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4.
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF RESULTS

This chapter presents the analysis and discussion of the data gathered from surveys and in-
depth interviews. The chapter consists of three major parts, which are subdivided into
sections illustrating different themes. Section 4.1 assesses the school needs for FL teachers
of young learners on the basis of current and estimated future early FL teaching provision.
The information in this part is derived from three surveys: elementary school
headteachers’, language school headteachers’ and the parent survey. Secondly, section 4.2
highlights the issues related specifically the FLTYL: his/her motives for becoming a
FLTYL, his/her characteristics, present competencies and skills, and the needs for further
training. The FLTYL portrayal has been designed from the data collected from teachers
(survey and interview) and students from EY and FL departments of the HPS of Bydgoszcz
(survey data). Next, the discussion focuses on the issues related to FLTYL training
organisation (section 4.3). Teachers’, students’ and teacher trainers’ visions are presented
on what constitutes an optimal FLTYL training programme. I subsequently make a point
that FLTYL training needs cannot be satisfied without changes within current FL and EY
teacher training, and go on to discuss some likely constraints that may hinder
improvements in the existing FL teacher training or the implementation of the new FLTYL
training offering. Finally, some solutions are offered how to solve the impasse between to
what is recommendable and what is viable. Due to great variety of themes discussed and
considerable length of the chapter, each major section concludes with a summary of the

most important findings, which are then recapitulated in section 4.4.

4.1. Estimating the needs for FLTYLs

In order to be able to answer the question of what the FLTYL training should look like, we
have to prove that teachers with a specialisation to teach an FL to young learners are
needed in the first place. To do this, I am going to report some of the problems that the
current early FL teaching provision suffers from, especially the ones related to lack of

teachers, and then describe what possible future needs for FLTYLs are.
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4.1.1. Current early FL teaching provision: Marginal or not?

The very idea of this research has come from my observation of a mismatch between the
rapid growth of the number of young children enrolled into FL instruction and almost no
response on the side of teacher training provision to cater for the increased demand for

adequately trained teachers. Therefore let us first see if this is really the case.

Official picture on early FL teaching
The answer to this question is not straightforward. If we look at the information released
by the official channels, e.g. the MoNE or the CSO, we quickly discover that it does not
reflect the mushroom growth of early FL teaching and the number of teachers involved.
For example, the MoNE (personal communication (translated), 1998) states that
According to the Ministry of National Education regulation of 28 May 1992 on the Framework
Curriculum of Public Comprehensive and Vocational Schools (Dziennik Urzedowy MEN No. 2, item

12 with the latter amendments) the compulsory learning of a foreign language in elementary school
commences in the 5® grade, and encompasses 2 hours per week minimum.

Additional foreign language teaching, including teaching in grades 1-3, may be organised by a
school as a part of a school innovative initiative or as extracurricular or optional teaching. The scope
of such teaching is decided by a body under which the school is operating or by a school principal in
consultation with the School Council if the teaching is financed from the school budget.

According to statistics of the Central Statistical Office, in the school year 1995/96 about 1.3% of
children from grades 1-3 of elementary school were learning a foreign language as a compulsory
subject and 8.5% as an extracurricular subject.

If teacher training providers rely only on such information, they would be perfectly
justified in not providing a specialist FLTYL training since indeed early FL teaching
appears to be a marginal phenomenon. On one hand, the number of children involved in
FL instruction in public education seems to be very low. On the other, private language
teaching (i.e. FL learning in language schools and various clubs, youth centres and private
home tutoring) does not seem to be included in the official statistics. Yet even if it were
included, the problem is that private teaching may be by definition treated as ‘private’, that
is a personal matter between teachers and their clients, and therefore be outside the
jurisdiction of TT providers. As one teacher-trainer pointed out:

I assure you that there is no teaching of foreign languages in classes 1-3. (...) I know that officially

there is no compulsory teaching of English in classes 1-3 and there won’t be for long. If some

schools introduce it, fine. If they do, it’s because of the parents who want to pay for it. It’s their
business and we do not interfere.

I do not want to argue over whether or not teacher training institutions are responsible for

an adequate preparation of graduates to various teaching contexts—no matter private or
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public. What I am saying, though, is that my observation does not support the official
picture of FL teaching to children as being marginal. Moreover, in the circumstances when
this unofficial, extracurricular provision is widespread and its quality dubious, it influences
official FL teaching at the later stages. And it is a problem which teachers have to be

prepared to face.

Much as these statistics may be true for the whole country, I think that that it does not
show if and how the distribution of early FL instruction varies in different part of Poland.
It may be that in bigger cities such as Warsaw, Cracow, Gdansk, or Poznan, early FL
instruction is quite widespread while in rural areas and smaller town non existent (see
discussion in section 1.2). Therefore, as has already been pointed out in the Methodology
Chapter, the answer to the question whether or not we need more FLTYLs should be
derived from a close-up investigation of such needs in specific areas. The next section
gives an account of the status quo of early FL teaching in Bydgoszcz and tries to answer
the question whether the current provision meets actual needs and how it is related to the

lack of teachers.

FL teaching to young learners in Bydgoszcz

The analysed data demonstrates very clearly that early FL teaching in Bydgoszcz is far
from being marginal and that interest is indeed growing. In the years 1990-98, out of the 49
schools participating in the survey only eight ran projects involving compulsory FL
instruction as part of the EY curriculum. At the time of the survey, in the school year
1998/99, five did so but this number was due to increase seven times in the post-reform
1999/00 school year (see Figure 4-1 and also Figure 4-20) when the new Framework

Curriculum enables the headteachers to allocate some hours to compulsory FL teaching.

Moreover, if we consider all various organisational modes of early FL provision we will
see that these numbers are much higher. In the school year 1998/99, for example, 29
schools (59.2%) provided compulsory and extracurricular FL teaching in grades 1-3 (see
also description in section 4.2.1.2 and Figure 4-9) including two private elementary
schools in which all pupils start FL instruction in grade 1 and twenty-seven (57.4%) state

elementary schools.
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Figure 4-1 Compulsory FL teaching in classes 1-3 in state and private schools—comparison by year and school
organisational type

90-98 98/99 99/00

mprovision QOnoprovision @dont know

100% -

41
50% [ 44

n=49 (state 47, private 2)

state private ‘ state private state private

Yet the difficulty is that some headteachers interpreted the question, ‘Does your school
provide FL teaching in classes 1-3?° very broadly. It is not clear in what cases the schools
themselves organise extracurricular or club FL activities for their students and in which
they are de facto organised by a private firm on the premises of a given school. Five such
cases have been listed under the ‘other’ option. Yet since some headteachers have been
unable to specify other details of FL instruction it is doubtful if they are the organisers. For
these reasons it is also difficult to estimate the exact number of children learning FLs in
schools in Bydgoszcz. The information provided by the headteachers shows that 725 pupils
learn an FL as a compulsory subject and about 1200 pupils are involved in extracurricular
FL learning (the precise number is not known because 7 schools providing extracurricular

FL instruction have not given this information).

As for the early FL instruction in the Bydgoszcz language schools, out of twenty schools
participating in the survey, sixteen (80%) provide early FL instruction. Most of the schools
(75%) have observed an increase in interest in early FL provision in the last few years,
which consequently has resulted in a higher number of young learners’ groups being
created. The exact number of young children involved in learning FLs in language schools
cannot be calculated because two schools treated it as confidential. They have only
indicated having ‘a couple of dozen of students’ (‘kilkadziesigt’ in Polish, i.e. less than a
hundred). Nevertheless, from the cases in which the schools have provided this information
I have estimated that approximately 2600 young children are currently involved in FL
learning in Bydgoszcz. This number denotes all students aged 10 and under because it is

common practice to mix children from different age groups.
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Further support for my claim that FL instruction to young children is far from being
marginal comes from the parents. As indicated in Figure 4-2, 69.2% of the children in the
sample were learning an FL in the school year 1999/2000. This includes 116 children
(100%) from FL-provision (FL-P) schools and 50 children (40.3%) from FL non-provision
(FL-non-P) schools. One, of course, has to remember that since the sample has not been
drawn randomly these percentages do not denote the overall number of young children in

Bydgoszcz learning FLs.

