the guide,
so that while giving their agreement to take part in the interview the teachers were aware of
what topics they would be asked about: research focus was on the methods of teaching the
English language in Norwegian and Russian schools (Cohen, Manion & Morrison
2011:409-443).

The participants were interviewed in two different ways. Those who were available for
meeting personally were talked to face-to-face, others were interviewed via social networks:
Skype. Hanna (2012) defined that compared to face-to-face interviews, the ones using internet
technologies are beneficial for both researchers and interviewees. The former ones have an
opportunity to ‘stay at the level of the text’ (Hanna 2012:240). According to Holt (2010), a
researcher is not influenced by extratextual factors so the data collected will not include any
contextual information, for example, participants’ insecurity caused by physical interaction.
Furthermore, Hanna (2012) also has studied that interviewees try to avoid potential
inconveniences surrounding face-face-to face interviews.

In terms of this work there was developed a pattern of preparing the participants for the
upcoming interview. After introducing the project to volunteers and obtaining their consent
concerning their participation in this research, they got the opportunity to choose the way they
would like the interview to be conducted. The Russian group initially interacted via internet
technologies and it was agreed to use Skype as the main research medium.

For this research there have been conducted six semi-structured interviews, which let
the interviewer vary the sequence of questions generally make them more flexible (Fylan
2005). The main aim of the research was the focus on methods of teaching the literacy skills,
so that a dialogue has been based on the interview guide separated in three different blocks
with the set of question. The first block is introductory and arranges the settings for the main
part. It includes questions concerning the participants’ education and teaching experience of.

In terms of this interview it has been interesting not only to know what type of education the
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teachers have, but also to what extent their own experience of studying the English language
could have influenced their choice of teaching methods.

The final question in this block concerns number of pupils of the upper secondary
level, that have to be taught simultaneously

Depending on the size of a target group and in terms of restricted amount of time, there
can be variations of teaching methods that are effective for each case.

Summing up, the purpose of the first block is to find out whether there are any external
factors that influence the choice of teaching English literacy skills, and how these
interconnections vary depending on the country.

The second or main block has two parts: part “A” asks to talk about developing reading
skills, part “B” - about English writing instruction. Each of the consists of six identical
questions. The researcher asks a participant to describe a process of planning the lesson with
focus on literacy skills. When an interviewee is giving an answer he or she can be asked extra
questions.

For example: ‘Is teacher the only person who takes responsibility for lesson planning,
or should the plan satisfy the prescribed standards?’

Answering this question, participant is supposed to clear up the circumstances that
‘force’ him or her to make a choice for the lesson structure and amount of time used for
developing literacy skills. The next questions are focused on the methods and choice of
materials. The researcher was aware of the fact that the Russian education program compared
to the Norwegian one, strictly requires the use of studying literature and expected to see
difference between teaching methods depending on how ‘free’ the teachers are in terms of
available vastness of choice.

The last two questions of part ‘A’ and ‘B’ develop the idea of pupils’ success or
unsuccess. Bergquist, Litner and Sumpter (2006) discussed a hypothesis that students at the
upper secondary level depend on ‘individual’s memory images and familiar routines’, that
makes them good problem-solvers (1). Since only teachers have been interviewed, the data
collected was very subjective, but nevertheless that could possibly influence the choice of
methods of teaching English language literacy whether teachers give sufficient information.

Finally, the third block compares preparation processes to English language exams and
the main tendencies of using literacy skills during the preparatory sessions. This part includes

questions similar to ones in the main part.
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3.4 Reliability and validity

According to Dornnyei (2007:50), reliability shows whether the research procedures produce
consistent trustworthy results. According to Basit (2010), the qualitative study is ‘unique and
particular to a setting’(69-70). In order to be secure that a qualitative study is reliable, the
entire research process has to be ‘scrupulous, honest, and precise, and has addressed their
research questions’ (Basit 2010:70). Moreover, the same study conducted by different
researchers can provide with different outcomes and is still count as reliable. Reliability for
this research is implied by the researcher’s precise and responsible collecting and handling the
data material.

Concerning research validity, Dérnnyei (2007:53) has defined six main threats to it.
Each of these threats and their influence on the research will be briefly described in the
following. In addition to it there will be discussed ways to minimize them for getting more
valid research.

The first threat is the participants’ dropout or attrition. Dérnnyei (2007) describes it as
a serious concern. In terms of this research it is obligatory to have the same number of upper
secondary school English language teachers as representants from both Norwegian and
Russian sides. There was a high risk of the so-called differential dropout where subject leaving
a definite group creates disproportionality. Searching for participants for this study was
inconvenient, because of tight schedule of the teachers and in case they were not familiar to the
researcher, they were skeptical about taking part in the interview. Thus, it was planned to
schedule interviews in a short time from one to two weeks after discussing it with the
volunteers, as long as they had the good overview over their future plans. Furthermore, the
researcher has decided to interview as many participants as possible and in case of dropout
there had already been contacts with other potential research subjects .

The second threat is called the Hawthorne effect. It is described as influence the
research process on the participants’ performance. If they know that they are being studied,
they will act differently and be presented both as more and less effective, depending on how
they personally react to the fact of being studied. In comparison to the method of observation
when participants use a language spontaneously, this case study is not under such a big risk, as
long as teachers’ performances have not been estimated. Anyways, the impact of the
Hawthorne effect on this research has been minimised by agreeing with teachers about that all

the interviews would be anonymous and would not include any questions related to their
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professional competence and effectiveness.

The third threat is practice effect. It means that the more participant repeats doing same
tasks and answering same questions, the better the quality of data provided is. One can
consider that teachers who took part in this research could have already taken part in some
interview that was very similar, but risk of this is very low. Moreover, the most part of the
participants answered negative after being asked about whether they had been interviewed for
the educational research before.

The fourth threat maturation can be applied only to longitudinal studies that require
experiments with same subjects during their developmental processes. Thus there was no risk
for this research.

The fifth threat is participant desire to meet expectations or social desirability bias.
This was one of the main threats to this research. The Russian participants informed that they
would like to get information about the topic of the interview and examples of the some main
questions. The reason for that was lack of experience from defining specific teaching method
in theory. The social desirability bias was the ability of the participant to anticipate what type
of question the researcher expected from them, they could start overreporting about positive
sides of studying programs and chose to describe theoretically most effective methods, but not
those that are actually applied in practice. To minimize this threat same as in case of the
Hawthorne effect, the researcher has introduced the participants’ rights and ethical terms of the
research, to make them feel secure that this research is aimed on studying main tendencies of
teaching English literacy, but not the professional effectiveness of the participants.

The last common threat is history. Dornnyei (2007:54) claims that data collected from
the research is influenced by unanticipated events that happen when the study is in progress.
Concerning this threat the interviewer was not under a big risk to collect invalid data. The
maximal length of the interviews was forty-five minutes and such threat is more common for
longitudinal studies.

One more challenge was the personal attitudes of the participants to the interviewer.
Both familiar and unfamiliar persons took part in this research, and the interviewer got a
challenge to develop the best way of interaction that would be beneficial for this research.
Asking extra questions to clear up answers if a participant was confused about information he
or she wanted to provide with, was the best option to avoid the threat to validity of the
research.

The last eighth threat was the process of translating data from the Norwegian or
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Russian language to English. The interviewer could not convey the interview only in English,
because pedagogical education in Russia is taught in the mother-tongue and the participants
have informed that they would provide more sufficient information about teaching process if
they use their native language. Some Norwegian participants have also preferred to give
answers in their mother-tongue for the same reason. The data collected had to be translated as
precisely as possible and besides own knowledge the researcher used external sources of

information, such as dictionaries and pedagogical literature written in English.
3.5 Research ethics

This research contains information about personal work experience of the subjects and all the
terms have been discussed and agreed between the researcher and participants.

It was required to register with the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD)
because the data collected via interview contains sensitive information that could identify the
participants. ‘NSD’s core value is that research data is a collective good that should be shared.’
* The application process included several steps:

Step 1: the interviewer presented the detailed information about the planned research
and uploaded it on the NSD’s web-page.

Step 2: the information was preliminarily reviewed and the researcher received the
message about some corrections.

Step 3: the elaborated information went through the final check and was approved.
After receiving the electronic approval, the researcher started with the interviews.

The study was conducted only after having obtained the NSD approval. Regarding the
Russian context it was not required to receive any approval from the Russian centre for
research data. Thus, the interviewer followed the Norwegian requirements while conducting
the interview with the Russian participants and handling the data.

Moreover, all the information was recorded, stored and processed on the researcher’s
personal computer, which was registered with NSD as well. (Johnson & Christensen 2012:377)
During all the interviews the data was collected with the voice recorder and stored on the
pin-code protected memory stick.

Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) discuss the ethical practice of research, so that there was

an opportunity to evaluate whether this study met ethical principles.

4 https://nsd.no/nsd/english/index.html
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To begin with, this study does not confront any physical and psychological concerns
(Fraenkel & Wallen 2003:56-57). Teachers interviewed during the conducted research were
asked to answer questions relevant to their experience. Neither in Norway nor in Russia there
is any legal prohibition to share information concerning their profession.

Secondly, the research data is completely confidential. Relying on the interview guide
there are no questions that can in any way disclose the person interviewed to the third parties.
Participants were not asked about their name, age and place of work. The main criteria was to
interview English language teachers in Norway and Russia that taught at upper secondary
school. So that in this research their names were replaced by codenames: “Teacher 17,
“Teacher 2”7, “Teacher 3” - for the three teachers who work at Norwegian upper secondary
schools; and “Teacher 4”, “Teacher 5” and “Teacher 6” - for the interviewees with the teaching
experience from Russia (Fraenkel & Wallen 2003:58-59).

The third point discussed by Fraenkel and Wallen (2003) was possible harm to the
interviewed groups. In terms of this case study neither teachers nor their students fall under
any negative influence and are at zero risk. Interviews with teachers is an acceptable practice
in Norwegian and Russian schools (Fraenkel and Wallen 2003:57-58).

Fourthly, in terms of deception the interview guide has been planned in a way that
teachers were not supposed to express their own subjective opinion (Fraenkel & Wallen
2003:59-60). The only point they have to clear up based on own viewpoints was to evaluate
whether the studying plan and materials used while teaching writing skill are satisfactory. One
has to take into account that there still can be some level of deception that depends on the not
quite naturalistic situation of an interview when the participants are asked to talk about
teaching processes to a person that does not take part in the described educational process.
Deception can work two opposite ways. The first one is when a participant being asked the
questions he or she has not been prepared to provides with invalid information; the second one
is an attempt to give an impression of a more qualified professional and talk about methods the
person actually do not use in terms of the teaching process but definitely are more suitable for
it. The problem of deception in this research could not be avoided, so that there has been
created a plan to inform the participants beforehand about points they will have to answer,
anonymity of the data collected during the interview does not force them to embellish their
personal success as teachers and lie about methods used. It has also been important to
underline that this case study is not focused on evaluating how effective methods of teaching

are, but what actually these methods include and what expectations are set.
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The participants have been interviewed in two different ways. Those who were
available for meeting personally have been talked to face-to-face, others were interviewed via
Skype. According to Holt (2010), while taking an interview at the distance a researcher is not
influenced by extratextual factors so the data collected will not include any contextual
information, for example, participants’ insecurity caused by physical interaction. Furthermore,
Hanna (2012) also has studied that interviewees try to avoid potential inconveniences
surrounding face-face-to face interviews. Starting with issues caused by travelling long
distances and busy schedule and finishing with psychological inconveniences and alienating
research objects, these complications can nowadays be reduced by conducting interviews via

different research media
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4 Results

4.1 Introduction

Results presented in this chapter are the data collected from six in-depth teacher
interviews. The interviews primarily focused on methods of teaching English language
literacy skills in upper secondary school in Norway and Russia. This section, namely
Section 4.1, explains the structure of Chapter 4. Section 4.2 and Section 4.3 present the
results obtained in the Norwegian and Russian contexts respectively.

Sections 4.2 and 4.3 have been divided into several subsections, and each of them
contains both results about methods of teaching English reading and writing skills in upper
secondary school and participants’ backgrounds, including their own experiences of
learning English literacy at upper secondary school, education and professional experience.

Subsections 4.2.X.1 and 4.3.X.1 include results about the teachers’ education, their
background connected to the acquisition of English language literacy skills at upper
secondary school and their work experience.

Subsections 4.2.X.2 and 4.3.X.2 present results about teaching English reading at
the upper secondary level. All the teachers have been interviewed about materials they use
for teaching reading skills. The main question concerned methods of teaching reading, and
whether there are any complications that need extra attention and improvement, as well as
noticeable positive tendencies. The participants explained possible reasons for students’
success and failures.

In Subsections 4.2.X.3 and 4.3.X.3, the data about teaching English writing skills at
the upper secondary level is presented. The type and number of the questions are the same
as in the previous part devoted to the reading skills.

Finally, the last subsections 4.2.X.4 and 4.3.X.4 include the results from the
questions about students’ preparations for the English language exams at the upper
secondary level with the main focus on literacy skills.

In addition, teachers were willing to give feedback according to the number of
students in the studying group and probable complications and benefits. Some of them
have also talked about studying materials they use and their effectiveness for the education

process.
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4.2 Participants in the Norwegian context

4.2.1 Teacher 1

4.2.1.1 Educational background and teaching experience

Teacher 1 worked at an upper secondary school and taught the general English course. The
teacher’s professional experience as an English language teacher was eight years. It is
noticeable that the work experience of this teacher was not restricted to the upper
secondary level only, but included all levels of schooling.

Education of this teacher was completed in Norway. The teacher’s bachelor’s
degree in English, not based on teaching practice, was reinforced by a one-year study in
History and later on - PPU, Practical Pedagogical Education in the English language and
History.

Regarding his own experience of acquiring English literacy, the participant could
not tell much, because of the amount of time that passed since he had finished school. The
English language had been taught on the vocational basis. The interviewee had some
English during the first and second years of the upper secondary school. As long as the
vocational study was based on communication, the main aim of the English lessons was
the development of oral skills. Students were listening to “hgrespill pa Engelsk” (radio
drama) and had some history in the lessons.

The number of students at the upper secondary level the participant taught was 30
in one class. The teacher was responsible for planning the lessons according to the

Norwegian governmental standards:

‘Nér det gjelder undervisningsprosessen, kan man velge selv. Vi har grovplanen
med forskjellige tema vi ma dekke opp i lgpet av studiearet. Det er helt opp til meg
nar og hvordan jeg kommer til a gjor det.’

'When it concerns education process, it is free to choose yourself. So we had the
main plan for a year with different topics we should cover during the year. That was
totally up to me what time and in which way I am going to do it.” (2020, translated

by Anastasia Amosenkova)
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The main aim of the teaching process was to satisfy the requirements provided by
the Norwegian Ministry of Education, Utdanningsdirektoratet. Teacher 1 taught English

five hours a week.

4.2.1.2 Reading skills

Teacher 1 tried to use all four types of reading: receptive, reflective, skimming and
scanning. This teacher underlined that types of reading vary every time and there is no
strict pattern, so that everything depended on text type and tasks given in a book. As long
as this participant paid a lot of attention to work with different text types, there was also a
variety of interaction between the students. Teacher 1 worked both with long and short
texts, that had influence on time used for reading and working with tasks. Even though big
stories and novels were more time-consuming, it was beneficial from the point of view of
this participant, because it was possible to organize different types of work: individual, in
pairs or groups.

Despite the variety of genres, the participants find it significant to connect all types
of texts to pre-, while- and post-reading activities. The main task that started the reading
process was to scan a text and search some specific information or quickly read-through to
create the picture of what that text was about. When students worked with novels the
pre-reading activities were to guess what texts were about and define their theme.
While-reading activities were focused on work with contents and characters, for example,
describing protagonists and antagonists of the story. Post-reading activities included
critical analyses of texts.

Even though students were supposed to know the vocabulary used within the topics
without extra preparation, Teacher 1 used some handing outs with both authentic texts and
translations from Norwegian into English. Such papers could include difficult elements
that were unfamiliar to the students or not clear in some contexts. Thus, the participant
added one more pre-reading activity to provide the class with sufficient vocabulary.

The interviewee had an idea of even combination of articles and novels from the
given syllabus and other reading materials that the teacher found suitable for
the  topic. Teacher 1 agreed that teaching reading and writing skills should be
interconnected and even more, in that case the connection is reinforced by use of
whiteboard where the students could see the text while the teacher was reading it aloud and
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at the same time the highlighted elements significant for essays were paid attention to.

The participant implied students were rather good readers with decent
pronunciation, but the question was how fast they could read. Teacher 1 underlined that
individual reading in classroom created complications, because some students could fulfill
reading tasks much earlier than others. Text analysis was the most complicated part for the
students, which required reflective reading. Moreover, they were not that successful at
understanding the elaborated language of novels. Teacher 1 explained the main reason for
such complications as differences between the English language and vocabulary in
particular students used in their daily life and absolutely different topics given at school,
thus they did not have enough words to understand texts, analyze and reflect on them

correctly.

4.2.1.3 Writing skills

It has already been mentioned that very little attention was paid to the development of
writing skills in Teacher 1’s classroom. The participant made handing-outs with examples
of correct essays and main constructions that have to be used. Due to the limited amount of
time students got an opportunity to write a good introduction with the help of a teacher, but
rest was left as homework.

Vocabulary and grammar were not taught separately from the essay-writing
process. According to the participant, after finishing the 10th grade all students were
expected to have satisfactory grammar and vocabulary level. Anyways, if the teacher
noticed some common tendency, the students would go through the most classic fails, but
only as addition to the main lesson planning. Teacher 1 said that writing sessions were
mostly focused on correcting the teenage “language” and turning it into more “adult”
academical that satisfied the given standard. For example, the most common mistake was
using “kids” instead of “children” and “buy” instead of “purchase”.

Concerning teaching grammar, the participant was trying to organize the lessons in
a way that the most significant and complicated grammar rules were refreshed, firstly, in
the beginning of the study year. Secondly, the most common grammatical mistakes made
during tests, were collected and discussed at the lesson after. During this grammar session
Teacher 1 preferred to use blackboard to demonstrate mistakes and correction in the most
convenient way and involve all the student in the education process.
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In addition to the whiteboard, the interviewee also used ITs Learning software that
is generally used at the majority of Norwegian schools and is built up in a way of external
drive to give and deliver tasks, have control over grades and upload files and presentations.
Teacher 1 told about the lack of time that could be paid to using more IT elements and
in-depth studying of grammar and vocabulary.

The most general failures students made, were, firstly, as it has already been
mentioned, the use of the everyday language instead of academical, and direct translation
from Norwegian to English, which is not suitable for writing essays.

The participant struggled to name any good points that describe students’ writing.
Furthermore, because teacher was not fond of the most popular social networks, it was
hard to claim whether the written language of the students and their success at learning
literacy was influenced by their addiction to it. Also, the question devoted to positive
tendencies in this sphere has not been described clearly. The main reason for that could be
lack of time used for teaching writing, thus students were not capable to perform
impeccably.

This interviewee claimed that the amount of time devoted to the development of
literacy skills varied and one academic hour at least once a week would focus on teaching
reading. At the same time this teacher paid attention to that on the one hand students
practiced their writing skills every lesson, if it was connected to memorizing of written
elements related to the topic. On the other hand, Teacher 1 is honest about little time given
to practicing essay writing. The participant could not say accurately, how long it took, but

underlined that it was obligatory to write at least the introductory part.

4.2.1.4 Exam preparation

In Norwegian upper secondary school students have to take the final English language
exam in the last year. It is compulsory only for the learners who are randomly picked up
for the exam.

Teacher 1 received all information about the exam 48 hours before the date and,
what is more, the participant claimed that the Norwegian education system provided them
with extra hours to prepare the learners for it.