Figure 4-2 Current involvement in FL instruction vs. grade attended by a child (as indicated by the parents)

FL LEARNING vs. GRADE
myes mno

73.8% 71.3%

1st grade 2nd grade 3rd grade

Interestingly, more than 46% of children from classes 1-3 started FL learning before
elementary school, that is at least four years before the official starting age®” (Figure 4-3
below; see also details of pre-elementary school FL learning in Figure D-1°%), but 23.2% of
them have dropped out and do not continue FL instruction in the elementary school. It is
tempting to jump to the conclusion that if a child starts to learn an FL in a kindergarten
there is a high probability for him/her to continue, and if continuation of provision is
guaranteed, a child will eventually learn an FL for a longer period of time. The hypothesis
that elementary school FL instruction is related to prior experience in FL learning is indeed

supported by the chi-square test (see details in Table D-1 in Appendix D).

7 Up till 1999, in the 5" grade, children aged 11/12; from September 1999 in the 4" grade, (10/11-year-olds), see
Chapter One.

*® Additional figures and tables with letters, e.g. Figure D-1, are included in Appendix D.
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Figure 4-3 Comparison of students continuing and commencing FL learning in elementary school (as indicated by
the parents)

DZG;lzinderganen.

FOREGOING & ONGOING FL LEARNING ES=elemntary school

started KG & continued in ES — 35,8%

started in KG but did not continue in ES ' 10,8%

didn't start in KG but leamt in ES _ 33,3%

didn't learn either in KG or ES | : ]20,1% n=240

However, in my opinion the interpretation of these results is not that straightforward. The
reason is that until recently all children were ‘prescribed’ to one elementary school, usually
the nearest one in their neighbourhood, and parents had little say about the choice of school
for their child. Even now when there is no such obligation, for many parents the distance to
school is the decisive factor when selecting a school for their child. Thus, prior FL learning
might have only limited influence on the fact that a child is or is not learning an FL in
elementary school. That is to say that the parents have not sent their children to an FL-P
school because s/he had learnt it before and they have wanted him/her to continue.
Besides, the schools made their decision about FL provision independently and they had
not taken into account if children had or had not learned an FL before. Having said that, a
tentative conclusion can be drawn from the results presented above: if a child started
learning an FL in a kindergarten there is some possibility that his/her parents would want
him/her to continue. I would also suggest that without FL instruction available to all
students in FL-P schools, the number of children who dropped out of FL learning after the

kindergarten would probably have been higher.

Figure 4-4 Parents opinions about the availability of FL teaching in grades 1-3 as a factor for choosing the school

FL PROVISION VS. CHOICE OF SCHOOL

g 2%

, 16% Wv.important
8% & Wimportant
; |Oneutral

B unimportant

D absolutely unimportant
O missing

27%
38%
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Even though I think that parents have little influence on school policy, when asked if the
fact that the school provided FL instruction as a compulsory subject has been an important
factor for choosing it for their child, more than a half has answered that it was indeed
important (Figure 4-4). As for me, it may be evidence of a new trend in the educational
scene in Poland. On one side there are parents, who more and more frequently make an
informed decision about the choice of school for their children. On the other, there are
elementary schools that are no longer standardised and uniform—some of them, especially
in the private sector, have already started to create a unique school ethos and shape their
curriculum offer accordingly and it seems that early FL provision plays an important part
in it. Those changes, so strongly advocated by the creators of the new educational reform,
are slowly emerging but will possibly take much longer to be fully visible. Yet, it is
fundamental to provide a sufficient number of adequately trained FL teachers to make

those changes happen in the first place.

Figure 4-5 Headteachers’ opinions about the reasons for early FL provision

WHY EARLY FL TEACHING?

BELEM SCHOOLS n=29 BLANG SCHOOLS n=16

innovation
magnet
parents' wish

100,0%

teacher's wish

Note: The percentages do not add up, multiple responses possible.

As for the reasons for early FL provision, both elementary and language schools are driven
by the same motives (Figure 4-5). Almost 80% of elementary and 100% of language
school headteachers have reported that the market demand (i.e. parents’ wish) is the main
reason for undertaking FL teaching to young children. Only about 20% of elementary
school headteachers have pointed to pedagogical innovation as the reason for undertaking
early FL instruction. Moreover, having children’s groups is perceived by many language
school headteachers as an additional magnet attracting students at a young age, who, if
satisfied, might become clients for a long time. If this is true, that the market demand is the

main pressure for providing FL instruction, the question is how is this demand fulfilled. In

278



my opinion there is a big discrepancy between what the schools offer nowadays and what

the parents would wish their children were offered (see sections 4.2.1.2 and 4.1.2.1 below).

Since the main reason for FL provision seems to be the clients’ demand, then market forces
should act upon all schools with the same strength, and thus the question is why some
schools provide FL instruction (in fact, a couple of them for many years) while the others
do not. As for the language schools, the headteachers have indicated that they do not have
child groups because they either specialise in teaching FL to adults (2 cases), do not have
resources (1 case) or cannot find enough students to form a group (1 case). In all four cases
they have not been able to state if they are going to make early FL provision in the future
and their decision will depend on the interest of parents (demand), availability of teachers

and resources.

In the elementary schools, on the other hand, my primary guess would have been that the
bigger schools are more likely to provide FL instruction since they can count on a bigger
number of clients. Yet, the hypothesis that there is relationship between the elementary
school size (i.e. the number of student enrolled) and the FL provision in 1998/99 is not
supported by the results of the chi-square test (x* = 3.353, not sig. at p<.05, df = 2; Figure
4-6). In other words, there seem to be other reasons than the number of prospective clients
that force their headteachers to organise FL provision in their schools. I suggest that FL
provision depends more on the school organisational type, i.e. state vs. non-state schools,
since all private schools provide such instruction or other factors such as availability of the

teachers (see discussion in section 4.2.2.1), the headteachers’ willingness to innovate, etc.

Figure 4-6 School size vs. early FL provision (1998/99)

FL TEACHING IN GRADES 1-3 n=49

Oyes Eno
41,9%

20,9%

2,3% 2,3%

small schools (1-500 pupils) medium schools (501-1000 pupils) big schools (over 1000 pupils)

As for the parents, when asked why their children are not involved in FL instruction

(n=74), unsurprisingly the majority of them (54%) have answered that the course prices are
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the main hindering factor (Figure 4-7). Some have also indicated that they cannot find an
appropriate course for their child or that FL courses are generally not available. It is
regrettable, too, that 13.4% of parents have implied that they do not want their child to be
involved in early FL instruction because they have had some negative experiences with FL
instruction prior to elementary school or with the FL learning of their other children. Four
parents of children from the second and third class have indicated that the poor quality of
FL instruction in an elementary school is the reason for their child to drop out. Quite a few
(10 out of 74 ‘currently-not-learning-an FL’ cases), though, are of an opinion that their
child is too young or not capable of learning an FL (3 cases). Such results are a sign that
not all parents are after all aware of the potential benefits of starting FL learning early (as
discussed in sections 2.3-2.7). This is not to say, however, that all parents whose children
are involved in FL instruction are clear about its goals and I believe the lack of such clarity

may prove problematic in the future.

Figure 4-7 Parents' opinions about the reasons for not involving a child in early FL instruction

REASONS FOR NOT LEARNING AN FL

m1 child too small
54.1% | W2 child not capable

O3 no appropriate course

j W4 courses not avaliable
m5 course quality poor
W6 courses too expensive

@7 bad past experience

81% 67% 67% 10.8% m8 bad experience other childern
& . 0 . 0

| 09 bad school timetable

3 010 other reasons

n=74

Note: The percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible.

To sum up briefly, the data confirms that there certainly is early FL teaching in Bydgoszcz
and there certainly are teachers who are involved in teaching at least two thousand
children. Those teachers deserve a professional preparation for the job in the same way as
their pupils deserve to be taught well. Since for many parents exorbitant fees alongside
poor course quality are the main reasons for not involving their children in FL learning, we
must ask ourselves if this is what we want. The very fact that not all children are given a
chance to learn an FL will create the problem with continuation in the 4™ grade when FL
learning officially starts. Many schools have used the opportunity created by the

educational reform and have included FL learning into their EY curriculum. This change
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seems to be highly valued by the parents as, among other things, it has allowed quite a
substantial number of children to continue FL learning commenced in the kindergarten.
Yet because the schools principals have indicated the lack of teachers as the main
hindering factor for not being able to offer EY instruction to their pupils, I would say that
the teacher training institution have already committed ‘the sin of negligence’ as they have

not yet recognised these needs.

4.1.2. Organisation of FL instruction and teachers involved

Having shown that FL teaching is far from being a marginal phenomenon, at least in terms
of the number of children involved, let’s now take a closer look at what is actually

available to them and how satisfied they are with the current provision.

Early FL teaching provision

The children in Bydgoszcz seem to have a wide choice of FL provision available to them.
First their parents may enrol them in a language course organised by elementary schools.
As evident in Figure 4-8, in the school year 1998/99 such provision was available in 29 out
of 49 schools participating in the study. The majority of FL instruction is a fee-based
extracurricular or club activity® for selected children from different grades. Only in five
schools, two of which are private schools, is the FL taught as a compulsory subject. Yet, in
none of them is FL instruction integrated with the rest of EY curriculum. Most schools
(44.9%) provide only one type of FL instruction, but in seven schools two or three

different options are available, e.g. compulsory and extracurricular.

% As defined on the survey form, teaching an FL as an ‘extracurricular subject’ (przedmiot nadobowigzkowy) denotes
teaching an FL as an elective school subject, for all or selected children from the same age group; commonly with the
student assessment included in the school certificate. An FL taught as a part of a ‘club activity’ (‘kétko
zainteresowan’) denotes voluntary FL instruction for interested children from the same or different age groups, mostly
in the afternoons and weekends; student progress is evaluated informally with out any official binding.
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Figure 4-8 Elementary school headteachers’ characterisation of early FL provision offered in their school in
1998/99

a. EARLY FL PROVISION

* b.ORGANISATION
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Note: In figures b, and c the percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible

% In 27 schools two time/frequency options were available: typically compulsory FL provision (listed as option 1) was
less intensive than those offered as club (afternoon) FL courses. In some schools there was also a difference between
provision in to younger children (class 1 and below) and in these from higher grades (classes 2-4). A clear description
is not possible because not all schools have supplied information how the two time options differ in their case.
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Figure 4-9 Language school headteachers’ characterisation of early FL provision offered in their school in 1998-
2000

a. EARLY AL PROVISION
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Note: In figures b and c the percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible.

®! In five schools two time/frequency options were available. The longer/more frequent is listed as option 2.
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In addition parents can enrol their child in a language school course, available in 16 out of
the 20 schools researched (Figure 4-9) or council leisure centres and youth clubs (not
studied here). Alternatively they may be involved in private home tuition taking place

either in their own or the tutor’s house.

The predominant language taught as part of early FL learning is English and some schools
provided instruction in two or three languages. Both in elementary and language schools
the decision about the FL has been made mainly on the basis of the parents’ wish (client’s

demand) and/or on the school policy.

In the majority of schools only one time option is available and FL courses for children are
held once or twice a week for 45 minutes. While a limited time for FL study is fairly
justified in FL-P schools (limited resources, shortage of teachers, etc.), one may wonder
why it is also a case for extracurricular teaching; in other words why the FL courses for
children organised commercially are so short and infrequent. One suggestion offered by
the headteachers is that parents want to keep commuting to and from school to the
minimum. They generally welcome the idea of shorter but more frequent classes provided
they fit into the school timetable (i.e. FL classes after the lessons), yet this is rarely
possible in elementary schools and not possible at all in the cases in which FL courses are
organised by the language schools. Most parents do not like the idea because in practice it
would mean that they would have to bring a child a couple of times per week to school,
wait for him/her till the classes are over, and bring him/her back home. Bearing in mind
that many children are involved not only in FL instruction but also in sports and arts
activities, very few parents can manage such an arrangement. Another reason offered by
the headteachers is that of the cost of FL courses. Much as the parents seem convinced that
early FL study is beneficial for their children, they are reluctant to pay exorbitant fees for
FL study of their very young children. Their possible argument may be that at this stage FL
learning is ‘only play’ and the time for a more serious (and more costly) study will come

later.

Still, the courses for children are far from being cheap. Apart from the FL lessons that are a
part of compulsory teaching in elementary schools or private elementary schools in which

the FL fee is included in the overall school tuition fee, all other FL programmes are fee-
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based. The annual charge varies from 50300 Polish zlotys® in elementary schools to 420—
1600 Polish zlotys in language schools. In 1999-2000, FL courses in language schools
were on average five times as expensive as those organised by elementary schools (the
mean for elementary schools = 169.58 PLZ per year (n = 12, s.d = 88.07); for language
schools = 802.67 PLZ per year (n = 15, s.d. = 338.01). If two fee options are available, the
cost depends on the group size, frequency and length of lessons, and it is also higher if paid

in instalments.

As declared by the majority of elementary school principals (79.3%), the students will
have an opportunity to continue learning a given FL. Only one headteacher has said that
the FL is definitely not going be continued, the rest (17.2%) do not yet know for certain.
As for the language schools, the headteachers declared that the schools are able to provide
early FL instruction at any level. Yet, a very common problem is to find enough young
students at post-beginner level, so the most common options have been to provide
children’s groups for beginners (false-beginners) or pre-intermediate. More advanced
children courses are currently offered only in three schools. In others, due to the small
number of students, children who are more proficient in an FL have been mainstreamed to
teenage FL groups. The declaration is, however, that provided the young children wish to
continue learning they will be able to do so in children groups (87.5%) or teenage groups
(12.5%). I have to say that it seems strange to me that so many children start learning an
FL very early but that there is no evidence that they continue doing so. If there are chiefly

beginner and pre-intermediate FL groups only, where have all those children from previous

years gone?

To support the picture of early FL provision provided by the headteachers, let’s consider
the information provided by the parents. The data summarised in three figures (4-10, 4-11,
and 4-12), is on the whole convergent with what has been said above so I will not go into

detailed description. However there are a few new aspects worth pointing out.

62 As for 1999, average nominal annual salary in enterprise sector (including obligatory social insurance premiums) in
Poland was 21901.58 PLZ (Polish Official Statistics at WWW (http://www stat.gov.pl/english/); the average annual
exchange rate in 1999 was 1 British Pound = 6.3885 Polish Zloty (based on the estimated price based on daily US
dollar rates from WWW conversion tables at WWW (http://www.oanda.com/converter/classic/ ).
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Figure 4-10 Parents’ characterisation of their child FL involvement— general information on FL instruction

a. TYPE OF FL PROGRAMME
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Note: In figures a, b and c the percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible. ES= courses organised by the
elementary school; LS= courses organised by the language school.
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Figure 4-11 Parents’ characterisation of their child FL involvement—time and frequency of lessons
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Figure 4-12 Parents’ characterisation of their child FL involvement—fees for FL instruction
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% Option 2 relates to children involved in two courses in FL1 or when a child learns two/three FLs
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First, despite a common belief, private tuition is not a popular form of teaching to young
children and only 9% of children learn an FL in this way. One explanation for that may be
that this form of instruction is one of the most expensive. Or maybe the parents do not
think that this is going to be efficient with young children whose learning relies so much
on play and interaction with other children. Second is that almost all children from FL-P
schools learn an FL entirely at school—only seven children (including the two learning
two or three FLs) from that group were engaged in additional FL instruction elsewhere
(option 2 in Figure 4-12). In FL-non-P schools, on the other hand, children are involved in
a variety of courses either organised by their school or at a language school or a club, yet
the time spent on FL study is equally limited—on average 45-50 minutes per week. Only
one child from that group attends an English course both at school and in a language
school. This may support what I said earlier that the parents may think that FL learning at
school, however limited, ‘must do’, i.e. in the situation when they are constrained by time

and finances, this is the only option they can follow.

Teachers involved and their evaluation

As far as the teachers are concerned, the headteachers indicated that more than half of
elementary schools FL programmes are taught by FL specialists (Figure 4-13). The number
of unqualified teachers (25%) and EY teachers with no FL qualifications (3.6%) also
comes as no surprise. In the language schools, on the other hand, FL specialists and native
speakers are mostly involved in teaching FL to children. Only in four cases FL teachers
possessed additional qualifications to teach children (EY teacher training, YL TEFL
Certificate), and five school employs EY teachers with or without FL qualifications. The
headteachers said that alongside formal teacher qualifications to teach an FL, what counted
for them is experience in teaching young children and some personal qualities in a teacher
(‘a teacher must love children’, ‘..must be patient’, ‘..must have a positive attitude
towards that sort of work’). Moreover, three language schools have special requirements as
far as the teachers are concerned. One required all teachers to undergo Callan method
training, another one employed only native speakers, while the third school employed only
Polish teachers with the double certification (MA in English from Poland and CETL/CELT

Young Learners examination) or native speakers.
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Figure 4-13 Teachers involved in early FL teaching (as indicated by the headteachers)

TEACHERS BELEM SCHOOLS n=26
BLANG SCHOOLS n=16

classT with FL qual
classT no FL qual
FL specialist 938%:

T no qual

native speaker

special qualifications

unknow n

Note: The percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible. The percentages do not denote the overall numbers
but the occurrences of certain types of teachers within a school.