The teacher preferred to start preparation before the exam date was announced and
students were picked up. In April the whole class started working on the previous exam
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papers that included both questions and answers, as the examples. The preparation process

follows these steps:

1. the teacher handed out exam papers from the previous years;

2. the students could study both questions and answers;

3. the teacher asked the students to give their own answers;

4. the answers were handed in and checked by the teacher;

5. the teacher discussed common mistakes with the students: both personally

and with the whole class.

24 hours before the final exam, when students get information about who will
finally take it, is the preparation day. Teacher 1 met the students early in the morning and
they went through all the tasks and text that the Ministry of Education had provided them
with before the exam.

In fact, the teacher did not focus specifically on developing the literacy skills, but
nevertheless involved mastering writing. In general, all the preparatory work was aimed at

revising the given topics.

4.2.2 Teacher 2

4.2.2.1 Educational background and teaching experience

Teacher 2 worked at upper secondary school with focus on vocational studies. The
teacher’s professional experience as an English language teacher was fourteen years and
compared to Teacher 1, this participant taught only at the upper secondary level.
Concerning education, Teacher 2 had the international bachelor’s degree, which
included one year exchange study in the United States, and the participant had 2,5 years of
the English studies out of 4 in total. The interviewee also finished his master’s degree at
school management at the Norwegian Business School BI. The participant's own
experience from studying literacy skills at upper secondary school was related to reading a
lot of literary texts of different sizes, both novels and short stories, which were reinforced
by watching movies relevant to the topic and helping with understanding of texts; and
writing essays. The way the teacher described experience of developing English reading
and writing skills at the upper secondary level as “drill” with the very strong
perception-production pattern and a drop of reflection. Teacher 2 has specified that there
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was no focus on acquiring different genres but only belles-lettres. Concerning writing
skills and grammar development students were drilling specific grammar rules and that
was planned from before: ‘This lesson, this month we are going to work with nouns...or
adverbs...or adjectives. We just had a grammar book and did exercises every week based
on grammar-translation method’.

During the academic year when the interview was conducted, the participant taught
classes consisting of 10 students. Teacher 2 also told that in the beginning they had more
than that number of students, but students dropped out and classes were getting smaller.
The participant is teaching students aged 16 to 19, but there are some of the age of 24 who
come from other countries.

Lesson planning needs to fulfill the government standards and within the school
walls the English language teachers have divided topics that will be suitable for the first
year of the upper secondary school (VG1) and for the second (VG2). All the topics were

still mostly focused on studying the English speaking countries:

‘So we have divided, if VG1 are studying other English speaking cultures like the
United States, Canada, Great Britain, the United Kingdom and Ireland; and next in

VG2 they do like Nigeria, South Africa, Australia and India...’

Concerning the teacher’s responsibility for lesson planning, this interviewee did not
have to agree with anyone about the lesson structure, but teachers within the English
language group talked to each other and cooperated to present their suggestions and find
better solutions.

The teacher also introduced the researcher to the diagnostic tests all the students
had to take at the beginning of the study year. This test is compulsory and provided by the
Norwegian Ministry of Education. Moreover, Teacher 2 had own diagnostic test in the
form of a personal letter from the students in order to evaluate the language level and
provide with the satisfactory input during the lessons.

Finally, this teacher pointed out that school focused on vocational courses could
have students with more widespread level of the English language, for example, if there
was a talk about the third world countries where people did not learn the language or had it
only for few years. In comparison with the previous participant this teacher spent on
teaching literacy approximately 1,5 academic hours a week.
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4.2.2.2 Reading skills

Methods of teaching reading skills presented in this subchapter are various. It is important
to notice that in this teacher’s English language classroom there were students of various
levels and the teacher tried to satisfy all the needs. The participant said that it was
beneficial to have a smaller class of 10-15 students because it helped to pay attention to all
of them during the lesson. The most preferable model of interaction between classmates
was groupwork. If Teacher 1 performed reading aloud while students were listening and
then gave tasks to read one by one, Teacher 2 decided to involve all the students in the
reading process straight away, so they could read taking turns or in small groups.
Moreover, this participant found it beneficial, as it provided opportunities to give small
corrections immediately. Choice of texts of this participant was similar to Teacher 1, who
preferred to use fiction as well as fact articles. Besides using materials given in the
textbook the interviewee also used texts from additional sources. The main focus was on
short stories.

Tasks used while working with the text were very similar for both teachers. But it is
the first participant who was talking about the importance of correct translation and
pronunciation. This language classroom used all for types of reading. But Teacher 2 did not
imply a lot of pre-reading tasks and finds while- and post-reading activities satisfying
enough. Besides that, the interviewee found the tasks based on reflective reading the most
important and practiced them a lot.

This teacher found it necessary for the education process to make PowerPoint
presentations . Not all classrooms were provided with the whiteboard and different other IT
surveillances, but this teacher tried to make the best out of what they actually had.

The most satisfying tendencies that were underlined by this participant were that
students were good at reading in terms of fluency and pronunciation and were apparently
much more successful at reading than writing. This interviewee also named watching
movies, playing computer games and Internet-surfing as the probable cornerstone of that.
‘And they have like specific words that I don’t know’, claimed Teacher 2.

Complications connected with the in-depth and reflective reading were similar for
this and the previous participant. The teacher agreed that this issue could be caused by the
active use of social networks. This interviewee works at school with the high level of
minority students, namely 35%, which can bring up specific complications into the reading
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process, such as cultural and language differences cause misunderstanding of the text idea.

4.2.2.3 Writing skills

Teacher 2 talked about an active use of IT resources during the education process. At the
beginning of a new study year all the students were asked to demonstrate their writing
abilities and knowledge of grammar and vocabulary. This is a test work that helps a teacher
to evaluate the average level and adjust the teaching process. For that matter, there is an
active use of electronic mail, thus the students send an official letter concerning their
student life. It helped them to create a real-life situation of an official conversation and
they could demonstrate their abilities as long as this task was adjusted to their experience.
Oppositely, the first participant was mostly implying academic standards and requirements
hat had to be satisfied, but very unfamiliar to students.

This teacher combines reading and writing sessions, as for example, before reading
a new material, students had to work with the vocabulary, read it, translate and write down.

Initially the grammar level of the upper secondary students was rather low and
Teacher 2 was honest about seeing no point in spending much time on learning grammar
during the last years, if the students did not manage to learn it at the secondary level. This
teacher agreed with the first participant about that students were supposed to know the
basic grammar rules and apply them on satisfactory level. Anyways, grammar is
significant for teaching writing and cannot be completely abandoned. As it has been told,
this school had first of all a lot of minority students, and secondly, students that were
getting very low grades at the secondary school, and definitely needed extra help. Despite
own experience of learning English writing based on drilling, this teacher gave up this
method shortly after starting the teaching practice. The main grammar work was connected
with face-to-face talk with students and writing down the rules, so they can take a look at
them and revise.

During the lesson writing sessions were based on learning how to write correct
essays. Handing outs include both work with correct spelling of words and writing in a
context; and patterns important for essays, such as introduction, main body and conclusion.

Same as Teacher 1, this one could not mark any points students are good at. That
also can be explained by both lack of time and their low language proficiency. The only
thing Teacher 2 underlined is students’ hard work and will to get to the point.
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This teacher is open about the attitude towards the influence of social networks,
particularly Instagram, and computer games on the students’ written language use. In
spite of the moment when these sources can significantly enrich students’ vocabulary,
wrong grammar and spelling seen and repeated constantly starts seeming as correct.

Furthermore, the students were struggling with reflective writing and creating long texts.

4.2.2.4 Exam preparation

The participant underlined that it was common for Norwegian education system that
students were picked up for the final English language exam and got all the relevant
information 48 hours before the day ‘X’.

Teacher 2 thought that the content was the most important element in the exam, that
is why the attention was paid to practicing necessary vocabulary and text structures. The
students would have to write a reflective essay and it meant that all the handing outs with
the significant elements must be revised.

The preparation process was based on correlation between reading the text and
watching movies related to the topic, thus the students enriched their knowledge with more
relatable content.

Compared to Teacher 1, this interviewee did not spend time for additional
preparation during semester but took 8 hours before the exam. What is more, Teacher 2 did
not work with the previous exam papers, because the questions could vary, and the most
important element was vocabulary and ability of the students to express themselves first

orally, during the preparation and then in written, during the exam.

4.2.3 Teacher 3

4.2.3.1 Educational background and teaching experience

Teacher 3 worked at upper secondary school with focus on vocational studies. Compared
to the first two teachers, this one did not have a long experience of teaching the English
language and had been working only at the upper secondary level for two years.
Furthermore, if the previous two participants had already finished their degrees, Teacher 3
had a position of an adjunct, which means that the education was not completed.
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The interviewee's experience from learning literacy skills at the upper secondary
level was described as ‘boring’. Same as Teacher 2, Teacher 3 was talking about pure
drilling. Moreover, the participant could not recall a lot of learning of the literacy skills,
but there majorly was present the development of the oral skill, based on learning different
topics. This is very similar to the experience of the Teacher 1, who had much longer
experience and finished upper secondary school earlier but claimed that there was few
focus on literacy skills. In addition to it the teacher has expected from students to know the
required grammar rules and vocabulary, that was why they were not taught.

This participant had a similar number of students in the English language
classroom as the Teachers 2: 15, and also prefered, same as the previous participants, to
strictly follow the education standards concerning topics and skills that had to be taught
and developed. At the same time this interviewee pointed out that there was no need to
make an agreement with other English language teachers working at the same school,
which also meant that lesson planning was responsibility of this participant.

Teacher 3 agreed with Teacher 2 concerning the amount of time spent on teaching
reading and writing. It took 1,5-2 academic hours a week and a participant tried to include

both skills in every teaching session.

4.2.3.2 Reading skills

Teacher 3 did not make the students to work a lot with the pre-, while- and post-reading
tasks. The reading process usually took a whole hour and was followed by a group project
based on a text students had just worked with. During this reading session the students
took turns in reading aloud one-by-one.

This participant mentioned the use of both top-down (text related) and bottom-up
(knowledge-related) tasks. For example, finding answers in texts or true-false questions
combined with reflexive reading, that could be presented in a project. One of the
pre-reading tasks was quick reading-through the text and discussion what the text was
about.

Compared to classes of the first two teachers, this class was struggling a lot with
intonation and pronunciation.

Generally, the overall information collected from this interviewee was very similar
to the one of the second teacher. Students also worked a lot with the unfamiliar words and
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constructions while reading the text, but since they probably did not have such a low level

of the language, they did not struggle with reflective reading.

4.2.3.3 Writing skills

The main focus of the writing process lay on essays. Students were taught to work with
two different essay types: reflective and descriptive. The participant tried to connect
teaching with the real-life situations, so students were mostly aware of the point they talk
about in the given topic.

Teacher 3 agreed with Teacher 2 in terms of face-to-face discussions of written
mistakes, both orally and with the help of making notes. The most effort was put into
learning essay-writing and there was little time devoted to teaching grammar and
vocabulary separately. Nevertheless, in case some grammatical mistakes seemed to be very
common, the participant decided to take a whole hour devoted to discussing of those
failures and practical work on them. Teacher 3 worked out the pattern of introducing

grammar rules to the learners:

1. showing a sentence containing a mistake;

2. asking what type of mistake it was and if someone were aware of the rule;
3. discussing the rule;

4. students were asked to make up correct sentences.

This participant had similar way of teaching vocabulary as Teachers 1 and 2 by
defining around 15 significant words from the topic that had to be learned both orally and
in writing.

Furthermore, Teacher 3 did not bring any new information concerning handing out
that were used to teach writing: the major part included examples of the correct essay
pattern.

Description of the success and failures of the students given by this participant was
very shallow. According to the teacher’s opinion, students just ‘follow the flow’ and one of
the most common mistakes was translation from the Norwegian language into English that

created the incorrect way of writing.

4.2.3.4 Exam preparation

57



Teacher 3 spent 4 hours on preparing selected students for the English language exam. The
learners had two compulsory hours and after that they could go home and continue
preparation on their own.

This participant combined the topics given by the Ministry of Education and exam
papers from the previous years as the main materials. During this four-hours session the
focus lay on the content of the topics given: vocabulary. The students and teacher worked
on it in a way of discussion and the learners d for themselves whether they needed to write
something down.

In accordance with the first interviewee, this teacher started some preparations
beforehand to make the students generally ready for the exam. Teacher 3 paid attention to
both answering the questions from the previous years and active development of the
grammar awareness. The students had to write an essay, the participant checked all of them
and defined the main mistakes, which were discussed with them face-to-face.

The last option for exam preparation was called ‘Studieverksted’. If the students
thought they were not capable to pass the exam, they could apply for those sessions and
work with one teacher for several months. The participant has never had any experience

from the ’Studieverksted‘ so that could not describe the teaching process there.

4.2.4 Summary

Firstly, all the interviewed teachers were educated pedagogues who had at least a
bachelor’s degree, giving competence in teaching English. Nevertheless, one Norwegian
(Teacher 1) initially had a bachelor’s degree in linguistics and studied pedagogics as an
additional course. Moreover, Teacher 3 was still studying at the university. The teachers
gave similar responses regarding their own experiences of studying literacy at upper
secondary school. They were talking about drilling the grammar rules and little attention to
developing literacy skills.

Secondly, all of the participants presented were of different amount of work
experience and worked in different types of schools. In addition to it, one Norwegian
teacher (Teacher 1) besides working at the upper secondary level also had experience from
primary and lower secondary level. All the interviewees, except Teacher 2, worked with
the students of the age group 16-18, while the second participant was dealing with older
individuals who had moved to Norway and attended the upper secondary school because of
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the insufficient English language level.

Thirdly, the participants focused their teaching aims at satisfying the education
standards and prepare student for the final exams. Teaching literacy skills was mostly
based on following the given syllabus, preparing additional handing-out and using IT
surveillances. Teacher 1 and 3 were talking only about making presentations in front the
whole class, but Teacher 2 also found it useful to apply modern methods of Internet
communication within the education process; and only Teacher 2 ignored the use of
syllabus and makes handing out based on it. The participants preferred to teach reading
while working with both long and short texts, adapted and authentic. There was no
agreement about what type they preferred more, because every participant found one
specific text type more beneficial. Furthermore, they agreed that adopted texts presented in
syllabus were related to the students’ real life, so that they could get the correct meaning of
a text. However, Teacher 1 thought that even if topics were familiar, there were still some
complications, especially during post-reading discussions, because some learners did not
face some problems personally. Two of three teachers used the whole specter of pre-,
while- and post-reading tasks, while Teacher 2 ignored active pre-reading preparation.
Nevertheless, all of them developed all four types of reading: scanning, skimming,
reflective and receptive, and what is more, though that development of reflective elements
were the most complicate for learner, and tried to put extra focus on it. Teacher 1 and 2
practiced activities in pairs and groups, but Teacher 3 prefered to work with the learners
one-by-one.

Fourthly, teaching reading skills was based on learning how to write a reflective
essay. All the participants in the Norwegian context agreed that it was necessary to develop
the correct text structure and vocabulary. Two of them ignored active development of
grammar skills as the learners should have already been prepared for it. At the same time
Teacher 3 preferred to pay regular attention to the most common grammar mistakes in
students’ essays.

Finally, all the teachers had a similar system of exam preparation. Teachers 1 and 3
used old exam papers and starts preparing 1-2 month before the day X. Moreover, all three
teachers spent some hours the day before exam to prepare the students. One more common
thing was that the day before preparation did not include teaching literacy skills, but only
repetition of the given topics. Nevertheless, Teacher 3 spent time on correcting grammar
errors in the training essays, so the learners could pay more attention to it.
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4.3 Participants in the Russian context

4.3.1 Teacher 4

4.3.1.1 Educational background and teaching experience

Teacher 4 got teaching experience from primary, lower secondary and upper secondary
level, since in Russia, 1-11 grades can be located in same building. The participant worked
at a secondary school with the in-depth study of social- economic disciplines.

Teacher 4 completed a bachelor’s degree in pedagogics with the focus on foreign
languages in 2017. Right after that the participant started the career as the English
language teacher and at the date of interview had already been working for 2 years and 3
months. Concerning the upper secondary students, the participant was working with a
relatively small group that consisted of eight students aged 16-17. Moreover, Teacher 2

gave positive feedback about this size of a study group:

‘B sTOM ToAy B MOel TpyIie I0 aHITIMACKOMY SI3bIKYy TOJILKO BOCEMb YUEHUKOB
cTapiiero 3BeHa. JTO /I0CTaTOYHO YZ[00HO, TaK KakK s MOT'Y OpPraHW30BaTh JIF000H
BU/JL [1eSITe/IbHOCTY U yAeMUTh [0CTaTOuHO BHUMaHHWsI BCeM yueHHKaM. Bornee Toro,
3TO TIOJIOKUTE/ILHO B/WsieT Ha [AWCOUWIUIMHY B Kjacce, 1moroMy 4to B Oosee
MJIaZILINX K/accax, rfe s Mpernofarw aHIIMNCKUN A3bIK, TPYNIbI 110 16 yesoBek, U
BO3HHUKAIOT OTIpeZie/ieHHbIe IpobieMbl.’

‘This year I only have eight students of the upper secondary level in the English
language classroom. This is rather convenient, because I can organize any kind of
work and give enough attention to all the students. Moreover, it influences
positively the discipline in the classroom, because at the lower grade where I teach,
there are groups of 16 students, that causes some problems’ (2020, translated by

Anastasia Amosenkova).

The teacher’s own experience of studying the English language and particularly
literacy at upper secondary level was described as a positive one. The participant did not
study foreign languages at an advanced level, but belonged to the group of the strongest
students the teacher was mostly focused on. Because Teacher 4 was interested in language
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contests and taking the final language exam, during the lesson there were organised
different types of work: in groups and pairs and were not only learning the language based
on the study books, but also extra materials, such as exam papers and tasks from the
university level. Writing and reading skills were mostly taught with the help of drilling
grammar rules and vocabulary, writing reflective essays and reading the texts with typical
pre- and after-texts tasks.

Curriculum was controlled by the interviewee together with other English language
teachers working at the same school and has to satisfy the governmental requirements. All
the topics given in the plan were strictly followed and could not be omitted or postponed
for the next study year. At the same time this participant was the only person responsible
for lesson planning.

Teacher 4 stated that introducing both reading and writing in every English lesson

and teaching each skill took approximately 1 hour a week.

4.3.1.2 Reading skills

It has been said in the previous subsection that Teacher 4 was working at the upper
secondary school where students did not learn foreign languages in-depth. Moreover, the
English language was not actively involved into daily lives of the country’s inhabitants that
led to rather low literacy level of the students.

As the teachers said: ‘...a aHTIMICKWNA: OHU Zla)Ke B OAMHHA/ILIATOM KJlacCe TOBOPST:
“MHe OH He HYXeH, s He Toefy 3a rpaHuiy”. ‘..and concerning English, even in the
eleventh grade they say, I do not need it, I will not travel abroad’ (2020, translated by
Anastasia Amosenkova).

This teacher applied a strict pattern during the studying session including the main

steps that were interconnected:

1. introduction, when students talked about a topic and defined it themselves;
2. main part: worked with new material or practicing the old one;
3. final, when teacher explained homework to students.

Teaching reading and writing skills was at the second and third steps. Main part
was developed into several sections and reading took part in the beginning right after
introduction, especially while introducing the new topic, and usually reinforced by
listening and comprehension. After that there came a big text that majorly belonged to
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fiction.

The most popular reading tasks used by Teacher 4 were, firstly, work with new
vocabulary as the pre-reading activity. It included not only teaching correct meaning and
translation but also offered rephrasing and equivalents the students also could apply later
while developing writing. One more pre-reading task was to choose the correct title for a
text. Secondly, while-reading activities included task aimed at putting the text part in the
correct order and filling the gaps. Thirdly, after reading the students were asked to work
with grammar and vocabulary — find correct forms in the text, find a character using given
features and give oral or/and written translation.

In addition, the participant said that practicing reading was not limited by several
sections in the books. The students also developed their skills while reading aloud different
interviews, dialogues and single sentences before they did oral, listening and grammar
tasks.