My assumption that the two types of institutions should differ in terms of the type of
teacher they employ and that the conditions of work differ, too, is not supported (see Table
D-2 in Appendix D). Of course, the better pay offered in the language schools does attract
more teachers with full teaching qualifications, while the elementary schools principals
have to rely on the staff available to them, even if not fully qualified. For example they
offer additional hours for EY teachers for whom they are not able to guarantee a full
teaching load. Yet, the fact is that both institutions are the same in terms of the FL
programme offered. They do not need different staff because in both of them an FL is
taught as a subject disconnected from the rest of EY curriculum. While it is probably
justified for extracurricular teaching, it is regrettable that the schools that have introduced
compulsory FL teaching in classes 1-3 have not attempted to embed an FL into the EY
curriculum, which formally is supposed to be integrated. My guess here, supported by the
information provided by the teachers (see section 4.3), is that neither FL nor EY specialists
are capable of doing that due to the absence of adequate training. And as evident from the
discussion above, this deficiency is definitely mirrored by the early FL programmes

currently available on the Bydgoszcz educational scene.

The image emerging from the information provided by the parents (Figure 4-14), on the
other hand, suggests that if a child learns an FL as a compulsory subject at school s/he is
likely to be taught either by an FL specialist, a classteacher with FL or without FL
qualifications. If a child learns an FL extracurricularly, in a language school, a club or even

elementary school, s/he is most probably taught by an FL specialist.
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Figure 4-14 Teachers involved in early FL teaching (as indicated by the parents)
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Yet, I would be very cautious about relying on this picture. First, the data provided by the
parents does not match the information I was given by the headteachers at the time of
survey administration. This may suggest that some FL-P and possibly some FL-non-P
parents might be misinformed about this issue. That alongside the fact that as many as
21.7% of parents (i.e. one third of FL-P school parents) have been unable to indicate what
qualifications a teacher who taught an FL to their child possesses, may be symptomatic.
Parents’ lack of knowledge is not a problem in itself since after all they are not obliged to
know exactly who teaches an FL to their child and what qualifications s/he has. Most of
them would probably trust school administrators since once they employed a teacher then
it may be assumed that s’/he must be qualified to do so. Yet, it may be indeed telling us
something about parent-teacher relationships, especially in FL-P elementary schools.
Informal conversations with the teachers suggest that neither the school administrators nor
the classteacher familiarised parents with the basic facts about the FL provision, such as
who is going to teach it and how®. In actual fact in some cases it was during the survey
administration that the classteacher informed them about this. Since the survey was
administered in October-November—only two-three months after FL instruction
commenced—maybe there was not time to do this. Since FL teaching is a new subject and
in fact is not compulsory as part of EY education, it would be advisable that school
administrators take more care to inform parents about goals and organisation of FL

instruction.

% NB. During the survey administration many parents were not aware if their child was involved in compulsory or
extracurricular learning, with the official progress assessment, etc.
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There is also a possibility, however, that the contacts between FL teachers and the parents
may be generally hindered because of an overall organisation of EY education in Poland.
Both in the kindergarten and classes 1-3 there is a strong ‘one-teacher-one-class’ tradition.
Thus, introduction of a new subject taught by a separate specialist would require some
consideration on the part of school administrators how the FL teacher may be ‘pulled into’
the existing structures. For example, parent-teacher meetings are usually arranged only
with the classteacher and so-called ‘open door’ meetings (‘drzwi otwarte’), during which
they have a chance to meet all teachers from the school, are infrequent or a non-existent

part of EY education.

Such conclusions seem to be supported by comments expressed by some parents in the
survey comments section (see details in the section below). The picture that we get from
them is that the parents are very critical about numerous issues, for example the method
used by the teacher, the choice of textbooks or too hasty or inappropriate introduction of
literacy skills. None of the comments, however, indicate that the parents attempted any

contact with the teacher so as to explain or improve the situation.

The finding that the parents were not well informed may prove problematic since it often
results in parental displeasure and withdrawal of their children from FL instruction
(Heining-Boynton, 1990). Parents should be clear about the FL programme goals and what
progress they may expect their children to make (Curtain and Pesola, 1994). It is vital, too,
that they are encouraged to take a more active role in their child’s language learning
(Brewster and Ellis, 2002, see also discussion on page 175ff). Moreover, the fact that the
classteachers were usually not informed about the organisation of FL instruction is in my
opinion quite symptomatic as far as FL specialist-classteacher contacts are concerned. As I
have described in sections 2.10 and 2.11, smooth cooperation in the parent—

classteacher—FL specialist triangle is important for the success of early FL instruction.

For the same reasons parents’ evaluation of skills and competencies of FL teachers also
proved to be problematic. In the majority of cases the parents who were unable to name the
qualifications of the person teaching FL to their child could not offer any evaluation of

his/her teaching skills and the cases had to be excluded®. As evident from Figure 4-15, one

5 The parents were asked to rank ten teacher features on the semantic scale form /= very negative to 6 = very positive
and ? = don’t know (coded as zero). In the cases in which the respondents answered at least two questions I coded the
remaining ones as ‘don’t knows’, while the cases in which respondent circled only ‘don’t know’ were coded as
missing (47 altogether).
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third of the parents were unable to evaluate the teachers instructing their child
suggesting, as discussed above, that they are simply not familiar with him/her. The
relatively low number of ‘don’t knows’ to question 9 (‘teacher’s ability to establish good
rapport with children’) and a very high number of very positive answers may be an
indication that the most parent are only able to express a very general opinion about the
teacher, e.g. ‘a teacher is nice’ or ‘my child likes him/her’, without much consideration of

the qualities that make him/her so.

Figure 4-15 Parents' evaluation of teachers involved in early FL instruction

n=119, 47 missing cases

TEACHER EVALUATION
@1 very negative B2 a3 m4 B5 @6 very positive Odon't know

experience personaility FL competence EY competence child psychology
TEACHER EVALUATION
@ 1 very negative o2 m3 o4 |5 @6 very positive Odon't know

rapport with children  contacts with parents

methods & techniques teaching aids artistic skills

Yet it must remembered that missing cases and ‘don’t knows’ may be equally informative
as evaluation provided on the numeric scale. I have assumed that few parents based their
opinions on direct observation of teacher’s classroom behaviour since it is not very
realistic for parents to have a truly intimate view with what goes on in their children’s

classrooms. Parents’ opinions are most probably second-hand, based on what their child
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has told them, what his/her progress in an FL is and what the child’s attitude is towards an

FL. Thus rather than for precision, I was looking for possible sources of problems.

In Figure 4-15 we can see for example that the teacher’s ability to establish good contact
with parents have scored the lowest. The opinions here are quite polarised—the answers
are almost entirely either positive or negative—and very few parents have stayed neutral
on this issue. What is interesting, the positive answers come entirely from parents whose
child learns an FL extracurricularly (see also Table D-3 in Appendix D). Such results are
not surprising in the light of what I have suggested above that opportunities to establish
good contacts with FL teachers in elementary schools.

Furthermore, while the teacher’s FL competence has scored relatively high (17.6 % of
‘positive’ and 35.3% of ‘very positive’ answers), competence in EY pedagogy has been
evaluated rather low and knowledge of child psychology very low. We may only speculate
what have made parents to response like that. These answers possibly reflect teachers’
overall positive attitudes to children and working with them since their ability to establish a
good rapport with them was evaluated most positively. Yet, possibly there is something
about the teachers’ choice of methods, classroom management and other teaching practices
that made the parents think that teachers’ knowledge of child psychology and EY
pedagogy is low. It is also worth noting that only teachers holding qualifications in EY
education had their artistic skills evaluated positively (see Table D-4 in Appendix D). As
for FL specialists, this aspect of their expertise seems to be their ‘Achilles heel’ since it
scored the lowest of all ten features. Yet, since FL specialists scored very high on the use
of appropriate teaching methods and techniques, it may be that they compensate for their
(presumed) inability to sing, draw or play musical instruments in other ways. Such
conclusion should, of course, be treated with caution bearing in mind the limitations of

rank order items (see discussion in Dornyei, 2003: 54-55).

Another overall impression is that the parents are slightly more satisfied with the teachers
if a child learns an FL extracurricularly (see Table D-3 in Appendix D). Either their
relations with the teachers are closer or parents have more control over who teachers their
child—the reasons are not clear. It may be true after all that if FL provision is organised

commercially, the organisers are able to employ more qualified staff.

There is still another explanation for the lower scoring of teachers in FL-P schools. This

result may be an indicator that FL teachers manage reasonably well when teaching as part
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of extracurricular or private tuition. Yet when they are involved in teaching an FL as a
compulsory subject in elementary schools, where they have to comply with EY education
ethos, deal with the limited time allocated to FL study and scarce resources, their skills and
competencies are less sufficient. When an FL is yet another subject taught as part of EY
education, parents may also be tempted to make comparisons between skills, competencies
and attitude of a classteacher and those possessed by a FL teacher, and the evaluation is not

SO0 positive.

Overall evaluation of early FL provision

It is not therefore surprising that the overall evaluation of the status quo of early FL
teaching is not positive (Figure 4-16 below®). Obviously those parents whose children do
not learn an FL are the least satisfied with provision (see also Table D-5 in Appendix D).
Even though some parents, as in the previous cases, were unable to express their opinions
on more specific issues, the answers provided cast some doubts about the state of early FL

provision in Bydgoszcz.

We may ask, for example, whether it really matters that private tuition and extracurricular
teaching in elementary and language schools is widely available, if the high fees are
perceived as a problem, and the availability of non-fee-based courses at schools is so low?
Does it tell us something about the teachers involved if more than one third of the parents
had no opinion and about 10% expresses negative opinions of the teacher-related features
(questions 10-16)? Is it important that 38% of them evaluated their contacts with FL
teachers very negatively? Is it a good sign that only 15% of parents assess teachers’ FL

competence positively?

I believe that parents’ evaluation might be a signal for teacher training course providers
that the teachers involved in teaching an FL to young learners are far from being uniformly
good. Some of them clearly need some support in the further development of FL skills,
others are lacking in primary FL teaching methodology, while probably most teachers
would benefit from training courses on how to develop successful home-school

relationships.
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Figure 4-16 Parents' evaluation of the current early FL provision

EVALUATION OF CURRENT FL PROVISION " 194 46 missing cases
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Note: ES=elementary school; LS=language school; TFLYL= teaching foreign languages to young learners (YLs)

Such conclusions are supported by comments provided by some parents (n=30) in the

comments section, where they are very critical about the methods used by the teachers: a

% The cases in which a parent gave the answers to at least two questions all the ‘empty” cells have been coded as ‘don 't

know’. The cases in which respondents circled only ‘don't know’ categories or the ones in which no answers were
provided were coded as missing (46 altogether).
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grammar-translation rather than communicative approach, a poor choice of textbooks, too
hasty or inappropriate introduction of writing in an FL to children that cannot write in their
L1, the teachers’ poor effort to sustain children’s motivation and interest in learning an FL.

Here are just a few examples:

I have noticed a complete absence of methods which aim at increasing my child’s interest and
motivation; making learning fun on one hand, and on the other, methods that are more effective [in
terms of the FL skills acquired by the child].

I have some comments on a number of things: 1. [There is] Too much emphasis on writing — too
much time is wasted on rewriting texts from the blackboard. 2. An array of the textbooks chosen by
the teacher and their prices are not compensated for by very low progress [made by the children]. 3.
The methods of teaching [are] very unattractive and unimaginative—lessons are lacking in play and
games—often boring. 4. A lot of rote learning—my child cannot build even a basic sentence on her
own; vocabulary is not taught. A child at the age of 10 should be able, in my opinion, to say short,
simple sentences, even with some grammatical mistakes; a simple conversation, even
ungrammatical, is more interesting than not being able to communicate at all because of the lack of
vocabulary or basic structures.

There is too much stress on the grammar! I think that at this stage teachers should devote more time
to teaching communication, to encourage children to express themselves in a foreign language;

grammar should be secondary.

Our daughter attends an English course (extracurricular) at her school. The groups comprise
children from different age groups, (...) from the 1% grade and older. The age groups are too mixed.
The younger ones cannot write in Polish and yet are made to write in English (describe a picture or
things). Foreign language learning should start at the age of 5 and should involve a lot of play and
games (...) Later [the FL] learning should be integrated with other school subjects, for example
Polish language arts, science, geography, music, etc. As it is now—two hours per week, a lot of
grammar, no games, very passive— it is totally ineffective. I do not see either that my child is
motivated to learn or that she can see her progress—some ‘fruits’ of her work.

The teacher after an introductory session that aimed at establishing if the children had had any
contact with a foreign language, is now, unfortunately, teaching without differentiating instruction
to adapt it to mixed language abilities and skills of the children (...). All children, from grade 1 to
grade 3, use the same textbook!

The teacher should be using more audiovisuals [teaching aids and handouts] so that the child might
be able to revise the material covered during lessons.

The lesson time should be used more efficiently so that my child doesn’t need to spend hours doing
his homework. Individual study at his age is very difficult and I am not able to help him with his
English.

Other comments tackled issues such as the poor organisation of FL courses, particularly
with very limited time devoted to FL learning, lack of articulation, the fact that FL teachers
change very frequently, and very high fees as opposed to the quality of instruction. The
following three comments provided by the parents illustrate how problematical the
situation can be:
My older daughter was learning English in the primary school because it was compulsory; in the
vocational school it was Russian and now in the technical secondary school she is learning German.

I have a quqstion to Polish pedagogues, is such foreign language learning logical? She’s been
already learning three languages in only 10 years. Does she speak any of them?
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My child has been learning an FL since the age of 5. What frustrates me all the time is that even
though I’ve been paying awfully lot for all those FL courses or even recently private tuition, I do not
get what I want. Every year, no! every semester he has a different teacher, usually some student or a
teacher straight from a [FLTT] college—a thing I cannot complain about because that is usually the
only teacher available. The teachers do not bother to see how much my child already knows so he
has to repeat the same stuff over and over again. Consequently even though he’s been learning for
five years, he cannot communicate even about basic things.

1. ‘A free market’ has resulted in a fashion to organise fee-based foreign language courses in many
educational institutions (kindergartens, schools, etc.). In my opinion it is typical ‘mass-production’.
2. As a rule, the teachers are students who want to earn some money in the mornings or afternoons.
The quality [of teaching] = the teacher’s ability to impart knowledge (sic!) to children, is poor.
(emphasis in original)

Obviously, one has to be careful not to get a misleading picture from the comments
provided above. The fact that all of them are rather critical may not be so much a result of
a very dramatic situation in FL teaching, but that frustrated parents were simply more
eager to share their opinions. The parents that were more or less satisfied with the services
offered (see Figure 4-16) may have chosen to give their positive judgement in the answers
to the survey question rather than in commentary. Nonetheless these negative opinions

seem to imply flaws in the professional preparation of the teachers.

Yet the criticism of early FL teaching organisation and FLTYL teacher trainers, is worthy

of reflection:

Moderately speaking, the quality of those courses is varied. You know what it is like...

My observation is that at the moment there are many teachers at schools who are ... simply not
prepared well, especially as far as [foreign] languages go, it is a utter horror.

I have observed this ‘teaching’ on various courses and its amateurishness ... when some ‘accidental
¢ people were teaching children. And I think that the biggest harm you can do is to let some
dilettantes, some teachers who are not sufficiently trained, to teach in Early Years. Those teachers
now, they don’t know the phonetic system of a language, grammar, etc. and claim that it will be
corrected later.

There would appear to be tacit agreement among the trainers that the younger a student the
more ‘accidental’ (employed haphazardly) the teacher. The trainers seem to be aware of the
fact that teacher supply is limited and there is inadequate preparation, both linguistically
and pedagogically. Yet, as already mentioned, as long as early FL teaching remains the
domain of the private sector, teacher training institutions are under no obligation to provide
FLTYL training.