This interviewee tried to involve all four types of reading: receptive, reflective,
scanning and skimming, depending on material the class works with. Short texts were
mostly connected to in- depth understanding, long texts were focused on overall
comprehension.

Texts that were used for teaching reading skills were both authentic by British and
American writers and adopted, created by the Russian book authors.

Teacher 4 described a syllabus that must be used for teaching as the book extremely
enriched with information and would be suitable for students with a high level of the
English language, and students at that school found it very difficult. Otherwise the
participant would like to spend much more time teaching reading. Nevertheless, Teacher 4
thought that the materials given in the syllabus were more than enough and there was no
need for additional handing-outs. At the same time there were extra texts and tasks related
to the topic, that the interviewee found on the Internet or in different syllabus but applied
them very seldom.

It happened that the students while working with reading tasks tried to cheat and
searched full text and their Russian versions instead of using own knowledge. One more
complication related to pronunciation and intonation, that was explained by the fact that
students relied on their mother tongue and there was very few attention paid to
development of these skills at the secondary level. Rather low productivity in general
concerned not only reading but studying the English language in general. The teacher
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explained it as the lack of motivation, because students prioritized other subjects over the
language and claimed that they did not need English in the future.

One positive moment mentioned is that the students liked reading and tried to do
their best, even if some of them made mistakes.

Teacher 4 underlined that if the projector or whiteboard were available, the reading
process was reinforced by showing movies following up with related movies for better

comprehension of the idea of the written text.

4.3.1.3 Writing skills

Describing the process of teaching writing, the participant also said that planning was very
full, and the students did not get as much time for writing as it should be. Attention paid to
theory and practice varied from the genre man writes in. For example, on the one hand
informal letters did not require much time and effort, because they were taught at the
previous grades. On the other hand, descriptive writing was introduced only at the upper
secondary level and the teacher focused on that a lot at the cost of time used for teaching
other skills.

Concerning writing, the syllabus had tasks of different levels, that prepared
students at the in-depth level: rules and main writing patterns were reinforced by tasks on
development of different elements. These tasks were similar to the while-reading activities:
fill the gaps, put in the correct order and so on. Teacher 4 agreed with the Norwegian
participants about interdependence of teaching reading and writing. During the reading
part the students worked with the topic vocabulary and its equivalents that was memorized
and used for writing. In addition to that, the writing chapter involved even more enriched
collections of different synonyms related to text genre, thus students got known to cliché
and correct lexical elements.

The students’ writings were supported by a “check-list” with the required elements
and text features. This plan could be used for both writing a draft and correction of the
final work.

In addition to textbook, the syllabus presupposed the use of workbook to work on
grammar and vocabulary. Tasks were based on both complete texts and single sentences.

Teaching grammar separately from writing essays was mostly ignored by the
teacher. The main grammar tasks were focused on finding the correct word form and
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filling a gap in a text.

From the participant’s point of view writing was more difficult for students than
listening, speaking and reading. The students were not aware of grammar and vocabulary
and, moreover, did not know how to use dictionary and grammar sources correctly. The
major part of writing practice was given as homework and some students could cheat using
external sources, such as Internet. Teacher 4 found it complicated to check and evaluate
these works. The students were nevertheless successful with pre-writing tasks, where they

must work on already created product.

4.3.1.4 Exam preparation

Teacher 4 claimed that all types of final control works written in Russian schools at the
upper secondary level were very similar concerning topics and tasks. Even though this test
checks both oral and written skills, the participant told that for some classes they needed to
ignore the oral part because of the low English level of students and teacher were
motivated to present better results to the Ministry of Education.

The participant put the main focus on grammar and vocabulary that the students
had to revise. This final test also includes writing unofficial letter and reflective essay, but
Teacher 4 underlined that the students got the profound practice during regular lessons, so
preparation session involved only revision of those aspects.

Preparation started two weeks before the control test and during the lessons Teacher
4, first, introduced its structure and after that talked about different elements, paying the
major attention to elements of the English writing skills.

Materials used for the preparation lessons included the main syllabus and handing
outs. The participant made them using control works from the previous years and other
sources such as Internet and related syllabus.

Teacher 4 underlined that the final state exam and the final control tests had the
same structure. This interviewee also took part in preparing the students for the state exam.
It was not compulsory, but learners who were interested in it got one extra hour every week
and preparation could last for 1,5 — 2 years. In this case the participant also focused on
teaching writing skills: unofficial letter and reflective essay. The teaching process was
based on active practice to produce the correct pieces of text.

This participant had chosen to focus mostly on the writing skills while preparing
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the students to the final control test and state exam, because these elements, from the
teacher’s point of view, contained the highest number of mistakes. Oppositely, fewer
attention was paid to the reading tasks, as students manage to do them without many

complications.

4.3.2 Teacher 5

4.3.2.1 Educational background and teaching experience

Teacher 5, similarly to the previous one, was teaching English in the secondary school that
did not have the in-depth focus on the foreign languages. As an English language teacher
this interviewee had been working for 3,5 year and had same education as the Teacher 4.

Teacher 5 agreed with the Teacher 4 concerning own experience of learning writing
skills: practice was mostly aimed at writing essays that students were going to have at the
final exam. Nevertheless, this participant argued with all the previous ones about
developing reading skills. While they were majorly describing reading experience at the
upper secondary level as the boring one and mostly based on drilling and blindly following
the tasks from books, Teacher 5 mentioned some ways of working with text and
vocabulary that were introduced in their classroom. The most noticeable from the
participants point of view was translating the text and picking up the significant elements
and dividing them into three groups depending on how familiar the students were with the
meaning.

Teacher 5 was working with the group that consists of 15 students and was
technically the only person responsible for lesson planning but compared to other
participants lessons were still under control of the school headmaster and other
management. It means that the participant was obliged to demonstrate them the in-depth
lesson planning and if it were needed, the head teacher could attend the interviewee’s
lessons in order to evaluate how effective they were.

This participant used 1 hour a week to teach reading skill. Concerning English
writing, that was hard for Teacher 5 to tell how many hours were actually spent on that, but

claimed that from time to time it also could take up to 1 hour a week.

4.3.2.2 Reading skills
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Teacher 5 agreed with the previous participant about introducing reading into every lesson
and connecting it with development of other skills. The whole teaching process was strictly
based on the syllabus planning.

Methods this interviewee based the teaching process on were work with text of
different genres with pre-, while- and after-reading activities. Furthermore, this participant
worked with a whole reading- writing system and did not separate these processes. For
example, Teacher 5 could present a grammatical rule that was followed by a short text
including that rule and after-reading task asking students to define it in the text. There were
all four reading types applied. The most popular tasks were to find the correct variant
relying on text information, fill in the gaps and translate from English into Russian.
Pre-reading tasks were connected to finding the main idea and topic of the text.

The learners constantly worked not only with fiction and articles, but also read
aloud dialogues and learned them by heart. Texts were both authentic and adopted. As long
as this participant worked with the same syllabus as Teacher 4, they applied same methods
of teaching reading skills.

Teacher 5 claimed that the students had a very low English language level that
significantly slowed down the teaching process and there was no time for extra materials
within the process of teaching reading.

On the one hand, the learners were good at reading in term of intonation and
pronunciation. Furthermore, Teacher 5 noticed the positive tendency in developing the
translational skills. The main tasks connected to skimming and scanning usually were done
with success. The participant guessed that students had received good reading preparation
at the previous level. Others, who were unprepared since secondary level, received extra
help from the participant.

On the other hand, the teacher found it problematic to work with tasks that were
involving several different skills, for example, if the students were asked to find the correct
tense in the text as the after-reading activity. Due to the very low level of students’ reading

preparation, Teacher 5 had to omit the majority of reflective tasks connected with reading.

4.3.2.3 Writing skills

Teacher 5 was honest about paying few attention to the development of the EFL writing
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skills. Anyways, the participant focused on different text genres and preferably on those
that were included into the final language exam and control works: essays, formal and
informal letters.

If there was some grammar rule described Teacher 5 tried to include the writing
activity, when the learners created their own piece of writing based on that grammar rules
and text following.

Sometimes, but very rarely this participant used extra grammar task from another
reading book that was not included in the main syllabus. The grammar tasks were
presented in each module and had few related tasks, mostly about putting a word in a
correct form within a whole text.

The participant taught vocabulary more profoundly than grammar. The students
learned the module vocabulary by heart and after that had to write down their own texts or
sentences using the new words.

This teacher agreed with Teacher 2 in the idea of using e-mail as one of the IT
surveillances for teaching writing. The task was to write an official letter using the requires
structure, correct grammar and vocabulary. Difference between these two teachers is that
the Russian participant used e-mail letters not as the introductory test to evaluate the
language level, but as the control task. The participant also mentioned that it would be nice
to have more possibilities to use IT technologies in classroom.

Teacher 5 as all other interviewees pointed out structure of letters and essays that
includes such elements as introductory words and some necessary vocabulary.

The participant underlined that the learners were good at acquiring vocabulary and
spelling it correctly for both unofficial and official writings.

The learners had very low level of the grammar knowledge, claims Teacher 5. They

also struggled with reflective essays and reaching the main point in other pieces of writing.

4.3.2.4 Exam preparation

Teacher 5 told that the final control test included several elements of literacy: vocabulary,
grammar, reading: both work with tasks after a text and reading aloud, and writing a
reflective essay. Preparatory process included same steps and methods as Teacher 4
described.

The participant spent one extra lesson a week preparing the students for the state

67



exam. As long as the preparation did not take time during the planned lessons, Teacher 5
said that it was possible to work on every task. Preparation started several months before
the test and the participant tried to apply as many study materials as possible. However, the
teacher was sure that the main syllabus was not good enough for preparation and that is
why made own handing-outs with rules and tasks while practicing on control works from
the previous years.

Concerning the lesson planning, Teacher 5 tried to go step by step and did not have
the strict limit of time that had to be spent on teaching the language skills, the participant

found it hard to define the strict flow of preparatory lessons.

4.3.3 Teacher 6

4.3.3.1 Educational background and teaching experience

Teacher 6 worked at school with no in-depth focus on foreign languages. Nevertheless
among all the interviewed teachers both from Norway and Russia this one had the least
work experience of 1 year and 4 months.

It is also noticeable that this teacher initially did not have pedagogical education.
The teacher’s bachelor’s degree was focused at foreign languages and gave the
qualification of a linguist. To become a school teacher this participant has taken extra
online degree aimed at providing with the necessary pedagogical skills.

Teacher 6 recalled own experience of acquiring literacy skills at the upper
secondary level as the active preparation to exams as long as the majority of the class was
planning to choose the English language for the finals. Apart from working with the papers
from previous years student also had a grammar book called “Grammarway” that included
only grammatical task for developing writing skills, while reading was based on the above
mentioned handing outs and materials given in the compulsory syllabus. This interviewee
also agreed with other participants who have described their experience as nothing more
than plain drilling.

The number of students that Teacher 6 worked with was 18 and according to the
participants’ opinion this was quite a lot and smaller number would be more beneficial.

No had control over lesson planning, but sometimes more experienced teacher
could visit the lessons and give some advice after. The main aim for Teacher 6 was to
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satisfy the government education standard and provide students with the sufficient
knowledge, so that they could successfully perform at the exams and control tests.
This teacher same as Teachers 2,3 and 4 spent two hours a week devoted to

developing literacy skills, one hour equally for reading and writing.

4.3.3.2 Reading skills

Teacher 6 spent same amount of time on teaching reading skills as other participants but
did not agree with them in terms of spending only little time from each lesson. Relying on
the planning in syllabus, the students must spend the whole lesson studying reading.

Methods, used by this participant varied from text types, but same as Teachers 1,2,4
and 5 this participant also applied three main stages: pre-, while- and post-reading.
Pre-reading tasks included work with texts scanning, introducing the author and discussing
the possible idea of the text and its genre. While-reading tasks were aimed at not only at
understanding the content and translation, but also at students’ correct perception of the
main meaning and purpose. Post-reading activities involved same tasks as described by
Teacher 4 and reflection on the idea given in a text.

The students worked very often in pairs, evaluate each other’s reading skills and
even gave grades. In order to check the correctness and objectivity Teacher 6 also chose
some students after them and asked them to read aloud.

The teaching process followed strictly topic planning in the syllabus. This
interviewee used different book than Teachers 4 and 5 but anyways supported the idea that
the syllabus was enriched enough to develop literacy skills. Compared to the teaching
practice of the previous interviewee, this participant worked with more broaden variety of
genres of both adopted and authentic texts. The latter included different magazines articles
and scientific works as well as fiction. This teacher claimed that adopted texts were much
easier to work with because they contained ideas and involved readers in situations
familiar and popular among the age group of upper secondary students.

In comparison to the previous interviewee, Teacher 6 did not find work with long

and short text equally beneficial:

‘Ecmu YeCTHO, 4 JII00JTI0 pa60TaTb C [JIMHHBIMKU TeKCTaMHMU....II0OABJ/IAeTCA
BO3MO>XHOCTb dThb MHOI'O Pad3HBLIX BHAaHHﬁ, N YUEHUKU 6osee 3dHATHI, pa60TaH C
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HUMU.
‘Actually, I like to work with long texts that with short....it possible to make a lot
of different tasks and the students are more occupied with working on them.’

(2020, translated by Anastasia Amosenkova)

Teacher 6 defined positive tendencies in those types of reading when the students
were not asked to work on the in-depth reading: skimming and scanning. Furthermore, this
teacher was satisfied with student’ ability to learn new words and described their
vocabulary as enriched.

Receptive and reflective reading turned out to be the most complicated for the
students. According to the participant, they seemed to be indifferent and that is why could
not express themselves or even create any opinion about any described problem. The
teacher mentioned as well, that the students were not motivated to put enough effort into
learning the language and they seemed to be lazy and not hard working while doing
homework but more productive under the pressure during lessons. In addition to it the
participant agreed with the previous interviewee that the students had problems with
intonation and pronunciation: said all the sounds in the Russian manner. After being asked
about the possible reason for that Teacher 6 started talking about two possible reasons:
firstly, wrong pronunciation of the students influence by TV and Internet or computer
games, and secondly, the influence of the adopted English words and phrases. Moreover,
students were not motivated to be more active in learning the language because they were
sure it would not be useful for them in the future and they were not taking the final English
language exam.

This teacher underlined that it was impossible to use IT technologies teaching EFL
literacy, because classrooms were not equipped enough and teachers had the access only to

one PC to work with.

4.3.3.3 Writing skills

Teacher 6 agreed with other participants about teaching writing every lesson, and said that
not only specifically writing tasks aimed at creating essays or learning grammar and
vocabulary were suitable for that, activities connected with other aspects of the English
language also were beneficial: for example, working on reading and doing tasks in writing.
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The students were working on different text genres, which made the writing
process like the one described by Teacher 1. The main genres were an unofficial
letter-response, official letters and reflective essays. Teacher 6 helped students to create
memory-cards explaining the main rules and elements of written texts. Mostly, it included
structure and some significant words that must be memorized. The positive thing,
according to the interviewee, was that topics learners must write about were adopted to
their age problematics.

Learning vocabulary had two steps: first one included learning translation; and
second one was devoted to use of words in writing within sentences.

Grammar skills were addressed in the main textbook but no specific grammar rules
were described, says the participant. In this case Teacher 6 made additional handing outs
using different syllabus. The most popular tasks were connected to use of words in a
correct form within a whole text. The idea of such texts depended on the topic but must be
familiar to the students. The interviewee supported the idea of the Norwegian teachers
about collecting the most common grammar mistakes were presented on a screen to be
sure that the whole class revised rules simultaneously.

The good points about reading were, firstly work with unofficial letters, where
students did not need to use the “adult” vocabulary, basic grammar and met an easy text
structure. Moreover, there was no extra effort to make up own thoughts as long as a letter
was based on answering clear task questions. Concerning other genres, the learners were
good at organizing a well-structured text including all main elements.

Nevertheless, the students were not successful at writing official letters and
reflective essays, because they were not used to applying the academic style instead of
daily vocabulary and grammar presented in such types of texts is more complicated in
comparison to unofficial letters. This teacher also underlined the most common problem
described by all participants: students could not work on reflective writing in a proper way
with the lack of suitable vocabulary and motivation. But compared to reading, the students
seemed to be a little bit more productive in writing. The teacher guessed that not that strict

requirements were the main reason.

4.3.3.4 Exam preparation

Teacher 6 told that not all upper secondary students were taking the final English state
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exam, nevertheless, the final control work was compulsory for everyone. The participant
said that this work included all the aspects that present in the exam and preparation process
was actually similar.

It was up to the teacher to define how long time before the control work the
students should start active preparation, but usually it happened a couple of weeks before.
The control work included these literacy aspects: writing an essay and informal letter,
reading a text and tasks focused only on lexical and grammatical knowledge.

The participant said that teachers were not informed about topics that are included
in the control work, so it was pointless to use the lesson syllabus. Anyways, Teacher 6 tried
to teach students how to do the basic tasks, so prints handing outs that included control
works from the previous years.

The participant found it hard to say what the students should mostly focus at while
preparing for the final control test, and underlined that classes had students with different
level of language and their own opinion played a role to decide what could be highlighted
or ignored during preparation.

The participant said that the school was responsible for making tasks given in the
control test: both the English language teachers and other employees with relevant
qualification. The school had come up to a decision about excluding essay from the control
work and keeping only informal letter, so that this aspect of English literacy was not
trained during the preparation. The reason for that was limited amount of time given during
the test.

Teacher 6 said that results of the control test showed that the students performed
much better in literacy aspects than oral. Mistakes were usually found in grammar.

Preparation for the final state exam in English started from the first year of the
upper secondary school and lasted for two years. All students who were interested in
taking this exam, had one extra lesson (45 minutes) every week. The main materials used

were examples and exams from the previous years available on the Internet.

4.3.4 Summary

The Russian participants had very similar amount of work experience and education, all of
them worked with students of different grades at schools that did not have in-depth
learning of the English language. All of them have already finished university with the
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degree in teaching the English language. They described own experience of acquiring
English literacy as a process based on preparation for the final state exam. At the same
time, one participants highlighted that their teacher was interested in working with more
active and successful students. At school, Teacher 4 and 6 learned the language applying
active drilling, but oppositely, the third participant described the English teacher as a
person who was involving various teaching methods. Two interviewees from Russia
worked with classes of 15-18 students but commented on it as rather high amount that was
complicated to work with.

The next step was to present results from teaching English reading and writing
skills. The participants had very structured lessons and lesson plan was based on the
syllabus. Both individual and group work was used. They agreed that syllabus that should
be used for the English lessons at the upper secondary level, was full of information and
did not require much reinforcement from external sources.

All participants used four reading strategies: scanning, skimming, reflective
receptive reading. They also involved pre-, while- and post-reading tasks while working
with every text. The teachers focused on pronunciation, speed and clarity of reading, so
made the students practice a lot with reading aloud. Participants defined that they applied
both authentic and adopted texts of different length. Nevertheless, syllabus mostly included
adopted ones with thematic familiar to teenagers. The teachers had different opinions about
texts of what length are more beneficial to work with, but at the same time claimed that
students had complications with reflection and getting the main idea.

The Russian teachers tried to combine teaching different language skills, so that
writing never went separately from reading. The interviewees did not ignore grammar and
vocabulary and said that the given syllabus had enough tasks to develop them. Teaching
writing skills was focused on creating reflective essays and letters. For that purpose, all
three teachers made handing outs including structures and main elements.

While interviewing teachers in the Russian context, the researcher did not collect
much data concerning the IT surveillances used in classroom. The most common answer
was that school did not provide them with enough whiteboards, projectors, screens and
PCs. The teachers tried to use presentations whenever it was possible but not on the regular
manner. What is more Teacher 6 also applied modern tools of online communication.

The final state exam preparation started long time before the date. Some teachers
talked about 2 academic years' time, when the students had one hour a week to attend the
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language class. The structure of the final exam and control test were given by the ministry
of education, but teachers were allowed to make some changes in the latter in order to
present the better grades. While preparing for both test and exam, the teachers used
materials that contained tasks examples and focus was not on teaching reading and writing
from the bottom, but revising the already studied elements and working on applying them

in practice.