To conclude, the information presented in this section has following implications for the
FLTYL training:
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» Early FL provision is very restricted in terms of the variety of programmes. The
provision is limited, no matter its official name—compulsory subject teaching,
extracurricular, club, etc.—to teaching an FL as a separate subject. Other programme
options portrayed in the literature, from FL awareness raising to total immersion are
non-existent on the Bydgoszcz educational scene. The reason for that, I assume, is that
the programme providers, the teachers involved and programme recipients are not
aware of various early FL programme types and how to implement them in practice,

and thus FL subject-teaching seems the only option.

s The lack of embedding an FL into the rest of EY curriculum alongside very limited
time devoted to FL, raises serious doubts about the effectiveness of such teaching. One
cannot claim high results if children on average spend one or two 45-minute lessons
learning an FL. Even though I think that the organisers of instruction may take into
consideration children’s short attention and memory span, and many wish to increase
both the time and the frequency of lessons, the practicalities prevail: the staffing for
more intense FL study is problematic; more frequent lessons involve higher fees and
more time is spent transporting the children, etc. Yet, few solutions to these problems
can be offered without considering teacher training provision, which would result in

sufficient number of teachers prepared for teaching in various contexts and conditions.

» The parents’ evaluation of the teachers’ personal traits and professional skills is not
clear-cut. It appears that their view is while there are quite a few good teachers there
are also many whose skills are judged ‘mediocre’. According to the parents, teachers
have a lot of good will—their personality and rapport with children has been judged
favourably. And yet parents consider they lack at least some of professional skills
required from a FLTYL, such as the competence in EY pedagogy or child psychology.
Even though there are subtle differences, nevertheless it seems that the parents are not
fully satisfied. This is true regardless of the type of programme a child is involved in
(compulsory at school, extracurricular or private tuition). The teacher’s formal
qualifications have not played a significant role in the way the parents evaluated their

performance.

= Since good cooperation with parents is an essential element of successful FL provision
(Curtain and Pesola, 1994; Brewster and Ellis, 2002), it is worrying that the parents
express such negative opinions about teacher-parents contacts. It seems that this aspect

of teacher preparation is neglected and more attention should be devoted to it.
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= The problems of continuation of FL study, caused by the fact that that not all children
are involved in FL learning, are worsened by the lack of quality standards among
different FL programmes. The polarised opinions of the parents on the quality of
teaching may indirectly support my everyday observation that some children who
started FL learning in a kindergarten may be fairly advanced once they reach the
official FL learning starting grade 4 while some others know virtually nothing. Whilst
extracurricular FL learning may be a solution if not many children are involved, it is
problematic if children in vast numbers learn an FL and there is no systematisation
among what is being offered in different forms of instruction. I would argue after
Maley (1993:3) that ‘there is a crying need for the “professionalization” of this new
field of language teaching’ and the FLTYL training plays a vital role in it.

So what are the needs are in terms of future FL programme offering and the teacher

training for that.

4.1.3. Future needs

What sort of provision is needed?

The first important decision for teacher training provision concerns the age at which FL
instruction should start. According to the parents’ voice, we should definitely provide
teacher training for teaching FL for grades 1-3 of the primary school—53.6% of the
parents opted for the FL start at the first grade of the elementary school (Figure 4-17).
Moreover, since as many as 25% parents believe that FL should start at the age of 6 or
even earlier and, as discussed earlier, the majority of the kindergartens provide FL teaching
anyway, we will also need a substantial number of FL teachers trained in the pre-school

education.

As for the sort of provision that would be preferred, the overwhelming majority of the
parents opt for FL learning integrated with the rest of EY curriculum (Figure 4-18). It is
not clear whether the parents have understood the term ‘integrated’ in the way EY
educators in Poland use it (see section 2.3), denoting a special type of instruction. Yet,
since the ‘philosophy’ underpinning the 1999 reform of Early Years education received
much media coverage (and, as I was informed, some information was also disseminated at
the survey schools), it may indeed be the case that that some parents opted for ‘integrated

FL instruction’ meaning FL instruction embedded into the mainstream curriculum. It is
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also quite symptomatic that as much as one third of parents believe that children should

learn two FLs as part of EY education, preferably English or German.

Figure 4-17 Parents’ opinion about the optimal age for staring FL instruction

a. WHEN START FL? / b. IF BEFORE ES, WHEN?

before ES 24.7% i
até 44.1% |

fromclass 1 53.6%

1 ats 40.7%
fromclass 2 | 9.8% ‘%

] at4 [
fromclass 3 | 6.8% !
fromclass 4 ' 51% at3 ‘

n= 235, 4 missing, 1 excluded 0

Note: ES = elementary school

Figure 4-18 Parents’ opinion about the future needs—organisation of early FL instruction

a. FL MORE AVAILABLE b. IF YES, HOW ORGANISED?
IN ES? |
ES=elementary school

don't yes | compulsory subject integrated with 8 5
know 94.6% | | the rest of the ES curriculum i
5.0% |
|1 compulsory subject separte from a
: 9.2%
| the rest of the ES curriculum
no \ extracurricular subject (=a paid 12.6%
0.4% course) at ES =P
n=240 n=239
c. IF YES, WHICH LANGUAGE? —+—+———pd. HOW MANY FL IN TOTAL?
| |
English 97.5% ‘ ‘
: ‘ 68.2%
French ‘
German
Russian
Spanish
talian | i

n=239 | n=239

Note: In figure 24c the percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible.
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Unsurprisingly, the majority of parents also think that FL instruction should be free of
charge (Figure 4-19). And yet, being aware of the difficult financial situation in many
elementary schools, may of them are willing to contribute towards the FL tuition cost—
from 5 to 200 Polish zlotys per month, which is comparable to what they have to pay now
for the FL courses organised by commercial institutions. However, this solution has to be
exercised with some caution. As pointed out by the teachers interviewed, the fees, no
matter how small, are one of the reasons for student drop out, and eventually changing the

status of the subject from compulsory into elective (extracurricular).

Figure 4-19 Parents’ opinion about the future needs—FL instruction fees

a. FL INSTRUCTION FREE OF [ | b. IF FEE STILL INTERESTED?
CHARGE? |

\ no don't

126% —— know

13.8%

n=239

c. IF YES, HOW MUCH ABLE TO PAY?

60 - ® ;
2] |
e 45 !
= i
‘S 30
o
S 15

0 |

<20 21-40 41-60 61-100 >100 PLZ don’t know
per month

n=202

Nevertheless, in the light of what has been said before by voting in favour of compulsory,
free-of-charge FL provision, parents may have hoped that by involving all children from
the outset of elementary school would make it easier to ensure the quality of teaching,
continuation with the FL learning at the later stages and a more sensible scheduling. On the
basis of FLES experiences in the USA (Heining-Boynton, 1990), we may also speculate

that parents might be in favour of FL learning in state schools since they often regard this
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type of provision to be more ‘real’—with books, written exercises and heavy emphasis on

homework—and as such worth serious effort.

The problem is whether the schools are capable of fulfilling the parents’ wishes.
Unfortunately, it seems that most of them are not. Even though the new curricular
guidelines (MoNE, 1999b) make it possible to allocate up to three hours per week to FL
instruction, the majority of schools will not be able to take advantage of this opportunity.
As shown in Figure 4-20, 51% of the elementary schools will not provide FL teaching as a
part of compulsory (mainstream) EY teaching in the school year 1999/00 and, as indicated
by the headteachers, the main obstacle is the shortage of teachers. In the circumstances
when there are not enough FL teachers for grades 4-6 (formerly, grades 4-8), most of the
headteachers do not want to launch early FL programmes only to find out later that they

will not be able to sustain FL learning.

Figure 4-20 Schools’ plans for the future—availability of FL instruction as part of EY education (grades 1-3) in
1999/2000

FL PROVISION IN 99/00 ‘ WHY NOT?

92%

4% 0% 0%

shortage of  other no school shortage of no parent
teachers allocation interest resources interest

don't know provision  no provision |
‘ for hours n=25
L =

|

\

|

|

41% |
|

|

|

|

n=49

As frequently pointed out by the headteachers it is not clear what counts as ‘obligatory

qualifications’ in the case of FLTYLs since none of the MONE instruction states it clearly:
At the moment there are three classteachers who teach English to pupils in their classes and the only
FL specialist that I have—the English teacher who teaches in classes 4-8—thinks they are doing a
good job. All this teaching is pretty informal, but if I wanted to make a formal contract with them, I

would immediately have a problem what qualifications a teacher should have in order for me to
employ her to teach a foreign language in classes 1-3?