74



5 Discussion

5.1 Introduction

As the only research method, teacher interviews have provided the researcher with a
significant amount of information concerning approaches to teaching English language
literacy at the upper secondary level. The given findings are discussed in this chapter in
connection with literature reviewed in Chapter 2. In addition to it, teaching English literacy
during the preparation for the final language exams and control tests is also discussed in
this chapter.

This chapter addresses the main research question: ‘To what extent do the EFL
teachers’ approaches to teaching English language literacy at the upper secondary level in
the Norwegian context differ from the Russian one?’, and discusses six sub-questions.
Thus, the discussion is divided into sections that are related to each sub-question. Firstly,
Section 5.1 analyses and compares the amount of time the participants spend on teaching
literacy skills in both contexts. Secondly, Section 5.3 addresses the question how the
participants teach English literacy in the Norwegian context. This section includes four
subsections, which discuss teaching reading skills, teaching writing, teaching literacy
during the final exam preparation and use of IT technologies. Thirdly, Section 5.4

highlights the main tendencies in the Russian context and includes same sub-sections.

5.2 Time devoted to teaching English literacy in both contexts

This subsection analyses how the Norwegian and Russian participants include teaching
literacy into their lesson planning.

To begin with, it is significant to state that the Norwegian participants stated that
they had more freedom concerning planning their EFL lessons in comparison with the
Russian participants. In the Norwegian context, it was allowed to follow the topics in the
way a teacher or teachers (working in the same school) thought it was most appropriate
and suitable for the level of the students. Moreover, the participants claimed that at the
beginning of a study year students wrote tests that depicted the average level of the class,

so that a teacher could adjust planning and strategies. In terms of the Russian context, the
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teachers did not include this type of tests, but at the same time there definitely existed other
ways of defining the level of the students, as long as the teachers were speaking about
teenagers of different capacities. The Russian participants seemed to follow the lesson
planning more strictly, when the topics were compulsory and could not change their places.

Furthermore, all participants were asked about how many hours of EFL they had
during a study week and how much time they usually spent teaching reading and writing
skills in particular.

Even though this is a qualitative study, the researcher finds more convenient to
organise the information about teaching hours in a table (see Table 1).

Table 1: Including EFL literacy in the EFL lessons at upper secondary level in the

Norwegian and Russian contexts

Teacher EFL hours a week Teaching EFL Teaching EFL
reading writing

Teacher 1 5 approx. 1 academic | not defined, very
hour few according to

teacher’s opinion if
it concerns essay
writing; and every
lesson if it concerns
writing down words

and notes
Teacher 2 3 1 academic hour 1 academic hour
Teacher 3 3 1 academic hour 1 academic hour
Teacher 4 3 1 academic hour 1 academic hour
Teacher 5 3 1 academic hour max. 1 academic
hour
Teacher 6 3 1 academic hour 1 academic hour

Before discussing the time spent on teaching EFL literacy in each context, it should
be mentioned that neither in Norwegian nor in Russian schools teachers were responsible
for how many EFL lessons they had per week. Teachers 1, 2 and 3, as well as Teachers 4, 5
and 6, are under the governmental control and the Ministry of Education regulates the
number of academic hours. Teacher 1 worked at upper secondary school with general
studies while other Norwegian participants taught at upper secondary schools with

vocational studies, namely “yrkesfag”. According to Udir, vocational studies have English
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for 2 years and nearly twice as less for a single study year (84 hours in Vg1 and 56 hours
in Vg2) as compared to general studies with EFL strictly planned by the Norwegian
Ministry of Education only during the Vg1 (140 hours). ’

In terms of the Russian education system, the participants did not teach at schools
with the in-depth studying of the EFL, and according to the standards provided by the
Russian Ministry of Education and Science, amount of EFL is 3 hours per week. °

Nevertheless, participants were responsible for lesson planning and decided how
many hours they could spend on teaching literacy skills. Concerning the Russian context, it
was more even: each teacher spent approximately 1 academic hour or 45 minutes on each
literacy skill. So teaching writing, as well as reading, takes the third part of the whole week
planning.

Norwegian participants agreed with the Russian ones concerning vocational studies
and spent the same amount of time on literacy. Nonetheless, it was clear that Teacher 1,
working with general studies, paid less attention to the development of literacy skills
because of, as the participant claimed, “very few writing hours” and approximately 45

minutes reading with 5 academic hours of EFL a week.
5.3 Teaching English literacy in the Norwegian context
5.3.1 Reading skills

To begin with, all Norwegian participants paid attention to the process of vocabulary
teaching, but only if it concerned unfamiliar lexical items. New words were presented as
part of the pre-reading activity and were, firstly, presented without a context. Students
were expected to refer a word to the text and define its inner shape in the given context.
The teachers clearly supported the both explicit and implicit ways of teaching vocabulary,
but that supported both Crack and Lockhart’s (1975) and Schmidt’s (1993) theory of
language awareness (Carter and Nunan 2001:44). Teachers wanted the students to acquire

new vocabulary items shaped in a list in order to, firstly, be ready to meet them in a text

®> The information was provided by the official Web-Site of the Norwegian Ministry of Education, Udir.
https://www.udir.no

®The information was provided by the official Web-Site of the Russian Ministry of Education and Science,
Minobr.http://www.minobr.orb.ru
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and, secondly, that was actually more related to teaching writing, to learn words and
collocations by heart and apply them in essays. Setting up clear purposes the teachers
developed a strategy of intentional learning, which was presented in Schmidt’s work.
Moreover, he underlined that in controlled studies the process of intentional learning, when
the purpose and instruction were clearly presented to students, was much more effective
than incidental learning (Schmidt 1993:208).

While teaching vocabulary, the Norwegian teachers followed the idea of Krashen
(1998), which was later supported by Harmer (2004), namely that the most complicated
about teaching the language corpora was that one word or expression could have several
meanings. So the main strategy of teaching vocabulary was working with words within a
text. Moreover, participants also introduced the students to unfamiliar or complicated
elements before they started reading. Moreover, in line with suggestions by Cummins
(1999) and Herrel (2004), all the participants worked on reading vocabulary, as their
students were exposed to the new words and phrases they were going to or had already
come across while reading a text. Working on that part of reading instruction, the
Norwegian teachers followed the idea by Mukoroli (2011:7-8) and prevented the possible
problems with reading comprehension.

Despite the active work on vocabulary, the teachers mostly focused only on word
connotations instead of having an in-depth introduction to the whole spectre of features,
including the semantic associates, which were presented by Mukoroli (2011:13). In
addition to it, students at the upper secondary level were expected to be aware of the main
lexical constructions, thus the teachers did not find it necessary to focus on the whole word
structure.

Mukoroli (2011:27-32) presented many methods of teaching vocabulary in the EFL
classroom and defined teaching lexical chunks as one of the most effective way of teaching
EFL vocabulary. According to the interviews, it can be claimed that the teachers in
Norwegian upper secondary schools were focused on developing the vocabulary
knowledge using this method in addition to practicing language in use.

The teachers in the Norwegian context followed the idea, which was also presented
by Mukoroli (2011), that learning the English language vocabulary could confront with the
student’s mother tongue and culture that resulted in having the strong Norwegian accent
while reading a text aloud, or not being successful at reflective reading, because the themes
of texts were not always familiar to them and they did not have sufficient active “adult”

78



vocabulary.

It is clear from the given results that the Norwegian participants had to teach
students of different levels and capacities, and they tried to adjust the study process
according to the level of the majority.

It is significant to mention what types of reading skills the Norwegian teachers
were focused on. Based on Nunan’s (1999) work, there are four different types: receptive,
reflective, skimming and scanning. As the results have shown, the teachers tried to work
on different texts and tasks, so that all the reading types could be developed. At least two
of the three participants supported this idea, whilst Teacher 2 ignored a wide variety of
pre-reading tasks and introduced only vocabulary. Furthermore, the participants employed
different reading strategies, discussed by Wiland (2000:189-190), such as the basic
bottom-up and the more advanced top-down reading, depending on tasks given. Bottom-up
reading, according to Nunan (1999), did not develop an in-depth understanding of a text
and was suitable for skimming and scanning, which was used by the Norwegian teachers.
In spite of the fact that they used different reading types, the highest focus was on the
understanding of the text idea, main characters and problematics, thus working on
receptive reading. In addition to that, students were involved in active practice of
expressing their opinions towards texts, which revealed the point of reflective reading.

Relying on the list of the “good” reading tasks elaborated by Nunan (1999), the
researcher could conclude that the Norwegian participants used several elements from this
list, such as challenging or authentic texts; rhetorical and topical framework; mixture of
oral, silent and rereading; reading in groups and pairs, which contributes to interaction
between the students; text analyses and interpretations; and critical reading.

Moreover, the data received during the ongoing research agrees with Brevik’s
(2015) study, devoted to developing reading comprehension in Norwegian upper secondary
schools. Her main conclusion was that teachers had started paying much attention to
reading and comprehension enabling the Sherlock Holmes mode. The results of this
research confirm this fact. The participants put definitely much effort into shifting from
reading without comprehension to thinking on the text ideas. Unfortunately, in terms of
this research it was impossible to distinguish whether teachers in vocational programmes

were more encouraged to teach reading and comprehension.

5.3.2 Writing skills
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The Norwegian participants mostly agreed with each other concerning teaching reading
skills and reading vocabulary, and it was expected that the same tendency would be kept
for teaching writing.

The only difference is that on the one hand, two participants preferred to follow the
academic standards while teaching essay-writing, thus their students found it complicated
to express their opinions. Oppositely, Teacher 3 also involved ideas that were more
familiar to students along with the education plan, thus trying to raise their motivation and
productivity.

The development of writing skills includes the development of elements, such as
grammar and vocabulary. In the Norwegian context the students were expected to have a
sufficient level of vocabulary. Thus, there was very little time devoted to learning new
words. Nevertheless, attention was paid to the most complicated elements, especially when
it concerned essay writing. In this way, the teachers did not support either explicit or
implicit strategies of teaching vocabulary, but rather combined both of them, following the
idea of Carter and Nunan (2011). The most important aim of the writing activities during
the EFL lessons at upper secondary school in Norway was to get prepared for essay
writing. It meant that the students needed both awareness of the suitable “adult”
vocabulary and correct spelling. Thus, the explicit model was responsible for the former
and implicit for the latter.

A feature, such as ‘language corpora’ (Harmer 2004:16), was discussed much
during the interviews. All students at this level were supposed to have an enriched
vocabulary, so the teachers worked only on especially complicated or new elements.

In the Norwegian context, there could be traced interconnectivity of reading and
writing activities. As discussed above, during the lessons, the teachers paid much attention
to reflective reading and writing down the most significant information that could be used
for the final language exam. As a result, there were common fields between the reading
and writing vocabulary (Cummins 1999, Herrel 2004). Same lexical items could be
recognised in a text, written down for further studying and applied for an exam essay.
Mukoroli (2011) underlined the importance of vocabulary development for the production
and comprehension, which made this bipartite approach convenient for the development of
writing skills through reading.

Concerning focus on teaching the whole-word structure in the EFL classroom,
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Norwegian teachers left it as the responsibility of the secondary level.

It is clear that vocabulary learning was included in both reading and writing
sessions. As inclusion in the introductory task before a text vocabulary seemed to be
different and more profound compared to the essay vocabulary. To begin with, during
reading and writing sessions, students were taught to give their own feedback or reflect on
the given topic. According to the interviews, reflective reading did not include the strict
pattern or rules on how the correct answer looked like. Even though the Norwegian
students were expected to practice extensive reading and extensive viewing at home, the
struggles were caused by differences between the target vocabulary required by the
curriculum, and the vocabulary they acquired outside the classroom (Siyanova-Chanturia
and Webb 2016).

Oppositely, writing sessions included strict patterns of reflective essays and the
most important lexemes are those that “shaped” a piece of writing such as introductory
words and phrases typical for this type of writing. It was logical to raise a question about
how students were taught to make a logical reflective speech and apply thematic
vocabulary during the writing session. In this case one could talk again about the above
mentioned co-development of reading and writing vocabulary (Mukoroli 2011), which
enriched each other.

Lexical chunks are, according to Mukoroli (2011), representation of vocabulary in
use. In terms of this study, the participants paid attention to the ‘typical functional
language use,” which could be supported by teaching the patterns that were typical for
topics of essay-writing at the upper secondary level. Furthermore, topic vocabularies were
also taught with the help of the method of contextualization, when single words the
students were introduced to during the pre-reading activities, were presented as “living”
elements within the texts’ ‘organism (Mukoroli 2011).

Nowadays, there exist several strategies of teaching grammar. Despite the fact that,
according to Ur (2012), the grammar translation method was leading during a long period
of time, it was not supported in the Norwegian context. Of course, the participants
followed the rules of the “standardised” English language, but they chose the
communicative approach. During the interviews none of them mentioned
‘presentation-practice-production’ method, even though two claimed that it was preferred
by their EFL teachers. Writing practice at the upper secondary level in Norway was based
on writing reflective essays, as the part of the final language exam. As it followed from the
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interview, the teachers developed the grammar knowledge from the functional use of the
English language. The communicative approach plays a leading role in the Norwegian
context, and despite the suggestions given by Fazal, Ahmad and Majoka (2017) and
Shih-Chuan Chang (2011) about combining it with the grammar-translation approach, it
has benefits in Norwegian education. In this context the English language is the frontier
between the EFL and ESL (Rindal 2014). More attention is paid to English as the tool for
communication, which is developed by creating the ‘real-life’ situation both inside and
outside the classroom. Positively, students enrich their knowledge via ‘learning by doing’,
enrich experience of communicating and get immersed in the cultural cluster (Brumfit
2000).

The process of teaching grammar was focused on controlling the most common
mistakes and repetition of the rules. Pre-writing activities did not include introduction into
the English grammar. Relying on the data collected, the researcher could create the
common pattern of involvement of e grammar into the writing process: during the first
stages students were taught about the most important elements regarding grammatical
correctness in essay writing. After that they worked on the structure and content of essays
either by themselves or with the help of a teacher. Students had fixed deadlines for
delivering their works. Further on it was the teacher’s turn to check the correctness.
Consequently, if there happened to be some typical grammar errors, it could be either
discussed with the whole class or taken up personally with each student. Grammar
teaching in the Norwegian context was found on the focus on form approach (Long 2000,
Yu 2013). This approach did not interrupt the flow of the ‘natural communication’ and was
beneficial for both teachers and their students in terms of teaching with the basis on
communicative skills (Yu 2013).

The last point cleared up that the participants preferred the communicative
approach, but with the constant focus on grammar. This way they agreed with Ur (2012),
who claimed that it was more effective to combine functional use of English with explicitly
taught grammar. Teacher 3 could be called as the best example for that, because this
participant used extra time from the lesson to inductively find grammatical mistakes in a
text by giving the students an incorrect example, introducing or repeating the rule and
working on it by giving a task to build correct sentences.

According to Ur (2009:87-90), there are three approaches to teach grammar based
on explicit and implicit methods. After analysing the role of teaching grammar in the
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Norwegian participants’ lesson planning and the way they organised the teaching process,
it can be concluded that they taught EFL implicitly with explicit attention to grammar
applying the “focus on form” method. Its distinctive features are: grammar teaching only
in case of need, and in terms of this research the participants pay attention to it only of
there are mistakes; spontaneity, that it typical for the participants who do not have
grammar teaching on a regular basis; and not encountering in the main lesson planning,
that is explained by several reasons, such as few time left for writing sessions or teachers’
expectations to see the well-built at a secondary level grammar basis.

While teaching essay writing the Norwegian participants definitely focused on the
correctness of the final result, and by correcting the mistakes between handing-ins they
expected to see the positive progression. The whole teaching process was focused on work
with the whole piece of text. The teachers did not follow step by step from word to a
sentence, but taught how to create correct pieces of writing from scratch. It has been said
already that the Norwegian upper secondary students should have enough experience from
work with “blocks” that build up a whole text, before they enter upper secondary school.
There the participants applied already existing knowledge and tried to combine their
original thoughts and knowledge with the help of pre-prepared essay structures and
extracts from the syllabus and handing outs. Because essay writing was a significant part
of the final English language exams, the teaching process was focused on a successful final
result but doing it gradually with interim products and handing-ins, supporting the process
approach (Nunan 1999). Because this approach presupposed progressive improvement of
the writing skills, in terms on the EFL classroom in Norway based on the interview results,
the students could get closer to an absolutely correct essay by both “learning by doing” and
following the templates presented in a study book or by a teacher. As the result, it could be
stated that the Norwegian participants followed the top-down approach, where students
learned from their mistakes, but at the same time provided with essay schemes and the
most significant elements, that should be included into students’ works (Nunan
1999:272-274).

From Hoverak’s (2006) point of view, argumentative writing in Norway could be
successfully taught with the genre-pedagogical approach. In this research, the Norwegian
participants claimed to use different templates and handing outs presenting the correct
shape and structure of a reflective, argumentative or descriptive essay. So the participants
were also representatives of the genre-pedagogical approach, which, according to
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Hoverak’s study (2016), had positive influence on the development of writing skills.

5.3.3 Exam preparation

While talking about exam preparations, the Norwegian participants focused on the final
English language exam, which was compulsory only for some students that are chosen
randomly. The interviews did not present only one tendency of applying teaching EFL
literacy for exam preparation, because the teachers presented different opinions concerning
this point.

On the one hand, two of the three Norwegian participants agreed about preparation
beforehand when the main focus was on essays. In addition to tasks from the compulsory
syllabus they offered work with previous exam papers as the examples. Such preparation
started a couple of months before the exam. At the same time, these participants ignored
practicing EFL reading during that period. Moreover, minimum 24 hours before the exam,
they were obliged to provide extra preparation to the students who were selected for the
English language exam. During topic revisions and essay writing, one teacher also
included grammar and vocabulary, but in comparison with regular EFL lessons, the
preparation session did not involve any new elements and was based on revising and
correcting the mistakes, while talking face-to-face to each student. So especially grammar
teaching was up to the teacher. So two teachers worked on practicing process writing or
‘learning by doing’ (Nunan 1999:272). Moreover, they based the preparation process on
the genre-pedagogical approach (Horverak 2016:98-110), when the students got writing
instruction only related to the given exam tasks.

On the other hand, the third participant excluded working with the previous exam
papers from the preparatory session. This teacher did not include additional elements to
lesson planning. Furthermore, one can trace disagreement between the above mentioned
participants and this teacher concerning the importance of the reading practice during the
exam preparation. The main preparatory session before exam, had the focus shifted from
exclusively writing skills to including receptive and reflective reading (Nunan 1999:251),
supported by the active use of digital tools, for example showing movies and videos
related to the topic. This participant did not exclude working with grammar and
vocabulary. Right before the exam they made the students revise topic vocabulary. If one
participant was mostly focused on writing vocabulary, another participant worked mostly

84



with reading by going through topical texts, listening vocabulary by watching topic-related
videos, and speaking vocabulary by giving the students tasks to reflect on the given
problem or give a description of something (Cummins 1999, Herrell 2004). Grammar
teaching during exam preparations was based, first of all, on error correction, which is
supported by Ur (2012). If one participant aimed at written grammar, the second one was

sure that it was enough to focus on spoken grammar (Harmer 2004:14).

5.3.4 Technology in EFL literacy teaching

The Norwegian participants had different experiences concerning using the IT technologies
in the educational process. Summarizing the data, the researcher can state that first of all,
the participants used the online facilities in order to make students work on tasks more
conveniently. They were no longer forced to do handwriting, but worked with different
multifunctional programs to create written texts and presentations, and were obliged to be
registered in the school portal in order to deliver homework and have access to the newest
information the teacher provided them with. According to Levy (2012:281-282) and
Algahtani (2019),such use of the IT technology was beneficial for the education process,
and development of writing skills in general.