Moreover, 12% of headteachers have indicated that organising FL instruction as a part of
the ‘additional hours left to the headteacher’s discretion’, as it reads in the National
Curriculum, is cumbersome. The policy presents an awkward dilemma ‘what do children
from classes 1-3 need more: additional hours for the mainstream subjects, sports and
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games, remedial classes or maybe foreign languages?’ Thus, for the time being they offer
extracurricular FL teaching and use the extra hours for some other purposes. One
headteacher has suggested that this problem would be solved easily if FL study were
embedded within EY curriculum. Then, with the more flexible allocation of hours and only
one teacher involved, the teacher him/herself could decide about the sequence and
emphasis put on each curricular area at a given time. Though again, such an arrangement is
only possible if teacher training institutions start training the double specialisation (EY

+FL) teachers.

What sort of teacher is needed?

First, as evident from Figure 4-21, if free to choose an FL teacher, that the majority of
parents would consider two particular features most important: FL. competence and the
ability of the teacher to establish a good rapport with children. Secondly, they would look
for the teacher’s ability to use appropriate teaching methods, competence in EY pedagogy
and experience in teaching. Features such as teacher’s personality, competence in child
psychology or the ability to establish good contacts with parents, have received less

attention, yet one has to remember that the respondents were asked to point out only five

features.

Figure 4-21 Parents' ranking of the most important features required from FL TYLs

KEY FLTYL FEATURES

|
| 891% 80.8%

valid % of rater

| |

T's T's ability to  T's use of T's T's T's T's T'suseof T'sabilityto T's artistic
competence establisha appropriate experience competence personality competence appropriate establish skills
inanFL  good rapport methods & inEY in child teaching aids good
with children techniques pedagogy psychology contacts with
and parents
development

n=229, 11 missing

What these results suggest in terms of optimal FLTYL training is that the parents first of
all expect FLTYL to have a high quality competence in an FL, but also be able to use this

knowledge while working with small children. The parents stress the importance of
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experience in teaching, which indicates that the teacher training should comprise not only

theoretical preparation but also practical experience, by putting the theory into practice.

Figure 4-22 Opinions of parents, teachers and student-teachers about optimal FLTYL qualifications (simplified)

BEST FLTYL

88.6%

OEY tnacher

@mEY +FL competence

| FL teacher

OFL teacher + EY training
mdouble qual specialist

@ native speaker

parents n=240 teachers n=26 student-teachers n=385

Secondly, there is strong agreement between the study participants as far as the optimal
FLTYL qualifications are concerned. The majority (63.7%) have indicated the double
qualifications, no matter the sequence: EY plus FL or FL plus EY qualifications, as the
most desired FLTYL qualifications (Figure 4-22)®". The second popular option is a FL
specialist with some training in EY pedagogy. Such results are convergent with the
information on what constitutes optimal FLTYL qualifications for the headteachers, who
also indicate that full qualifications to teach both FL and EY education would be optimal
(Figure 4-23a) and that the graduates of such a course would find employment in their

schools (Figure 4-23b)%,

However, interpretation of the word ‘optimal’ is problematic. My intention was to collect
data on the future needs for FLTYL qualifications, in other words what qualifications
prospective teachers should possess. However, as indicated by some headteachers on the
margin of the questionnaire form, some of them are more concerned with the qualifications
of the staff currently employed, in particular providing some retraining scheme for their
EY staff who may face unemployment in the near future. The issue of whether we should

invest our time and resources into providing current teachers with new qualifications, or

57 As defined on a survey form, by qualifications we mean a BA or MA degree, either done subsequently (existing
option) or jointly (a future option).

% Additional information is provided in Table D-13 in Appendix D.
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whether it would be better invested into training new teachers will be addressed in section

4.3.

Figure 4-23 Headteachers’ opinions about optimal FLTYL qualifications

a. OPTIMAL ALTYL QUALIFICATIONS

b. EMPLOYMENT OF DOUBLE-
SPECIALISATION TEACHERS

@BEY +someFLtraining OFL+someEY training mdouble EY+FL myes mno pdon't know

48.9% 79.6% 75%

40% |

30%
20%

elem schools n=49 lang schools n=20 elemschools n=49 lang schools n=20

Note: The percentages do not total 100. Multiple responses possible.

The language school headteachers, on the other hand, have pointed out that double
qualifications are more useful in elementary school programmes in which an FL would
possibly be integrated into the mainstream curriculum. The majority expressed an urgent
need for some training aimed at FL specialists in areas related to teaching to young
children. They particularly welcomed the idea (though it was not a part of the survey) of
in-service teacher training for FL course graduates since most of them were dissatisfied
with the FL teacher preparation for working with young learners. Nevertheless it seems
from the point of view of the school headteachers that the double certification of teachers
is safer. First, it potentially guarantees competence both in teaching an FL and EY

education, and secondly, it enables more flexible employment of the teachers.

And yet, so little has been done to fulfil the needs of the schools. Most of the principals
have complained that so far the HEIs have done little to equip FL teachers with additional
qualifications. The FL Philology courses are standardised and rigid, which when
confronted with the demands of modern educational market for many headteachers is equal
to being ‘stiff and old-fashioned’. Thus, one of the language school principals has even
decided to ‘take things into [her] own hands’ and organised special training for teachers
running children FL courses in her school (mostly involving peer teaching observation and
discussion meetings). Another headteacher was at the time of the survey involved in a

MONE project to develop a Young Learners’ Language Provider course (a fast-track
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modular TT course organised in FLTTCs). Yet, for most of the headteachers the
responsibility for adequate teacher training provision, both in the numbers and the quality
of graduates, rests primarily on the side of teacher training institutions, which appear
reluctant to take this role seriously.
It had never been the case that you [the teacher training institutions] made your courses ‘tailor
made’, I mean, on the basis of what or whom we need. So ... why do you suddenly seem to bother
now? If I tell you that I need such and such a teacher, will you bother to change your curricula and
fulfil my wishes?! No! You will continue doing what you think is best for us and not what we
actually need. Besides, I need teachers, but you cannot just ... ‘produce’ them. It is not your fault
that most of them are not interested in ending up in a school. It’s just a matter of economy. And we

may, of course, hypothesise about some ‘dreamy teachers’ but first we have to solve the problem
how to lure them into teaching.

Therefore, the statement above reveals that some headteachers thought I was asking the
‘wrong’ question. I interpreted the MoNE recommendations to introduce, wherever
possible, FL teaching from the early grades of elementary school, as switching on the
green light. However, for most of them hypothesising about FL teaching in classes 1-3 and
optimal FLTYL qualifications simply sounds bizarre when they struggle to find teachers
for compulsory FL teaching in higher grades. Comments such as the ones below are not
unique:

The survey is not tackling the basic problem. The lack of FL teachers makes planning and carrying

out FL teaching impossible. Only 2% of the HPS of Bydgoszcz’ and the FL Teacher Training

College’s graduates undertake teaching in elementary schools. This is a main reason why there is no
early FL provision in many schools [emphasis mine].

In the same vein one of the language school principals admitted:

I would like to have any choice at all [as far as teachers go]. So far I have to force teachers to work
with children or accept those that are simply willing to. I am happy if they do it right and in such
cases I do not ask them what diplomas they have.

Whilst I understand the situation of FL teaching was in crisis at the time of the survey due
to the lack of FL teachers, it emerged that it was due to worsen. The post-survey telephone
conversations with some headteachers and also my visits to elementary schools in October
1999—February 2000 shed new light on the problem. In the schools that I visited (12
altogether), the headteachers were facing a dramatic situation of a massive exodus of FL
teachers from their schools due to an introduction of middle schools in the post-reform

system®. In some schools FL specialists still taught in elementary classes as part of their

% Shortage of FL staff in primary schools has become even more severe in 2001 (see p. 31-32).
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extra hours, but they were already formally employed by a middle school and the

elementary school principals were desperately looking for a new staff.

In this light, I wonder how have the headteachers actually answered the last question
knowing that this would happen? Faced with the FL specialists shortages one headteacher
answered ‘yes’ to mean, ‘Yes, the double specialisation EY+ FL course graduates will
teach in classes 1-3° or maybe, ‘Yes, the graduates will replenish the shortage of FL
teachers for classes 4-6'? Subsequent contacts with the headteacher led me to believe in
the latter so I followed up this theme in teacher and in teacher trainer interviews (see

sections 4.2 and 4.3).

It is clear that the demand for FLTYL staff is enormous. Even though it may happen that
they will first be employed to teach the higher grades, a first step must be made. Without
the guarantee that FL will continue, there is little point in starting early instruction.
However, if the need is such that all primary teachers should undergo a similar course and
obtain uniform qualifications, for example as in the United States to be certified to teach
from the kindergarten to final grade of elementary school™ (see for example, Lipton,
1996), then
K-6 teacher certification in Poland is even preferable. Since this would solve many

problems that the teachers are currently facing.