Moreover, the teachers in the Norwegian context agreed about the effectiveness of
the use of the projector. This technology was claimed to be applied during the wide spectre
of activities, for example while watching movies as visual support during reading and
comprehension, work with grammar rules and mistakes, and presentation of new
vocabulary. The researcher concluded that the Norwegian teachers found the projector as a
tool that was suitable for any classroom size and any class with different levels of students’
abilities. Furthermore, one participant also mentioned e-mail as a tool to check students’

writing skills, including grammar and vocabulary.

5.4 Teaching English literacy in the Russian context

5.4.1 Reading skills

The Russian participants agreed regarding paying attention to teaching new English

vocabulary to students. The most part of the EFL vocabulary, according to the interviews,
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was learnt under the teacher’s control and was included into lesson planning to be
practiced on a regular basis. For instance, it was the most common task in the pre-reading
activity. Following the Carter and Nunan’s (2001) division of the vocabulary teaching
strategies, the researcher could sum up that the participants in the Russian context
supported implicit learning. Following the idea of Schmidt (1993) and his theory of
language awareness their model of teaching reading vocabulary was based on conscious
learning depending on the words’ meaning and their inner shapes rather than leaving the
outer graphological shape as the main preference (Carter and Nunan 2011:45). This was
the first element where the Russian participants agreed with the Norwegian teachers.
Moreover, in the EFL classroom in Russia same as in Norway, much more attention was
paid to controlled intentional learning, rather than incidental (Schmidt 1993:208).

Vocabulary teaching was not limited only to presenting a list with new words and
phrases, but included teaching synonyms and equivalents. As Mukoroli (2011) claimed,
teachers included the introduction into the whole word structure, which also was limited by
the needs of lesson planning and involved only useful elements for further use.

The Russian participants introduced new vocabulary shaped by the contextual
meaning, so that students got familiar with lexical chunks. This method was introduced by
Mukoroli (2011:22), who claimed that this was one of the most effective methods, because
students practiced language in use instead of learning only single words.

Summing up, it could be stated that the Russian participants did not separate
reading and writing vocabularies (Cummins 1999; Herrell 2004), and topic vocabulary was
one of the main sources for writing.

Moreover, vocabulary teaching implied challenges in the EFL classroom in Russia,
as well as in Norway. Two of the three participants from Russia agreed that working with
English vocabulary caused complications because students tried to compare it to the
mother tongue and thus got confused concerning the breadth and depth of vocabulary. This
point was emphasised in Mukoroli’s (2011:41-42) work, where he discussed challenges for
vocabulary teaching in the EFL classroom. Moreover, one Russian teacher pointed out that
the influence of TV, Internet, computer games and social media also could negatively
influence the students’ ability to work successfully with English words. In this study it is
hardly possible to take the last point for the absolute truth, because it requires extra data
collected, especially from the students. Nevertheless, the researcher finds it necessary to be
mentioned, because it can be good basis for the further development of this study.
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Based on the interviews, EFL reading practice at Russian upper secondary schools
included work with different types of texts. All teachers included pre-, while- and post
reading activities, that were connected to four types of reading: receptive, reflective,
skimming and scanning (Nunan 1999:251). All three participants paid attention that all
types of activities were included in the reading process and worked on their development.
So they agreed with the teachers in the Norwegian context and, what is more, also
underlined that types of reading depended on the tasks provided in the syllabus or
additional handing-outs. In his work, Wiland (2000:189-190) determined two types of
reading approaches: bottom-up and top-down. Relying on the results received from the
interviews it must be noticed that teachers developed different reading techniques and
provided their students with the varieties of tasks focused on both close and surface
reading. Nevertheless, the highest amount of attention was paid to reflective reading and
text analysis, as well as working with extracting bits of information from the text. Thus, it
means that the Russian participants preferred the top-down approach, while they
sometimes worked on reading techniques and correct pronunciation based on the
bottom-up approach, including tasks, such as reading aloud.

In terms of Brevik’s (2015) study, devoted to the development of reading
comprehension in Norwegian upper secondary school, it has been claimed that more
teachers in the Norwegian context tried to follow up with the Sherlock Holmes mode of
reading (Brevik 2015:215-217). After studying the results concerning the Russian context,
it can also be stated that the Russian participants were actively promoting reading and text
comprehension instead of using only the Nike Mode (Brevik 2015:215-217).

All Russian participants underlined that students encountered different obstacles
while practicing in-depth and reflective reading. That was very similar to the obstacles the
Norwegian participants mentioned. In this case, the Russian teachers blamed, first of all,
social networks and, secondly, the lack of active vocabulary in English that could be

relevant to the topics.

5.4.2 Writing skills

Teaching EFL writing in Russian upper secondary school took much less time, compared
to teaching other literacy and oral skills, according to the Russian teachers. Nevertheless,
the teachers tried to provide students with as profound knowledge as possible.
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The Russian participants expected the students to be aware of the most part of
writing vocabulary (Cummins 1994, Herrel 2004) and main grammar rules from the
previous study years, but nevertheless included in their planning such elements as teaching
grammar and vocabulary.

Russian upper secondary students were provided with writing vocabulary from the
main syllabus. Even though Mukoroli (2011:7-8) defined four different types of
vocabulary related to each literacy and oral skills, the Russian participants agreed that
these elements could not exist and function separately. Especially concerning teaching
literacy skills they tried to involve the topic vocabulary and words or phrases from the text
into the writing process. Moreover, they kept track on students’ progress by giving them
tests on the topic vocabulary, thus they could check both correct spelling and definition.
These facts hint at that the teachers did not prefer either explicit or implicit model of
vocabulary learning that was described by Carter and Ninan (2011), but rather combined
them. The researcher explains such combination by teachers’ requirements for perfect
acquisition of both graphological shapes and connotations.

Tasks connected to learning the new words were aimed at both reading and writing
vocabularies and that means that the Russian participants generally paid attention not only
to translation of the elements from Russian to EFL, but also working with the whole word
structure (Mukoroli 2011:13).

Teaching EFL writing vocabulary in the Russian context happened with the help of
lexical chunks, because students received the pre-prepared word constructions they had to
learn by heart and use correctly in writing, particularly when it concerned elements
shaping letters and essays. Moreover, concerning topical vocabulary, teachers used either
whole texts or abstracts that present new words and phrases in the context, which meant
that they also applied the method of contextualization along with single words. (Mukoroli
2011:22-32).

The Russian participants did not have the same opinion on the obstacles connected
to teaching writing vocabulary and its acquisition by the learners. While Teacher 5 claimed
that the students were rather good at vocabulary acquisition during the writing sessions, the
other two participants disagreed with that and underlined that writing vocabulary was one
of the most complicated elements for students. Particularly, they struggled a lot with
relevant “academic” words suitable for such genre as official letter and reflective essay.
Summing up, the researcher can say that in the Russian context both opinions have the
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right to exist. A possible reason for the negative tendency was described in the Mukoroli’s
work (2011), where he brought up a problem of the lack of time that was devoted to the
vocabulary development. One more reason is that Russian students were not aware of topic
vocabulary, because the use of English in Russia was still limited by specific spheres and
was not included into the daily life (Ustinova 2005). The main purpose of the Russian
participants teaching EFL at the upper secondary level was to prepare students successfully
for the final control test and the English language exam. Grammar and vocabulary
elements were included in both of them as separated entities that came aside from creating
the pieces of writing. This supports Ur’s (2012) and Newby’s (2012) statements that
grammar knowledge took the leading place in the EFL proficiency.

As well as the Norwegian participants, the Russian ones had the conventions that
define acceptable or “correct” grammar that had to be taught in the EFL classroom at the
upper secondary level (Maley 2009, Ur 2012).

The Russian participants were focused on grammar correctness both within a whole
piece of writing and separately in single tasks. So the students’ grammatical awareness was
given the top priority. Despite the fact that Ur defined the methodology of teaching
grammar preferably implicitly with some explicit elements (Ur 2012:87), teachers in the
Russian context put more weight onto the explicit side. According to the interviews, the
typical EFL grammar session followed the presentation-practice-production pattern (Ur
2012:84), where a teacher presented a rule to the students, in both deductive and inductive
ways, they worked on examples, or with the whole pieces of texts based on the use of a
definite grammar rule, and after that created their own writing pieces, based on the given
text of smaller examples.

Concerning grammar tasks, two of the three participants chose tasks that were not
necessarily strictly connected to an essay or a letter, and only Teacher 4 tried to keep the
same pace and did not practice grammar separately from the main writing process.

It was up to the participants whether the mistakes or misunderstandings from the
already studied material were going to be discussed or not, but at the same time students
systematically worked with different grammar tasks with the meaning related to the topic.
This way one can conclude that focus on form and skill-based learning (Ur 2012:87-90)
are the methods that were actively practiced by the Russian participants.

Producing whole pieces of writing (particularly letters and essays) in the Russian
EFL classroom included not only essay as it took place in the Norwegian context, but also
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involved two types of letters: official and unofficial response.

While working with single grammar tasks, the Russian participants drew their
students’ attention to the accurate reproduction of correct grammatical forms, given in a
rule or example. This way students did not produce anything by themselves, but only
transformed the given model. According to Nunan (1999:272), the focus was on a product,
which is very effective when a learner works only with single “bricks”: words or
sentences.

Writing a whole piece of text teaching process was more focused on the process,
even though the aim was a perfect letter or essay that could get the highest grade. Thus,
students mastered their writing skills with the help of ‘learning by doing’ (Nunan 1999).

If the first case described the bottom-up approach, the second one was top-down
(Nunan 1999), so that in the Russian context there were two approaches coexisting and
separated by task differences.

While teaching letter or essay writing, the participants prepared the materials that
helped the students develop writing texts of specific genres. In spite of that Hoverak (2016)
did her study only in the Norwegian context, it can be claimed that genre-pedagogical
approach also can be applied to the Russian EFL classrooms. The Russian participants
created templates - instructions, that demonstrated the main parts of an essay or letters and
also some important lexemes that must be used in the piece of writing. Based the
Hoverak’s (2016) and Hyland’s (2007) findings, the researcher can claim that it was also
beneficial for the EFL classroom in the Russian context. This approach requires adjustment
of the teaching process with the focus on the main target: the final control work or the state
exam. The teachers put the main effort into producing the relevant tasks, thus making the
students to participate in the writing process effectively, mastering their essay- and

letter-writing skills.

5.4.3 Exam preparation

The Russian participants prepared their students for two different English language exams.
The first one concerned the final English language control work that was compulsory for
all upper secondary students.

The preparatory process started a couple of weeks before and included work on
sample control tests from previous years, syllabus and handouts with similar tasks.
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Preparation included same teaching approaches used during regular English lessons,
because the control work combined tasks aimed at checking writing skills by creating a
reflective essay and an unofficial letter, reading skills by working with a text and tasks
after, vocabulary and grammar knowledge (Kapikova 2016).

Teaching writing skills for the exam was based on the process approach (Nunan
1999: 272) and the students mastered their skills by creating whole essays and letters. As
well as during regular EFL lessons, the participants preferred to rely on the
genre-pedagogical approach (Hoverak 2016) and focused strictly on writing instruction
related to the genre of texts students would be asked to create during the control work.

According to the interviews, grammar and vocabulary were not taught but revised
and corrected in case there occurred mistakes. The Russian participants worked with the
topical vocabulary defined in the main syllabus. Tasks students worked on, involved single
elements, word formation and contextual tasks. Thus, practicing vocabulary was based on
many methods, such as word families, collocations, lexical chunks, identifying productive
pre- and post-fixes, and etc. (Mukoroli 2011).

Grammar instruction included work based on error-correction, same as writing and
vocabulary, when students did not receive any new information but mastered the use of
already acquired lexical items. Error correction, as it was claimed in Ur’s (2012) and Lei
Zhu’s (2017) works, was an effective method of teaching grammar.

The Russian participants focused not only on writing but also reading skills. There
were few changes in comparison with regular reading sessions during English lessons.
Students did not receive any new information, but processed texts they read based on
information they already had. The main teaching approach was error correction, which was
also supported in the study of Lei Zhu (2017). Direct error correction during the EFL
reading session at a Russian upper secondary school could be described as a beneficial
approach to teaching English literacy during the exam preparation. Instant, even oral,
feedback on the students’ and its correction during intensive reading could be viewed as
the positive tool, both students and teachers would have positive attitude about (Lei Zhu
2017:71). This point, nevertheless, cannot be claimed undoubtedly and requires further
investigation.

Besides the compulsory control work, some upper secondary students also decided
to take the final English language state exam. As the participants claimed, the structure of
the exam was very similar to the final control work, and the preparatory process was same.
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This information was also proved by the official examples of the control work and the state
exam provided by the educational organisations’. The main difference lay in time devoted
to preparations. If the compulsory control work required two weeks and occupied the
whole lesson, the state exam required approximately a year and one extra hour of the

English language a week, so it did not clash with the main lesson planning.

5.4.4 Technology in EFL literacy teaching

The teachers in the Russian context had the same opinion concerning the use of IT
technologies in teaching English literacy. When asked about the use of different digital
tools, including both hard- and software, they stated that classrooms were majorly not
equipped with anything else but the teacher’s PC. Sometimes they got a chance to use the
projector during reading sessions to show topic-related videos, or presentations, especially
when introducing a new topic. This way, the teachers brought the solution for the standard
routine of teaching the EFL, as it follows in the research of Algahtani (2019). The teachers
made an attempt to replace standard teaching using books by using the projector,
supporting this way a shift towards integration of the modern solutions, despite the existing
barriers, and a lack of IT tools, which was also described in the research of Sahin-Kizil
(2011).

It cannot be claimed that the process of integration in the teachers’ ? was moving
with the great speed. Only one teacher used online e-mail communication during teaching
writing, so that students could get a chance to practice letter writing in real life. This
practice could be firstly, beneficial for the development of the students’ communicative
skills when they acquired the language in a realistic way; secondly, pushed away the
limitations of the classroom, thus students got the opportunity to practice the English
language communication from outside the school building, providing the broader space for
facilitation of teaching process; thirdly, introducing the students to the modern teaching
technologies that would develop the increasing positive attitude and motivation in terms of
studying the language (Kasapoglu-Akyol, 2010).

Nevertheless, the results agreed with the studies by Agbatogun (2006) and

Sahin-Kizil (2011) concerning the point that the teachers had positive attitudes towards

7 http://www.minobr.orb.ru
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using IT technologies in EFL classrooms and expressed their wish to work with them on a

regular basis.
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6 Conclusion

This master thesis aimed at examining differences and similarities between the EFL
teachers’ approaches to teaching EFL literacy in the Norwegian and Russian contexts. The
topic was based on the need of the researcher to know more about the ways Russian and
Norwegian teachers approached teaching EFL literacy in upper secondary schools. There
have been conducted few research studies related to this topic. Norway and Russia are two
countries where the English language plays different roles.

For this study, there the following research question was raised: “To what extent do
the EFL teachers’ approaches to teaching English language literacy at the upper secondary
level in the Norwegian context differ from the Russian one?’ This question was further
divided in six sub-questions, concerning the teachers’ approaches to teaching reading
skills, teaching writing skills, teaching literacy in the exam preparation and use of digital
tools for teaching EFL literacy instruction.

The project was qualitative research. For this research, six semi-structured
interviews with Norwegian and Russian upper secondary EFL teachers were conducted.
An overall impression of the collected data was that the participants in both contexts were
educated English language teachers with different amount of teaching experience and type
of teaching practice. What is more, all the participants paid attention to teaching literacy
skills in the EFL classrooms. When it concerns lesson planning, in both contexts, they had
to follow the governmental standards, but are allowed to decide the lesson structure by
themselves. Thus, there are differences between time they decide to pay for teaching
reading and writing. It was clear that, teaching reading was generally under more focus
than writing in both contexts.

The way teachers approached teaching writing skills in the Norwegian and Russian
contexts were different. The Norwegian EFL teachers mostly focused on the
communicative approach, while the Russian EFL teachers on the grammar-translation
approach while teaching EFL skills. In the Russian context, the focus was on the
product-oriented approach, such as building texts with the ‘bricks’ and ‘learning by doing.’
In the Norwegian context, the process-oriented approach was prioritized. . Compared to

the Norwegians, the Russian teachers paid more attention to teaching vocabulary and
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grammar. The teaching process included work with grammar- and vocabulary tasks
together with error-correction.

When it concerns teaching reading, the participants in both contexts worked on
development the implicit learning of the reading vocabulary with the focus on contextual
meaning. At the same time the Russian teachers also put effort into teaching the
graphological shapes. The learning process was mostly under the teacher’s control and
approached vocabulary teaching as the explicit process. The Russian participants used pre-,
while- and post-writing activities, while the Norwegian teachers could omit some of them,
if they did not find them significant. What is more, in both contexts, there were developed
all four types of reading: skimming, scanning, reflective and receptive, and focused on
development of the implicit reading rather than explicit.

The teachers from the Norwegian and Russian contexts had totally different
approaches to teaching EFL literacy during preparation to the final English language exam.
On the one hand, the Norwegians expressed more freedom in choice of teaching
approaches and choosing between emphasis on writing or reading skills. On the other
hand, the teachers in the Russian context had a preference to pay attention to development
of both reading and writing skills. Nevertheless, there were common elements: firstly, in
both contexts, the genre-pedagogical approach was applied to teaching writing; secondly,
teaching was based on occasional error correction; thirdly, students were taught implicit
reading; and fourthly, teaching writing implied the product-oriented approach.

The use of IT tools for teaching EFL was different. The participants in the
Norwegian context were seemingly more active users of digital tools than in the Russian
context. That tendency was mainly explained by the lack of the sufficient IT equipment in
classrooms. The most widespread tool for teaching EFL literacy was the projector. It was,
anyway, noticeable that both the Norwegians and Russians expressed positive attitudes
towards further integration of IT tools into the EFL education process.

Because the number of the participant was limited, the study could not be
generalized and needs further development. Moreover, there was paid no attention to the
effect of teaching approaches on the upper secondary students in order to define their
efficacy. In this study, only one research method was used, namely in-depth interviews, so
that it was hard to find out whether teachers provided with the actual information.

The way teachers approach teaching EFL literacy in upper secondary school in the
Russian and Norwegian contexts is a recent field of research in Norway and Russia. The
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study findings suggest that there is a need for closer and more diversified research into
topics related to teaching EFL literacy at various school levels in different contexts. The
researcher finds it highly important to deepen this research by using several methods of
data collection, such as classroom observations, as well as recruiting a higher number of
participants. A greater and more correct insight into the process of teaching EFL literacy
can also be provided by implying mix-method research targeting: combining qualitative
and quantitative studies with the greater sample of participants. Furthermore, EFL teaching
involves oral skills, and that would be interesting to define in which way teachers in the
Norwegian and Russian contexts approach teaching these skills and how effective their

approaches are compared to each other.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

Interview guide

Opening remarks

This interview is done only for obtaining the information for this Master Thesis. All
participants and schools they work at will remain anonymous. The interviews are recorded

with the voice recorder and later transcribed into written summaries, which also are

included as appendix to to this work.

The specific focus lies on participants’ approaches to teach English language
reading and writing skills at upper secondary school in Norway and Russia; whether there
can be found any difference or similarities between these two contexts. The focus of this

research will not be on defining whether the approaches presented by the participant are

correct and effective.

Part 1: Professional experience and background

1.

2.

What type of school do you work at?
How long is your professional experience as an English teacher?
What qualifications and education do you have?

What can you tell about your own experience from learning the English

language in terms of studying literacy at upper secondary school?

How many students do you have in your English language studying

group”?

How do you plan the English language lessons? Are you the only

responsible for that or you have to satisfy some standards?

Part 2: Methodology of teaching EFL, results and expectations

A) Teaching reading:
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1. How many hours a week do you teach English reading skills?

2. What methods do you choose to teach English reading skills?

3. Can you tell us about materials you use while teaching reading? (For
example, books, handing outs, IT tools)

4. Are there any points students are especially good at?

5. Are there any points that need extra improvement?

6. How can you explain students’ success and unsuccess?

B) Teaching writing:

1. How many hours a week do you teach English writing skills?

2. What methods do you choose to teach English writing skills?
2.1 What are the main methods you use to teach vocabulary?
2.2 what are the main methods you use to teach grammar?

3. Can you tell us about materials you use while teaching writing? (For
example, books, handing outs, IT tools)

4. Are there any points students are especially good at?

5. Are there any points that need extra improvement?

6. How can you explain students’ success and unsuccess?

Part 3: Preparation for the final English language exam?

> W b

What type of exam do you prepare the students for?

Mastering of what literacy skills do you focus at?

What is the lesson planning while preparing for the exam?

What materials do you use while teaching literacy skills during exam

preparations? (including IT tools)
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- lawfulness, fairness and transparency (art. 5.1 a), in that data subjects will receive sufficient information about
the pracessing and will give their consent

- purpose limitation (art. 5.1 b), in that personal data will be collected for specified, explicit and legitimate
purposes, and will not be processed for new, incompatible purposes

- data minimisation (art. 5.1 c), in that only personal data which are adequate, relevant and necessary for the
purpose of the project will be processed

- storage limitation (art. 5.1 e), in that personal data will not be stored for longer than is necessary to fulfil the
project’s purpose

THE RIGHTS OF DATA SUBJECTS

Data subjects will have the following rights in this project: transparency (art. 12), information (art. 13), access
(art. 15), rectification (art. 16), erasure (art. 17), restriction of processing (art. 18), notification (art. 19), data
portability (art. 20). These rights apply so long as the data subject can be identified in the collected data.

NSD finds that the information that will be given to data subjects about the processing of their personal data will
meel the legal requirements for form and content, cf. art. 12.1 and art. 13.

We remind you that if a data subject contacts you about their rights, the data controller has a duty to reply within
a month.

https:/fmeldeskjema.nsd.no/vurdering/5dd30258-h247-4361-a5e5-2989e 7396207 2i3
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FOLLOW YOUR INSTITUTION’S GUIDELINES
NSD presupposes that the project will meet the requirements of accuracy (art. 5.1 d), integrity and
confidentiality (art. 5.1 f) and security (art. 32) when processing personal data.

Skype and the phone services WhatsApp and Viber can be used as data processors for the project. NSD
presupposes that the use of these services is clarified with the institution in advance.

To ensure that these requirements are met you must follow your institution’s intemal guidelines and/or consult
with your institution (i.e. the institution responsible for the project).

FOLLOW-UP OF THE PROJECT
NSD will follow up the progress of the project at the planned end date in order to determine whether the
processing of personal data has been concluded.

Good luck with the project!

Contact person at NSD: Tore Andre Kjetland Fjeldsba
Data Protection Services for Research: +47 55 58 21 17 (press 1)

https.imeldeskjema.nsd.noivurdering/5dd30258-h247-4361-a5e5-2989e 7396207
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Appendix 3

Are you interested in taking part in the research project

“A comparative study of Norwegian and Russian EFL teachers’

approaches to teaching English literacy at upper secondary school” ?

This is an inquiry about participation in a research project where the main purpose is
to analyze methods of teaching literacy skills in Norwegian and Russian upper
secondary schools. In this letter we will give you information about the purpose of the
project and what your participation will involve.

Purpose of the project

The main purpose of the project is to define differences and similarities between teaching
English literacy in Norwegian and Russian upper secondary schools.

The research question is: To what extent do approaches of to teaching English language
literacy at the upper secondary level in the Norwegian context differ from the Russian one?
This is a master thesis.

Who is responsible for the research project?
The University of Stavanger is the institution responsible for the project.

Why are you being asked to participate?

The selection criteria was, firstly, that a participant has experience of teaching English in
upper secondary school, and secondly, that a participant has experience of teaching in a
Norwegian or Russian school.

What does participation involve for you?

e « If you chose to take part in the project, this will involve that you answer the
interview questions. It will take approx. 30 minutes. The interview includes
questions about your experience of teaching English language at upper secondary
school. Your answers will be recorded electronically»

Participation is voluntary

Participation in the project is voluntary. If you chose to participate, you can withdraw your
consent at any time without giving a reason. All information about you will then be made
anonymous. There will be no negative consequences for you if you chose not to participate
or later decide to withdraw.

It will not affect your treatment at the hospital your relationship with your
school/employer. school/teacher, place of work/employer etc.

Your personal privacy — how we will store and use your personal data
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We will only use your personal data for the purpose(s) specified in this information letter.
We will process your personal data confidentiality and in accordance with data protection
legislation (the General Data Protection Regulation and Personal Data Act).

e Student and supervisor are responsible for the project in connection with the
institution.

e [ will replace your name and contact details with a number and they will not be,
transcribed or analyzed. The recorded data will be saved on the account that
requires password and PC used for this project will be locked automatically after
short time so that the access will require a code.

Participants will not be recognizable in the project. Personal information that will be
published is: age, occupation and education (for ex. bachelor degree in linguistics).

What will happen to your personal data at the end of the research project?

The project is scheduled to end 11th May 2020. All digital recording will be deleted at the
end of the research project. The transcribed data is anonymized can be deleted after the
research project is delivered and graded.

Your rights
So long as you can be identified in the collected data, you have the right to:
- access the personal data that is being processed about you
- request that your personal data is deleted
- request that incorrect personal data about you is corrected/rectified
- receive a copy of your personal data (data portability), and
- send a complaint to the Data Protection Officer or The Norwegian Data Protection
Authority regarding the processing of your personal data

What gives us the right to process your personal data?

We will process your personal data based on your consent.

Based on an agreement with University of Stavanger, NSD — The Norwegian Centre for
Research Data AS has assessed that the processing of personal data in this project is in
accordance with data protection legislation.

Where can I find out more?
If you have questions about the project, or want to exercise your rights, contact:

e The University of Stavanger via Anastasia Amosenkova (student, e-mail:
nastenka2931@gmail.com) and Dina Lialikhova (supervisor, e-mail:
dina.lialikhova@uis.no)

e Our Data Protection Officer: Kjetil Dalseth (e-mail: personvernombud@uis.no)

e NSD — The Norwegian Centre for Research Data AS, by email:
(personverntjenester@nsd.no) or by telephone: +47 55 58 21 17.

Yours sincerely,

Project Leader Student (if applicable)
(Researcher/supervisor) Anastasia Amosenkova
Dina Lialikhova
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Consent form

Consent can be given in writing (including electronically) or orally. NB! You must be able to
document/demonstrate that you have given information and gained consent from project participants i.e.
from the people whose personal data you will be processing (data subjects). As a rule, we recommend written
information and written consent.
- For written consent on paper you can use this template
- For written consent which is collected electronically, you must choose a procedure that will allow
you to demonstrate that you have gained explicit consent (read more on our website)
- If the context dictates that you should give oral information and gain oral consent (e.g. for research
in oral cultures or with people who are illiterate) we recommend that you make a sound recording of
the information and consent.

If a parent/quardian will give consent on behalf of their child or someone without the capacity to consent,
you must adjust this information accordingly. Remember that the name of the participant must be included.

Adjust the checkboxes in accordance with participation in your project. It is possible to use bullet points
instead of checkboxes. However, if you intend to process special categories of personal data (sensitive
personal data) and/or one of the last four points in the list below is applicable to your project, we recommend
that you use checkboxes. This because of the requirement of explicit consent.

I have received and understood information about the project “A comparative study of
Norwegian and Russian EFL teachers’ approaches to teaching English literacy at upper
secondary school” and have been given the opportunity to ask questions. I give consent:

to participate in (insert method, e.g. an interview)

to participate in (insert other methods, e.g. an online survey) — if applicable

for my/my child’s teacher to give information about me/my child to this project
(include the type of information)— if applicable

for my personal data to be processed outside the EU — if applicable

for information about me/myself to be published in a way that I can be recognised
(describe in more detail)- if applicable

for my personal data to be stored after the end of the project for (insert purpose of
storage e.g. follow-up studies) — if applicable

I give consent for my personal data to be processed until the end date of the project,
approx. [11 May, 2020]

(Signed by participant, date)
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Appendix 4

Teacher interviews

Here are presented transcripts of the interviews with six teachers from Russia and from
Norway. The interviews are enclosed partially and there are highlighted only the most
important elements according to the researcher’s opinion. Moreover, according to NSD
regulations, only the researcher and the supervisor can have access to the full interviews.
Questions of the researcher are given in bold (Interviewer). Teachers’ answers have the

regular font (Teacher).

Interview with Teacher 1

Hva slags skole jobber du i?

Jeg jobber pa videregaende skole med studiespesialisering.

Hvor lenge jobber du som Engelsklerer?

Jeg jobber som Engelsklerer siden 2012 og har undervist pa nesten alle niva fra smatrinn
til videregaende, unntatt 10. trinn.

Hva slags kvalifikasjon og utdannesle har du?

Jeg har bachelor i Engelsk fra universitetet i Kristiansand. Etterpa tok jeg arsstudium i
Historie og Pedagogisk-Praktisk Utdannelse i Engelsk og Historie.

Hva kan du si om din egen erfaring med Engelsk literacy pa videregaende?

Jeg husker nesten ingenting fra min egen erfaring fordi at det var for mange ar siden og
kan ikke komme pa noe skikkelig akkurat na. Jeg tok yrkesspesialisering pa videregaende
og vi hadde ikke sa mye Engelsk. Min studieretning var rettet mot medier og
kommunikasjon og lerere prgvde a gi opplegg for utvikling av muntlige ferdigheter, for
eksempel, vi hadde mye herespill pa Engelsk og historie i tillegg.

Hvor mange elever har du?

Klassene jeg underviser i akkurat na er veldig fulle og har 30 elever i hver. De har Engelsk
5 timer i uken. Vil si med en gang at det er alltid forskjell pa hvor mye tid vi kan bruke pa

lesing og skriving. Av og til skjer det sann at vi praktiserer lesing i hele timen. I tillegg til
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det, elevene prgver a skrive i hver time. For eksempel, nar det er noen nyttig informasjon.
Jeg kan ikke si at vi har sa mye til a gve oss pa essay-skriving. I lgpet av timen er det
viktig at vi gar gjennom struktur og er ferdig med innledning.

Hvordan planlegger du Engelsktimene?

Planen varres ma tilfredsstille Udir sin standard. Nar det gjelder undervisningsprosessen,
kan man velge selv. Vi har grovplanen med forskjellige tema vi ma dekke opp i lgpet av
studiedret. Det er helt opp til meg ndr og hvordan jeg kommer til a gjar det.

Hvor mange timer i uken bruker du pa a lere lesing?

Som ble sagt, jeg praver a ha cirka en time i uken med lesing.

Hva slags metode bruker du til a lere lesing?

Det er litt vanskelig a si presist hva slags metoder jeg bruker. Jeg pleier & fglge med
oppgavene i boken varres. Jeg pleier ikke a fokusere meg pa bare en type lesing.
Selvfglgelig, noen oppgaver krever kun generell tekstforstaelse, men jeg prgver a variere
sa mye som kan.

Hvis du mener noen oppgaver “fgr”, “etter” og “mens” vi leser, kan jeg svare “ja, jeg
inkluderer hele sekvensen av leseaktiviteter”. Vanligvis, far elevene begynner a lese, ma de
se kjapt gjennom teksten og gjette hva den handler om. Hvis det gjelder noveller, er
oppgaver litt mer avansert og man ogsa ma definere selve tematikken. Vi forventer at
elevene pa videregaende har et rikt ordforrad for a felge med pa planen og boken de har.
Men hvis jeg bruker noen andre tekster, for eksempel Roel Dahl, pleier jeg a lage listen
med mest vanskelige ord og fraser vi gar igjennom far vi begynner a lese. Mens de leser, er
det innholdet som er i fokus. Etterpa analyserer vi teksten slik at elevene kan tolke den og
uttrykke sin egen mening. Men man leser teksten ma man ha dyp forstaelse av den. I blant
er de spurt om a finne forskjellige elementer, som,tilhgrer noen sjanger. For eksempel a
beskrive protagonister og antagonister. Selve boken inneholder forskjellige tekster av ulike
stgrrelser. Tydeligvis er det mer tidskrevende a analysere store noveller men det ogsa er
mer velgjorende i forhold til, for eksempel, korte artikler. Nar man jobber med lange
tekster er det en mulighet til 4 organisere forskjellig samarbeid mellom elevene. Jeg
bruker bade oversettelser og autentiske tekster. Det kan altsa veere alle typer samarbeid: en
og en, partner- eller gruppearbeid. Jeg lerer dem ikke nye ord. Som det ble sagt, vi
forventer at elevene har nok kunnskap pa ordene fra forrige trinn.

Kan du fortelle om materiell du bruker til a undervise i Engelsk lesing?
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Min hovedmateriell er selvfaglgelig boken vi ma fglge, men av og til jeg finner noen
tekster, seerlig forskjellige noveller fra eksterne ressurser og dele de ut til elevene. Jeg kan
ikke si at jeg bruker mye av IT for undervisningen, kanskje, bare en projektor med
skjermet. Men det ogsa er svert nyttig, sa lenge elevene far se teksten og skriver ned noen
elementer dermed gver seg pa skriving. Jeg ville si at skriving og lesing gar ofte sammen.
Nar det gjelder lesing, hva er elevene flinke i?

De er flinke i uttalelse. Men problemet er hvor sene de er.

Synes du dette er et negativt poeng?

Ja, det er sikkert det, nar det er stor forskjell pa lesehastighet.Det skjer veldig ofte at noen
elever er ferdige med teksten og oppgavene mens andre er fremdeles i prosessen. For
gvrig, synes elevene det er vanskelig a jobbe med tekstanalyse og uttrykking av sin
mening, serlig nar spraket er “voksen”og avansert, for eksempel i noveller.

Hva er grunnen til dette?

Tema som star pa planen finnes av og til ingen relasjon til elevenes hverdagsliv, sa de har
ikke nok ordforrad til & analysere teksten og uttrykke seg selv pa en riktig mate. For
eksempel, ndr det handler om fgrerkort til 16aringer, har de ingenting a de fordi at det ikke
skjer i Norge og de har aldri hgrt om det i hverdagslivet.

Du har ikke nevn grunnet til positive utviklingen. Er det, kanskje noe du kommer
pa?

Dette spgrsmal kan jeg, dessverre, ikke svare pd, men héper at viktigste grunnen er a bli
godt forberedt pa ungdomsskolen.

Hvor mange timer i uka bruker du pa a leere skriving?

Jeg kan ikke si hvor mye det egentlig er. Alle uker er forskjellige. De skriver noe i hver
timen, men gver seg pa essay-skriving veldig sjeldent.

Hva slags metoder bruker du til a lere dem skriving? Du kan begynne med
vokabular.

Vi har ingen spesiell metode som gjelder vokabular, siden det er forventet av elevene at de
er allerede kjent med basis vi krever. Jeg legger fokus pa a utvikle mer vokser sprak, slik at
det bruker “purchase” istedenfor “buy” eller “children” istedenfor “kids”. Synes at det er
egentlig det de sliter mest med.

Hvordan lerer du dem grammatikken?

Nar det gjelder grammatikken, vi gver oss ikke sa mye pa reglene. Jeg pleier a ha noen
innfgringstid, nar vi repetere de mest kompliserte. Altsa, hvis jeg ser at de fleste lager mye
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feil, kan samle opp eksemplene pa de feilene og diskutere dem og korrigere sammen med
elevene.

Hva kan du si om essay-skriving?

Jeg lager instruksjoner pa hvordan de ma skrive essay med alle delene og mest brukte ord
og setninger. Da sd elevene gver seg pa & skrive essay, leverer dem inn, jeg sjekker og
skriver kommentar, slik at det kan forbedre sitt arbeid. Temaene de skriver om gjelder
grovplanen.

Hva slags undervisningsmateriell bruker du i skriveundervisning? Du kan ogsa si noe
om IT.

Jeg bruker bade pensum og mine egne materiell. Selvfglgelig med IT, ma alle bruke google
classroom-portal og “MinSkole”. T klasserommet pleier vi a ha projector. Jeg har ikke sa
mye tid jeg kan bruke pa a undervise ved bruk av IT, men vil uansett gjare best ut av det.
Nar det gjelder skriving, hva er elevene flinke i?

Jeg tror ikke at jeg kan nevne noe elevene er skikkelig god i nar det gjelder skriving.

Hva er grunnet til at de strever i a bruke voksen sprak? Muligens, sosiale nettverk
eller noe annet?

Det kan jeg ikke si, siden jeg ikke er sa glad i sosiale nettverk sa har ikke peiling pa hva
slags innvirkning de har.

Hva slags eksamen har elevene?

Engelsk er jo trekkfag, sa ikke alle ma ta eksamen. Vi far all informasjon to dager eller 48
timer for eksamen og har flere timer pa skole til a forberede oss: fire timer. For min del, er
et mye bedre a begynne a jobbe pa forhand, sa vi starter opp i April. Vi jobber mest med
fjorarets eksamensoppgave og svarene pa de oppgavene, sa elevene kan se hvordan alt ma
egentlig se ut. Etterpa jobber de selvstendig og leverer oppgavene nar de er ferdig med
dem. Jeg sjekker dem og redigerer eller skriver kommentar. Hvis jeg synes det er
ngdvendig, tar noe opp sammen med klassen.

Bruker du ogsa noe IT for forberedelsen?

Bruker ofte bare projektor, pa absolutt same maten som i vanlige timene.

Interview with Teacher 2

What type of school do you work at?
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I work at upper secondary vocational school.

How long is your professional experience as an English teacher?

Well, T have been teaching at the upper secondary level for fourteen years.

What qualifications and education do you have?

I have the international bachelor degree that I have partially received in the USA during
my exchange studies. Its focus lies on teaching English language. Right now I have also
finished BI: took my master degree there. I am a lector.

What can you tell about your own experience from learning the English

We did not do anything interesting, to be honest. Everything seemed to be pure learning
and drilling. Of course we were working with different texts and videos, wrote essays,
but it was anyway more like perception-production with few varieties. This lesson this
month we are going to work with nouns or adverbs, or adjectives. WE just had a
grammar book and did exercises every week based on grammar-translation method.

How many students do you have in your English language studying group?

Now - 10, usually - much more, but people, unfortunately, drop out.

How do you plan the English language lessons? Are you the only responsible for
that or you have to satisfy some standards?

Yes, it is Udir who tell us what to plan, but how I do it is up to me. I usually make plans
together with other English language teachers, and adjust topics to the students’ levels.
So we have divided, if VG1 are studying other English speaking cultures like the
United States, Canada, Great Britain, the United Kingdom and Ireland; and next in
VG2 they do like Nigeria, South Africa, Australia and India. I also prefer to give them
diagnostic tests and in the task to write and unofficial letter they have to send me via
e-mail at the beginning of the study year, so I can see what level they stand at. This is
very suitable for planning further.

How many hours a week do you teach English reading skills?

I think it is cirka 1 hour a week.

What methods do you choose to teach English reading skills?

Everything depend on the tasks they get in the reading book. I like to organize them in a
groups thus students with the high English language level can help those who are on the
low level. They usually read one by one, or do it all together, silently. I also give them
instant response, if there are some mistakes. As for genre, I personally like to give them
fiction and different articles, that I find on the Internet or in other books. My students
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also practice correct translation in addition to just understanding of the text. I do not
think that actually need to take much into-tasks, but focus should be on smooth reading
and translation. After they are done with reading texts, there go a lot of different tasks to
show how deeply they understand texts and whether they can orientate in it properly,
Can you tell us about materials you use while teaching reading?

I am satisfied with the book we have, plus I try to find some extra materials if my
students need them. Concerning IT elements, there is mostly interactive board or
projector. Moreover, my students do tasks using their PCs and hand them in on our
education portal.

Are there any points students are especially good at?

They are great readers, when it comes to pronunciation and fluency! I think they are
better at reading than writing. And I totally agree that English language media and games
that surround them nowadays has the positive influence. And they have like specific
words that I do not know.

Are there any points that need extra improvement?

Yes, there definitely are some! The struggle a lot with reflection and getting the idea of a
text. Probably, because they are always on socials and are not used to “heavy” texts, to
say so. One more reason is that this school is biggest in this are with 35% of foreign
students, who struggle with getting the main point.

How many hours a week do you teach English writing skills?

Same as for reading - one hour, but reading and writing usually go together.

What methods do you choose to teach English writing skills?

They learn the new vocabulary by writing it down and learning its meaning If you want
me to tell about grammar, there is not much we actually do. Students have rather low
grammar level, so I think it is better not waste time on drilling only grammar, but just
move on. They are supposed to acquire all essential grammar and vocabulary before that.
But still, if they struggle a lot, I have some grammar sessions, when we revise rules and
work with te examples. I also prefer to correct mistakes they make and write comments
either online, or talk and explain personally.

Can you also talk about essay-writing?

Yes, I can. I make special templates for them, so that they see the structure and the words
and phrases to use. Actually, essays are the only written work we put much effort into.
Because they will have it at the exam.
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Are there any points students are especially good at?

Technically, there is nothing they are good at, but I appreciate their inner motivation and
the fact they manage to get to the point very quickly.

Are there any points that need extra improvement?

They have generally very low English language proficiency. In this case I want to put
blame on media and social networks. Cause they see what happens on TV, and acquire
some incorrect grammar and vocabulary. In a short while of constantly repeating, it starts
seeming normal to them and they make same mistakes during studying.

What type of exam do you prepare the students for?

The have the final English language exam, but not everyone is taking it. Only some
students are picked to do it. It happens 48 hours before the date and we have several
hours to prepare all together. Of course, we also get provided with the preparation
materials.

Mastering of what literacy skills do you focus at?

I want them to read. A lot! I also show them movies related to the texts they have to
revise as preparation. In addition to it we repeat essay structure. I prefer that my
students practice it orally. So they are making reflective texts on topics, do not write
them down, but say out loud.

What materials do you use while teaching literacy skills during exam
preparations? (including IT tools)

I use preparation book, essay templates, some extra texts and the projector or

interactive board.

Interview with Teacher 3

What type of school do you work at?

I work at upper secondary school with vocational studies.

How long is your professional experience as an English teacher?

Two years.

What qualifications and education do you have?

I am educated as an adjunct teacher. So therefore I am still studying, taking my Master
degree to become a lecturer and teach at the upper secondary level.
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What can you tell about your own experience from learning the English?

The only I can recall from learning English literacy at upper secondary school: it was
very boring, we did not have much literacy learning. We just learned some topic and
themes we had to go through. We did not have much focus on literacy. And the focus
did not lie on writing or reading practice. Mostly, that was just drilling.

How many students do you have in your English language studying group?

Fifteen, and they are at the age of 17-18.

How do you plan the English language lessons? Are you the only responsible for
that or you have to satisfy some standards?

I get the full responsibility for lesson planning, that also has to satisfy the Udir
planning. At the beginning of the year I have a test to see where my students are at,
when it comes to English skills. And then I plan my lessons from their wishes as well,
so they can be more interested in learning English.

How many hours a week do you teach English reading skills?

Approximately 1 hours.

What methods do you choose to teach English reading skills?

I have that one hour when we read a book that I have chosen, so we just sit and read. If I
am going to add something more, other types of reading skills are reading out loud,
listening to someone reading. Before reading I introduce them to the new words, They
get some pre-, while- and post-reading tasks, aimed mostly at in-depth understanding of
texts and reflecting.

Can you tell us about materials you use while teaching reading? (For example,
books, handing outs, IT tools)

I prefer to work with handing outs. But I follow topics in my syllabus. As IT tools, I hva
same for both oral and English skills. I work with projector, whiteboard and they use PC
with online systems to deliver their homeworks and put out viarious information.

Are there any points students are especially good at?

Since I have a vocational class, they are at same middle-low level, so I cannot define
what they are good at.

Are there any points that need extra improvement?

My students barely do what I teach them to do. They struggle with pronunciation and
understanding the text.

How can you explain students’ success and unsuccess?
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There is not much I can say about it.

How many hours a week do you teach English writing skills?

Probably 1-2, at least 1 academic hour a week.

What methods do you choose to teach English writing skills?

I focus on writing essays or longer sentences. I think that this is the most important part
and what their exam is about. The receive a topic of discussion, for example: ‘What do
you think about climate change? Write pros and cons-’ And then they write it, hand in
and I go into their texts and leave comments. For example: this sentence you need to
rephrase, and so on. And also sometimes go through some mostly widespread
grammatical faults, so I have lessons when we just practice different grammar rules.
They first of all they are introduced to some rules, and are asked if someone actually
knows the rule. Then they practice it. They also write reflective essays that are corrected
and commented on by me. We follow the template and they try to get better at it.

Can you tell us about materials you use while teaching writing? (For example,
books, handing outs, IT tools)

I prefer to use my own handingh outs. What is more, my students receive templates for
essay writing with their structure and the most important words and phrases.

Are there any points students are especially good at?

Nothing, basically. They just follow the flow.

Are there any points that need extra improvement?

They struggle mostly with grammar and sentence building.

How can you explain students’ success and unsuccess?

I think they do not care that much, because they think that they are on a decent level of
the English skills that they understand mostly oral speech and can already communicate
on the basic level. So they don’t think that they have to develop their skills further. I can
assume that they they do not think that English is important or their future.

What type of exam do you prepare the students for?

They prepare for written English language exam, issued by the state. We get these old
exams that we elaborate a little bit, same as we receive the preparation material. This is
‘trekkfag’, so not everyone takes the English exam, so they get randomly selected. But
everyone needs to have a grade in English. When they get informed I have 4 extra

hours of preparation with the students, that are selected.

Mastering of what literacy skills do you focus at?
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I focus on essay writing and repeating the grammar. I do not have any special tasks. I
just correct their mistakes, or sometimes they do it themselves under my control. If
they write something, I go through and apply certain colours or just write what they
need to look for and then they get their texts back and I want them to look for the
mistakes that I have found.

What is the lesson planning while preparing for the exam?

[ usually start preparation in late April even though I do not know who is coming up to
the exam, or whether there is anyone at all, but just to have general preparation and
repeating the topics we have gone through and the grammatical rules we have learn
about. We go through the preparation material. and I work with a whole group, and
they have to stay there for at least 2 hours and after those 2 hours the students who
actually want, can go home, and the students who need more help, can stay after. If
they have very poor English skills, we have something that is called ‘Studieverksted’,
where a students and a teacher work one-to-one. So if they are really struggling in
English, they can apply for going there. They can stay there for several months and get
to work with only one teacher.

What materials do you use while teaching literacy skills during exam
preparations? (including IT tools)

We are provided with preparation materials about the topics and we also use the exams

from the previous years. IT tools are actually same for any lesson type.

Interview with Teacher 4

B kakoii mkosie Bol mpenojaere?

§1 paboTato yunrTeneM aHIIMHACKOTO sI3bIKa B CpeZiHel 0011e06pa3oBaTe/ibHOM IIKOJIE.
Kakoii y Bac onbIT padoTb1?

PaboTato B 110 crieljaJbHOCTH YoKe /iBa Tofia U TpPY MecsLia.

Kakoe y Bac odpa3oBanue u kBaymbukanusa?

S monyunsia nefaroruueckoe obpazoBaHue, MPo(UIb-WHOCTPAHHBIN 53bIK, OaKanaBp.

YTo MoXKeTe CKa3aTh 0 COOCTBEHHOM OMbITe H3yUeHHUsI HABBIKOB UTE€HHUs ¥ MIMCbMa 110
AHIVIMHCKOMY fA3bIKY B cCTapuiey mKose?
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Ec/iu BCIIOMHUTE MO# OMBIT 00yueHusl B CTApIIMX KjaccaX, TO yiyOsieHHOrO W3ydyeHust
WHOCTPAHHBIX $3bIKOB B IIKOJE TaKXe He ObLI0o, HO YyuWTe/lb OpPUEHTHPOBa/iach Ha
CWIbHBIX yYYeHHKOB, KOTOpble cgaBamu EI'D. Tlo3ToMy MBI OT/|efTbHO OTpabaThIBaiud BCe
BU/IbI UTEHMs], HalKMcaHue THCeM U 3CCe, TaKKe Mbl paboTany OT[e/bHO Ha TOBTOpPEeHHe
rpamMmaTHueCKUX MPaBwWI U ieKCUKU. Huuero ocobeHHoro He 6b110. [TpocTo HaTacKBaHUe
Ha JK3aMeH.

Cko/1bKo y Bac yuenukoB B Kiacce?

B sTOM rogy B Moeii rpyririe Mo aHIVIMHCKOMY $13bIKY TOJIBKO BOCEMb YUEHHKOB CTaplliero
3BeHa. JTO [JOCTAaTOYHO yA0OHO, TaK Kak s MOT'Y OpraHM30BaTh JTF000M BU/, 1€ Te/TbHOCTH U
YAEeIUTh 0CTaTOUHO BHUMaHMUS BCeM ydyeHHKaM. bojiee TOro, 3TO MoOJIOKUTEIBHO BJIMSIET
Ha JUCLIMIUIMHY B Kjacce, MOTOMY uTo B Oojiee M/afiimx Kjaccax, rje s Tperojaro
AHIVTMMCKUI $13bIK, TPYTILI 110 16 YesioBeK, ¥ BO3HUKAIOT OTpe/iesieHHbIe TTPoOIeMbl.

Camu 3aHMMaeTeCh IJIAaHUPOBaHUeM?

[InaHnpoBaHue ypoka J/eXuT TMOJHOCTB0 Ha MHe, xotd KTII MBI € mnegaroramu
COCTaB/IsieM Ha 1kl Tofi C yueToM Bcex TpeOoBaHHU M TeMbl mpornucaHbl B KTTI mbl
JO/DKHBI OyzieM cobsmrofiaTh Ha TIPOTSDKEHWH BCEro rofia, JaXke UX MOoC/Ie/[0BaTe/IbHOCTb, HO
3a XOf] ypOKa OTBeyvaro 51 IMYHO.

CKo0/IbKO BpeMeHH yjeJ/isieTe pa3BUTHIO HABBIKOB UTeHUA?

[IpumepHO uac B Hefenro. B ryiaH ypoka s CTaparoCh BKJ/IFOUUTh OCHOBHBIE 3Tallbl:
BCTYIIUTE/TbHBIN, OCHOBHOM U 3aK/OueHWe. YUeOHMK Halll pa3jlefieH Ha 4YacTH B
COOTBETCTBUM C BHUAOM peueBod JesrenbHOCTH. CHauana 3To oOyueHWe UTeHHIO,
ayJMpOBaHMIO, Jlajlee rpaMMaTHUKa, YTeHUe Xy[0XKeCTBeHHOM JIMTepaTypbl U MUCbMO. MBI
CcTapaeMcsl pa3BUBaThb BCe BUJbl UTEHUSs], IUIIOC €CTh 3aJaHusi Ha TEepPBUYHBIN aHaIu3
TeKCTa, [0 UTeHus, BO BpeMs Camoro Iipoliecca YTeHUs, Hy U II0C/Ie yKe, I[ile OHHU
paboTaroT C TIOHMMaHHMEM TeKCTa, OTBEUaloT Ha BOMPOCHI, pediekcupyroT. OCHOBHBIE
3@/laHKg - 3TO O03aIVlaBUThb TeKCT, PacCTaBUTb YaCTU TeKCTa M0 IOPSJKY, OIpeZe/UTh
[JIaBHOT'O reposi U Tak Jasee.

Yto MoKeTe cKa3aThb 0 MeTOAUKe MpenojaBaHus HaBbIKOB uTeHHs B Bamem Kiacce?

Kak yke cka3zana uTeHHWe OUeHb CHJIBHO CBfI3aHO C MMCHBMOM M [JPYTMMM HaBbIKamMUu. Mbl
yuTaeM MHOIO BUIYX, 1 UX KOPPeKTUPYI0. TeKCThl Bce pa3HOro pasmepa U ’KaHpa, ecTb U
a/larTUpoBaHHble, U HeT. Ilepes uTeHueMm, Mbl 3HAKOMUMCSI C HOBOU JIEKCUKOW, KOTOPYHO
OHU JJ0JDKHBI BBIyUHUTb HaW3yCTh, U YCTHO, ¥ ITMCbMEHHO. [11toc rpaMMarrueckue 3ajaHust
HaxOJATCs OYeHb YacTo IIPSIMO B TEKCTe.
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Kakue maTepua’ibl HCII0/Ib3yeTe B mporecce 00yueHHsI UYTeHUI0?

YuyeOHMKAa HaM BIIOJIHE [IOCTAaTOYHO. [lepuoguuecku 5 MOTY HAaxOJuUThb MaTepuasl
oTuuHbIl oT Hailero YMK B MHTepHeTe. KacaTe/lbHO TeXHUUECKOTO OCHaAIlleHHs], C STUM
B Hallled IIKoje He Bce xopoiwio. Ho eciyd mosiB/isieTCsi BO3MOXHOCTb, 5 UCMO/b3YHO
MPOEKTOp Y TOKa3biBal0 (U/IbMbI, OTPHIBKU W3 BHU/IE0, KOTOPble COOTHOCSITCSI C TEKCTOM,
KOTODPbIM MbI UiTaeM. MOUM yueHHKaM 3TO OYeHb HPaBUTCSI.

Bb1 MOXXeTe B UeM-TO IIOXBA/IUTh CBOUX YYEHUKOB?

Huuero ocobeHHOTo CKa3aTh He MOTY, K COXaJIeHH0. MOTy eJMHCTBEHHOe OTBETHUTb, UTO
JIeTH JIFOOST UNUTaTh.

EcTb MOMeHTBI, KOTOpbIe TPeQyIOT JOMO/IHUTE/IbHOI MPopadoTKu?

OHu paboTaloT He3auHTepeCcOBaHHO U Mano3(pQPeKTUBHO, U UM OYEBUIHO WUHTEPECHBI
JIpyrye TipefiMeThl, a aHIVIMUCKWN: OHU [la)ke B OJ[MHHA/II]aTOM Kjacce TOBOpAT: “MHe OH
He HY)KeH, 51 He TIoe/ly 3a rpanuiy”. ITmtoc st ObI Bce Taku opaboTasia Haji MHTOHALeH.
CKO0/1IbKO BpeMeHHU yjeJisieTe Pa3BUTHIO HABBIKOB MUCbMa?

OOGyueHre MUCbMY TaKXKe 3aHWMaeT TPUMEpPHO Yac, HO S CUMTalo, YTO 3TO BCe pPaBHO
HesocTaToyHo. MoxKeT OBbITh JaXke U peXke. Bce 3aBUCUT OT TWIA 3aJj@HUS: MHUCHMO
Heo(pUIMA/LHOTO XapakTepa BCe THUIIYT OueHb OLICTPO, TaK KakK 3HAKOMbI C 3TUM CO
cpenHero 3BeHa. EciyM 3TO KacaeTcs 3cce, TO TYT S HE MOTY IPOCTO TOBTOPSITh YiKe
3ayyeHHbIe rpaBwia. Mbl oTpabaTbiBaeM CTPYKTYPY TOTO WJIM MHOTO CTUJIS, ST UM 3TO JaxKe
pa3zar otze/sbHO. OHM MOTYT OCMOTPETh HAa BCe YaCTH U BaKHbIe CJI0BA U 3/IEMEHTHI.
PebsiTa rosiydaroT 3a/jaHus Ha OTPabOTKY.

YTo MoOKeTe CKa3aTbh KacaemMo JIEKCUKH?

JleKCuKa yuuTCsl Hau3yCTh, U YUYEHUKU 3HAKOMSTCS C Hell repej ureHreM Tekcrta. [ToTom
0TpabaThIBalOT ee B MUCbMEHHBIX YIPAKHEHUSX U MCITO/Ib3YIOT ee B 3CCe.

YTo MoXKeTe CKa3aTb KacaeM0 rpaMMaTHUKHU?

I'paMmmarrueckre mnpaBu/a HK3yuyarOTC B CUCTEMe U YKas3aHbl B TIOYPOUHOM ILJIaHe.
YyeHukam NnpefoCTaB/ISIOTCA MpPaBUia, KOTOPble OHU JO/DKHBI U3YUWTh, @ IOTOM Jar0TCs
3a/laHuUs Ha OTPAa0OTKY 10 HapaCTarolel CI0KHOCTH.

Kakne maTepuasibl HCII0/Ib3yeTe B MpoLecce 00yueHusi MUCbMY?

Te ke, UTO U 1MpU 00yUEHUN UTEHUIO.

Bb1 MOXKeTe B UeM-TO IOXBA/IUTh CBOUX YYEHUKOB?

3azaHus Gosiee JIeTKOTO TUIA OTPA0aThIBAKOTCS OUEeHb YCIIeIHO.

EcTb MOMEHTBI, KOTOPbI€ TPeOYyIOT JOMO/THUTE/IbHON MPOPadoTKH?
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OO6yueHue MMCHMY BBI3bIBAET ropaso Oosblile CIIOKHOCTEMH, UeM UTeHHIO, TIOCKOJIbKY JeTH
3TOr0 60sTCS. VIM He XBaTaeT 3HaHWM I'PaMMATHKH U JIEKCHKH.

Kak Bbl orpabarbiBaeTe HaBbIKH YTEHHS W MHCbMa IMPH MOJrOTOBKE K HUTOrOBOM
pabore?

Mpb1 oTpabaTbiBaeM BCe THWITHI 3a/IlaHHM, TPEACTABIEHHBIX B KOHTPOIbHBIX U EI'D. MbI
vHor7la ybrpaeM YCTHYIO 4acThb M3 UTOTOBOUM KOHTPO/BHOM, €C/id 3HaeM, UTO YUeHUKU He

CTIpaBATCS C HeW.

Interview with Teacher 5

B kakoii mkosie Bol npenojaere?

Sl mperofaro B cpeziHel 001e00pa3oBaTeIbHOM I1Kosie 0e3 yrimyO/eHHOTO W3yueHWUs
VHOCTPaHHBIX SI3bIKOB.

Kakoii y Bac onbIT padoTbI?

Tpu roza NMonHkBIX, ceiiyac ueTBepThIi rofi. To eCTb TPH C MIOJIOBUHOM rofia.

Kakoe y Bac oopa3oBanue u kBaimpukanusa?

Y MeHsi HeT KaTeropuu, TO €CTb MOJIOfioM crerpanucT. Obpa3oBaHue - OakanaBpuar,
rejjlaroryka ¢ )OKyCcoMm Ha MHOCTPaHHbIE SI3bIKU.

YTo MoXKeTe CKa3aTb 0 COOCTBEHHOM OMbITe H3yUeHHUsI HABBIKOB UYTE€HHUsI M MICbMa 110
aHIVIMHCKOMY fA3bIKY B cTapuiei mkose?

Hy mo mucemy y Hac Obi pa3paboTku, ¢ HUMH pabotamu. To ecTb MBI TIOHOCTBIO
pasbupanu rpaMMaTHKy, NHMcaad TeKCTbl Ha pasHble TeMbl. bbIBaso, UTo KaX[oMy CBOSI
TeMa JjaBasiacb. UreHre ObI0 OOBIYHBIM, TO €CTh UATA/TH, PAOOTaIM C TEKCTOM, TeCTOBBIMU
3a/laHUsIMU T10 TeKCTy. Bribupanu u3 TekcTa C0Ba, KOTOPbIe ThI 3Haelllb, X0Tesl Obl y3HaTh
Y He 3Haelllb.

125



CkosbKo y Bac yueHUKOB B Kjacce?

15 yueHUKOB.

Camu 3aHMMaeTeCh IJIaHUPOBaHUeM?

[InanupoBanue ypoka [JO/DKHO coorBercTBOBaTh BI'OCam. I oTBercTBeHHas 3a
naHvpoBaHve Moero ypoka. Cmotpsi kakoe: KTII Ha Bech rof, TO TYT IVIaBHbIMA -
pykoBogutesib MO, To ecTh g ero nuiny. OH npoBepsieT U OTAaeT 3aByuy. A 3a IOypouHOe
TJIaHUPOBaHMe g cama OTBEeTCTBEHHasl.

CKO0/1IbKO BpeMeHH yAeJisieTe pa3BUTHIO HABBIKOB UTEeHHs?

Y crapiueksiacCHUKOB 3 yaca aHIVIMMCKOro B Heflento. Ha uTeHne yXoauT NpuMepHO MUHYT
MATHA/LATh OT Ka)K0ro YpOKa.

Yto MoXXeTe cKa3aTb 0 MeTOAUKe IpernojaBaHus HaBbIKOB uTeHus B Bamem Kiacce?
Bes mkoma paboraer mo yuebHuky ‘Spotlight’ wiu ‘Rainbow’. OcHOBHBIE MeTOABI IO
00yueHHIO UTEHWIO 3aBUCAT OT 3aJ@aHuMi B 3TUX ydyeOHMKax. Mbl paboraer co Bcemu
THUTIaMH uTeHus. [1moc ecThb 3asanus “mo”, “rocie” u “Bo BpeMsi” uTeHus. Y Hac pabora ¢
JvanoraMy, yreHve BCIyX. COCTaB/sAIOT JUaOTH I0 JAHHOMY Auasory. UreHue o4yeHb
CBsi3aHO C OTpaboTKOM TMCchMa. Harpumep, Mbl M3ydyaeM TIpoOILe/iliee BpeMsi TO eCTh Y
MeHs1 UJleT rpaMmarrhyecKoe IIpaBUiIo C IpUMepaMu NpeZJioyKeHui U TeKcToB. [Tocie 3Toro
uzietT paboTa C TEKCTOM Ha JlaHHOe MpaBusio. [10TOM faeTcs 3a/jaHe Ha HalMcaHWe CBOUX
TIpe/IJIoyKeHWH OTHOCUTeNIbHO TeKCTa. To ecTh BCe /laeTcsi B cUcTeMe: 0TpabOTKa rpaBuia,
yTeHue U repeBoj. TeKCThl pa3HOro >kaHpa U ¢opmara. MHe HpaBsTCAd M ayTeHTUUHbIe, U
Te, KOTOPbIe Mpe/ICTaB/IeHbl B yueOHUKaX.

Kakue Marepuasbl HCIO/Ib3yeTe B mporecce 00yueHusi YTeHUI0?

B mikose st pabotaro B OCHOBHOM TOJIBKO TI0 yueOHHKY, TIOTOMY UTO 110 CBOMM - He XBaTaeT
BpeMeHU. VHoT/a fienaro cBoM pa3paboTKu U3 rpaMmaTrueckoro cbopHrka I'onumiipiHa.

Bb1 MOXXeTe B UeM-TO IIOXBA/IUTh CBOUX YYEHUKOB?

OHM uyMTalOT NpaBWIbHO, y HUX XOpollee IIPOU3HOILIEeHUe, I1epeBOAAT B IIPUHLMIIe
XOpoI0. 3a/jaHKsl Ha ITyDOKOe TTIOHMMaHKe TeKCTa OHU TOXKEe OU€Hb XOPOIIIO BBITIOTHSIIOT.
EcTb MOMeHTbI, KOTOpbIe TPeQyIOT JOMO/IHUTe/IbHOI MpopadoTKu?

OHU He CTIpaB/ISFOTCA C TpPaMMaThuye CKUMU 3a/JaHHSIMH.

MoxxeTre mNpeANoIOKUTh TMPUUYMHY TaAKUX MOJOKHUTE/JbHbIX U OTPHILAaTe/IbHBIX
TeH/AeHI[U?

OHM XOPOIII0 YUTAKT MOTOMY UTO, B MpebIAYIIMX Klaccax Oblja ZOCTOWHAs IMOJTrOTOBKA.

Ho ectb n T€, KTO IIOATAHY/I CBOU HABBIKWM UTE€HHUA B TE€UEHUE y‘-IEGHOFO rogda. XoTs B
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npe/IbIAYIIMX Kaccax ObLIO orpeZiesieHHO Majio BpeMeHU yZe/leHO IpaMMaTyKe.

CKO0/1IbKO BpeMeHHU yjeJisieTe pa3BUTHIO HABBIKOB NUCbMa?

Ha pa3Butue nrcbMeHHbIX HaBBIKOB YXOJUT MPHUMEPHO 10 Yacy B HeJe0, MOXKeT ObITh
MeHbllle. MbI U 3cce THileM, U HeoduiuanbHble micbMa. OHU MHe JlaXke THCaIM MTHUCbMa
Ha 957eKTPOHHYIO TOouTy. A /il TPaMMaTHKHM $1 WCIOMb3ylo yueOHUK [ommipiHa. B
OCHOBHBIX yueOHMKax y Hac ecTb rpamMmarudeckue monynu.  CrioBapHbIM 3amac
riornosHsieTcst Gsaroziapst paboTe C TEKCTOM, IUTIOC OHM Y4aT JIEKCHKY W3 TeMbl, IJaHHYIO B
yuebHrKe. OHM yuaT CJioBa CHauasa MpOCTO M3 CIIMCKa, TIOTOM yuaTCsl MX UCIOJb30BaTh B
TNIpe/lJIOKeHUsX, a M0C/Ie 3TOr0 BUJAAT UX B TeKCTax /I YTeHUsA. TU C/10Ba UCIIO/b3YHOTCS
KaK B YTeHWUU-TIOHMMaHWM, TaK U B HallMCaHUM NKUCeM U 3cce. [I1g HamucaHus 3cce s
pa3far pacrmeyaTkd CO CTPYKTYPOHM mucbMa C ¢pasamu-kauine. OHU OTpabaThIBalOT 110
TIPUJIOXKEHUSIM, a TTIOTOM COOMPArOT BCe 3TO BMeECTe.

BbI Mo)XeTe B 4eM-TO IOXBAa/IMTh CBOUX YYeHHUKOB?

OHM X0pOL1I0 3ay4uBalOT C/I0BA, KAK 3HaueHue, Tak U HanucaHnve. Ho caMux TekcTtax MOryT
Harycarb C/IMILIKOM MHOTO BOZbI W/IM CliMcaTh U3 VIHTepHeTa.

Kak Bbl orpadarpiBaeTe HaBbIKM UTE€HHS M NMHCbMa NMPH MOJArOTOBKE K HUTOrOBOM
padore?

[MToaroroBka K EI'S 1 KOHTpPO/IBbHOM paboTe ciie[yeT CTPYKType camMoi paboThI 1 9K3aMeHa.
Tak uto paboraem U CO C/l0BaMH, U C TPaMMaTHKON OTJe/IbHO, TaKKe oTpabaTbiBaeM Bce
BU/IbI UTEHHUsI U PaOOTHI C TEKCTOM. 1 HUUero HoOBOro MM He OOBSICHSIO, HO MbI UCTIPAB/IsieM
omMbKM ¥ TIOBTOpsieM TIpaBW/Ia, €C/IM CUTyauust BooOIje Tsbkenas. s 9K3aMeHa U
KOHTPOJIbHOW OHM OTpabaThIBalOT HallMCaHKe TIMCeM U 3CCe C BhIpayKeHHeM COOCTBEHHOTO
MHEHMUsI.

Kakoe Bbl pa3pabora/u IUIaHMPOBAHHE YPOKOB /Jisi MOAroToBKM K EI'D wu
KOHTPOJIHOMN?

[MoaroroBka k EI'D 3aHuMaeT yac B HeJie/ito 1ocyie YpokoB. Mbl paboTanu 1o rnpuMepam
3aflaHuil 1 MouM pa3paboTkam. K KOHTPOJIbHOM TOTOBUMCS 3a 2 HeZlelu 10 aThl Claudl U
paboTaeMm IpsiMo BO BpeMsl YPOKOB.

Kakue maTepuasibl Bbl HCIIOJ/Ib3yeTe?

Tonbko cobcTBeHHbIE pacrieyaTKu M NPUMepbI 3a/JaHusl MPOLI/IBIX TOZI0B [i/1sl IOATOTOBKU K
9K3aMeHy, ¥ yueOHUK BO BpeMsi ypoka. KacaTenbHO TeXHWKH, BCe 3aBHUCUT OT TOTO,
obopyznoBaH M Knacc. Paborana ¢ MpoeKTOpoM U JIOCKOM, TakKe Ha KOMIbIOTEpe OHU
MUcasyd ¥ OTIPaB/si/ii MHe MHcbMa 1o umelny. Ilapy pa3 momydanoch mopaboTaTh C
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MHTepaKTHUBHOM JJ0CKOM.

Teacher 6

B kakoii mkosie Bol npenojaere?

§1 pabotatro B cpenHeli oO6iieoOpa3oBaTe/ibHOM 1TKOTe Ge3 Kakoro-mmbo yriayOaeHHOro
HaripaB/ieHUsi. AHIIMMCKUN y HUX 3 pa3a B HeJleJlto.

Kakoii y Bac onbIT padoTb1?

Yike mo/y4aeTcs, UTO IO/l ¥ UeTbIpe MecsLa.

Kakoe y Bac odpa3oBanue u KBa/iuukanus?

3akoHunsa 1 CADY 1o Harpas/eHHIO NOATOTOBKU - IMHTBUCTHUKA, TIOTOM /JMCTaHLIMOHHbIE
KYPCBhI 10 HalpaB/IeHUIO “yuuTe/b aHIIMACKOTO s3bIKa”. I TTOKa UTO MOJIOZ0W CIIeLjuaIncCT
0e3 KaTeropum.

YTto MOXKeTe CKa3aTh 0 COOCTBEHHOM OMNbITe H3yUYeHHUsI HABBIKOB UYTE€HHUsI M MMCbMa 10
AQHIIMMCKOMY SI3BIKY B CTaplue mKose?

Y Hac 6bu1 yriop crporo Ha mnoArotoBky K EI'D, moroMy uTo cZiaBajau BCe, TakK UTO MbI
C/1e[i0Ba/IM CTPOrO 3a/laHMsIM B 3K3aMeHallMOHHBIX MaTepuasnax. 1o eCTb 110 NMUCbMY MBI
GoJibllle OTTaYMBaIM HaBbIKW HaMWCaHWsl COUMHEHUs Y MMChbMa JIMYHOTr0 XapakTepa. Takke
HaC HaTaCKMBa/M Ha IIOHMMaHWe TEeKCTOB pasHoro ¢opmara, U Ha BbINOJHEHHUE
CTaHJAPTHBIX TUIOBBIX 3a/laHUM.

B moarpyrmme 18 uenoBek. I cumrato, uTo jyurie ObUI0 OBl TIOMEHBIIE, TaK KaK CII0’KHO
KOHTPOJIMPOBATh AUCLMIUIMHY B Kjacce.

Cko/bKo y Bac yueHukoB B Kiacce?

4 nyanupyro Bce cama, onvpasicb Ha HopMbl BI'OC. HUKTO He oCyljeCcTB/sieT KOHTPOJIb,
M3pefKa ecTh TMOCeljeHHe YPOKOB CO CTOPOHBI 0ojiee OIBITHBIX TIeJaroroB, HO 3TO
TIPOMCXOJUT PeJIKO: pa3 B MeCsl] - /iBa.

CKo0/IbKO BpeMeHH yje/isieTe pa3BUTHIO HABBIKOB UTeHUs1?

OOyueHre UTEHHIO - He Ha KaKJIOM YDPOKe, r[e-To 1 yac B He/Ie/I0 MbI y/iesisieM UTeHHUIO.
YueOHUK Tak IOCTPOEH, YTO IOMydYaeTcs Y/JeaUTb MHOIO BpeMeHM OrIlpefiesieHHbIM
acrieKTaMm si3bIKa.

Yto MoXKeTe CKa3aTh 0 MeTOAMKe NperojaBaHus HaBbIKOB UYTeHHUA B Bamem kiacce?
MBeI pa3BrBaeM BCe HaBBIKU UTEHUSI ¥ BCE 3aBUCHUT OT 3a/jaHuid. OObIUHO MBI J1eTUM paboTy
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Ha 3 9Tama: JO0TeKCTOBBLIM, TEKCTOBLIH M IOC/AeTEeKCTOBbIM. CHauajla HaM HeoOXOAUMO
MOCMOTPEeTh Ha 3arojioBOK, WJIFOCTPALIUU, ONPe/le/TUTh O UeM OH, 3HAKOMUMCSI C JIEKCUKOM.
Ecmm ykasaH aBTOp, TO Onpe/ie/IuTh TeMaTHKY U >KaHp, [JIaBHOrO reposi. TeKCT UCIoib3yeM
B KaueCTBe OMOpPbI Ha pa3BUTHE HAaBLIKOB YCTHOM M MMCbMeHHOM peun. Ho 1 Bce ke uTeHUe
Harpae/ieHO He Ha TIOHUMaHKe CojiepykKaHre, a Ha TIOHUMaHKe CMbICIa, TTyOrHBI TeKcTa. A
OCHOBHOM €CTb TIpaKTHKa UTeHUs B IPyIax U napax. TeKCcTbl pa3HOTo popMaTa U >KaHpa.
Kak ajanTuBHBIE, TaK W ayTeHTHUHble. OHW OYEHb TOAXOAAT T0J TPOOIeMaTUKy WX
Bo3pacta. Eciu uyecTHo, s mo0m0 paborath C JJIMHHBIMM TEKCTaMH....TIOSIBISIETCS
BO3MO)KHOCTb JIaTh MHOTO Pa3HbIX 3a/JaHUM, ¥ YUeHUKH 0oJjiee 3aHATHI, paboTasi C HUIMU.
Kakue maTepuasibl HCII0/Ib3yeTe B mporecce 00yueHHsI YTeHUI0?

U3 cpencte UKT s vHOT[a MCMONMB3YI0 TIPOEKTOP, HO PEKO, TaK Kak KaOWHeTHI He BCe
obopyzmoBaHbl [jIst 3TOro. A Tak, MbI ITPOCTO paboraeM c yuebHuKOM. [1nroc, s M3peska
JleJlar0 pacrievyatky C TeKCTaMu, 3aiaHusl 110 TpaMMaTrKe U pUMepbl HallMCaHUs TEKCTOB.
Bb1 MOXXeTe B UeM-TO IIOXBA/IUTh CBOUX YYEHHUKOB?

Y HHX XOpOLLO oy4YaeTcs TOHATh U0 TeKCTa, M YTEHVE Ha HeroJIHOe IOHUMaHKe.
EcTb uT0-TO, UTO TpedyeT ynyumeHusi B ¢opMare HAaBbIKOB YT€HHA?

3a/jaHue C TIOJTHBIM TMOHUMaHWeM il HUX Tsbkesio. OcHOBHas rpo6sieMa - pedieKCMBHOe
YyTeHWe, TaK KaK OHU He MOTYT HalTH B cebe OTK/IMK Ha mpobsiemMy U faxke chOpMHUPOBaTh
coOCTBeHHOe MHeHHe, XOTsl CJOBapHbIM 3amac y HUX Oosbluoil. Ecte mpobnembl B
WHTOHALUU U C (DOHETUKOM, UUTAIOT “TI0-pyCCKu”.

MoxxeTre NpeAno/IOKUTh TMPUUYMHY TaKUX MOJOKHUTE/JbHbIX U OTPHIaTe/IbHbIX
TeH/AeHI[U?

MoTHBaLMIO MOXKET CO3/aTh JIMYHAsI 3aMHTEPeCOBAaHHOCTD B MpobsieMe, TIpe/iCTaB/IeHHOU B
TekcTe. KOMITbIOTEpDHBIE WIPbI BAMSIIOT HeraTMBHO Ha IIPOU3HOLLEHHEe, TaK >Ke KakK U
3aMMCTBOBaHHbIe aHIVIMLKM3MBI. Ellle oHU roBopat: “S He czaro 5K3ameH, T03TOMY MHe He
HY’KeH aHIVIMHACKUAN”.

CKO0/IbKO BpeMeHHU yjeJisieTe Pa3BUTHIO HABBIKOB MUCbMa?

B Hegento mbl yaensiem npuMepHO 1 uac B Hefento, MUHYT 10-15 KaKAblii ypokK. Mbl
cTapaemcsi IMcaTh MOCTOSIHHO. Pa3HbIM THIaM MMCbMa y/e/sieTCsl pa3 B HeJjeto-/1Be.
[Mucbma b0 MMUHOTO XapakTepa, MO0 3cce C MoBeCcTBOBaHUEM U peduiekcueid. S menato
pa3Hble MaMATKU TI0 BBOJHBIM CJIOBaM, CTPYKType, CJoBaMU U (pa3amu Kiuiie. Bce
COOTHOCUTCSI C TeMoW yueOHMKa. CjioBa yuaTCs CHauaja Ha 3allOMUHaHHe TiepeBo/a,
MOTOM MbI paboTaeM C HUMM B TeCTaX, KaK UTeHWe, TaK U THUCbMO, UTOOBI /I€TH
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oTpabaTbIBa/ii UX HarmMcaHue. VIHOT/ja MPOBOXKY C/I0BapHbIe AUKTAHTHI.

Yro MokeTe cKa3aTb KacaeM0 rpaMMaTHKH?

['paMmarvKa M3y4yaeTcs IO JIOTIONIHUTe/NbHOMY cOOpHHMKY. CHauasia Mbl 3HAKOMHMCS C
NpaBWJIOM, a TIOTOM MbI €ro oTpabaTbiBaeM Ha OTZAENbHBIX 3aJ@aHUsX: OO TPOCTO
yOpa)KHEeHUs] C TIPeJIOKEeHUSIMH, MO0 C OT/AeTbHBIMA TEKCTaMH, KOTOpble CBSI3aHbI C
aKTya/JIbHbIMU [/Is1 YUeHUKOB TeMaMU. TyT B OCHOBHOM $ [le/lal0 paclieyaTKu M3 pasHbIX
CIPaBOYHUKOB U COOPHUKOB.

BbI MoO)XeTe B 4eM-TO OXBAa/IMTh CBOUX YYeHHUKOB?

OHM OueHb XOPOLIO CHPAaBJISAIOTCS C MUCbMaMU JIMUHOTO XapakTepa.

EcTb uT0-TO, 4TO TpedyeT ynyumeHusi B ¢opMare HaBbIKOB MUCbMa?

[Tpobsiema /Ie>KUT B HalMCaHWU 3CCe, TaK KaK OHW He MOTYT I0Z00paTh HY)KHYIO JIEKCUKY
Y KOPPEKTHO BbIPa3UTh CBOE MHEHUeE.

OHU TakKe He 3aMOTHMBUPOBaHbI KakK U B OTHOLLIEHUU K 4TeHUt0.Ho ¢ IMYHBIMU TMCbMaMu
y HUX BCe Jierue u rnpotue.

Kak Bbl oTpa0aTrpiBaeTe HaBbIKM YTE€HHSI M MHCbMa MPH MOJArOTOBKE K HUTOrOBOM
padore?

[TogroToBka K 5K3aMeHy M KOHTPOJIbHOW OJMHAKOBBI 110 CBOeW CTPYKType. K KOHTpOIbHOM
roToBUMCs Hefesiv 3a iBe. K EI'D MBI rOTOBMM UX C Hauasa yueGHOTO To/ja Ha 3/IeKTUBax.
[TpumepHo mo 1 yacy B Hepmenmto. Mbl oKycupyemcss Ha pa3BUTHe TEXHUK MUCbMa U
UYTeHUs, OT/e/IbHO ye/iieM BHUMaHKWe rpaMMarhueCKUM 3aJjaHusiM U jieKcuke. [Iposepsem

OLITHOKY JINOO BCe BMeCTe, /OO 51 OTAE/ILHO IMOAX0XKY M Oecefiyro ¢ yueHHKaMH.

130