Thus, from the headteachers’ perspective the answer to my question ‘What teachers do
yowwill you need?’ is to a large extent irrelevant—any teachers would do as long as they
are produced in large quantities. And yet, there is some air of disillusionment with the
quality of current FLTYL. In the view of the parents’ plea for a more widespread
integrated FL instruction it is doubtful that the present teacher training would satisfy those
needs either. This situation resembles ‘a chicken and egg’ paradox: should the teachers be
produced to enable FL instruction first, or does widespread provision justify the need for
improving teacher training provision? Unfortunately, the answers to this question are

contradictory (see section 4.3).

' The American ‘K-8 certification’ denotes teacher qualifications to teach from the kindergarten (K) to final grade (8) of
the elementary school). If adapted in Poland would then referred to as ‘K-6 certification’: from kindergarten to grade 6.
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41.4. Conclusions

Nunan (1999a, 1999b) argues that in many countries the decision to introduce FL learning
into elementary school curricula is made rather hastily and without much commitment on
the side of educational authorities to provide adequate funding, resources, teacher training
and support:
Certainly the younger = the better position is not supported. Whether or not it’s a ‘good thing’ to
begin a foreign language at say age 4-5 will depend on many factors including the amount of time
the kids are given, the competence of the teacher, the quality of the resources, etc.. In the last few
moths I've been to places as far afield as Thailand, Costa Rica, Korea and Mexico, all countries
introducing English at younger and younger ages. However, in most places, the teachers are not
being trained, and adequate resources are not being provided. The danger is that the kids will be
turned off English and people will conclude that it wasn’t worth introducing English early when it

may have had little to do with processes of acquisition, and everything to do with the context of the
learning process. (...)

If it’s [starting FL learning early] done badly it’s a bad thing. And in some places I mentioned
it’s being done badly.

Nunan, 1999b (emphasis mine).

Certainly, the Polish MONE does exercise caution in launching FL learning at elementary
school level. And yet the picture emerging from this section is that in spite of the
Ministerial lukewarm attempt to launch early FL programmes, they are not being done
sufficiently well organised (to use Nunan’s words). The main problematic areas are the

following’":

s The mushrooming of early FL teaching outside the public sector alongside the lack
of standardisation and problematic quality among the course offerings.

s The disparity between what is being offered (fee-based, extracurricular courses) and
what should be offered (free-of-charge, compulsory FL teaching as part of integrated
EY curriculum).

* The shortage of FL teachers in general and the lack of adequately prepared FL
teachers of young children in particular.

The picture portrayed in this section seems to be convergent with similar research
conducted in Europe (see Blondin et al.,1998). Early FL teaching in Bydgoszcz suffers
from similar problems. Since very little has been said in the surveys about the lack of
funding and resources, it seems that these problems are minor in comparison to the bigger
problem—the lack of adequately trained teachers. It seems to be a vicious circle: FL

teaching providers and their clients seem to blame teacher training institutions for not

7! See also section 4.4. for the summary of the major themes discussed this part.
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supplying FLTYL teachers. Teacher trainers accuse the FL teaching providers of hasty
implementation of the programs and their poor quality. Both look at teachers as being
amateurish, and yet offer nothing to enable them to improve their skills and qualifications.
Certainly before this problem has been solved we may not expect any changes in the FL

provision available to children.

These findings lead us to the main focus of this research, namely, to the teacher and his/her

competencies that need to be developed through training.

4.2. FLTYL profile — who they are, what they know, what
they would like to know

Having established that early FL teaching substantially exists in Bydgoszcz, Poland, let’s
now focus on FL teachers of young learners, current and prospective, and let’s see who
they are, what motivates them into the work with young children and what they say about
the training that is and should be available to them.

4.2.1. Who wants to be a FLTYL?

‘Accidental teachers’: Motives for undertaking teaching FLs to young children

In the research background section (see 1.1.4) I have made a claim that the abundance of
very attractive offers outside teaching for people with high linguistic skills is the main
reason why FL Philology graduates do not take up a teaching career. Even if they do, they
usually seek employment either in secondary schools or in the private language school
sector. What then of the motives of those teachers who have undertaken the job of a
FLTYL? Was their decision intentional or rather accidental? Do they really prefer teaching

younger learners? Will they remain FLTYLs or is it only a short-lived experience?

The survey results reveal that the teachers are driven to undertake FL teaching to children

by three groups of motives:

1. Motives related to the teacher—a general interest in an FL and the target language
cultures, a wish to become a teacher, the wish to check one’s teaching abilities with a
different age group, check one’s ability as a FL teacher in a new specialisation (‘1 myself
like learning FLs. The work with children continually makes me self-improve and
search for new ideas’), the desire to link two areas—teaching mainstream subjects and
an FL;

2. Motives related to the student— the feeling of self-fulfilment, satisfaction and pleasure
(‘teaching to children is rewarding’, ‘... brings a lot of pleasure’ ...is demanding’,
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preference in teaching younger learners (‘I don'’t like teaching to teenagers or adults—
teaching kids is much more fun’, ‘... creative’), the belief of superior language abilities
of young children (‘children are very spontaneous and have fewer inhibitions’,
children are better and faster learners’, ‘children really want to learn a foreign
language’), the belief that children need to learn FLs from a very young age;

3. Motives related to external factors: financial gratitude (an opportunity for an extra
source of income), a school offer, the loss of job and the need to requalify.

The problem is, however, that several teachers were unable to name any special reasons for
being involved in early FL teaching. They said that their decision was ‘accidental’ and by
chance’. There are no visible differences between the way different groups of teachers (i.e.
Group A, B or C’) have answered this question. Most teachers emphasised the reasons
from the second group, especially the satisfaction that teaching children brings. Teachers’
positive attitude towards teaching FLs to children is also supported by the way they
answered questions 14.1-14.3 of the teachers’ beliefs ranking (Figure 4-24). Rather
surprisingly though, some (n=6) have mentioned intrinsic motivation (‘a liking for FL
learning’, ‘an interest in target language culture’) as the reasons for embarking on a job of

teaching FLs children.

Figure 4-24 Teachers’ beliefs about teaching FL to children
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The interview data, however, sheds new light onto the teachers’ motives to become a

FLTYL. Here, the differences between FL and EY teachers are evident.

"2 For the division into groups, see Methodology chapter, section 3.3.3.
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FL teachers seem to take up a teaching post during an FL university course or soon
afterwards, and teaching young children is given to them as part of the overall ‘package’. It
is also common to teach children as part of an extra job bringing additional source of
income. None of those teachers have mentioned choosing teaching to young children as

part of a conscious decision based on preference.

I rarely have any choice. Especially now when we teach English from the fourth grade and there are
also middle school students. There are not enough teachers so they give me extra hours all the time
and I wish I could tell them I prefer higher grades. But I rarely have anything to say about it. (...)
Besides all of us are searching for additional sources of income and we take what they give us.
Especially as far as [language] courses go. (FL teacher)

It also seems to be quite a short-term experience. Only half of FL teachers participating in
the survey were at the time still involved in teaching FL to children, and at the time of the
interview only one of them was employed as a regular FLTYL in an elementary school.
One explanation for this maybe that due to FL teacher shortage they are often assigned to
teaching an FL at the compulsory levels. Another reason put forward by the majority of FL
teachers is that teaching children is more demanding and more difficult than teaching older
learners and thus, generally speaking if given a chance to choose, they usuaily prefer to
teach in higher grades. Interestingly a lot FL teachers favour teaching adult and teenage
classes since there is ‘less nonsense in class and one can concentrate on the actual
teaching’ and teaching them is rewarding since they seem to set a much higher intellectual

and linguistic challenge for the teacher.

Young children? ... I don’t know... It has come by chance because there was such a need in my
former workplace. It wasn’t any special choice of mine. (...) I don’t feel any calling for teaching
young learners. I don’t have patience and some of their behaviour simply irritates me. I prefer ‘adult
things’: discussions, serious listening and reading tasks. I will tell you frankly: when I was teaching
grades 1-8 for the first two years (and I had some courses with adults, too), while teaching children I
felt that I was ‘going backwards’, that my foreign language skills deteriorate, that I was not doing
something that satisfies myself (...). And when I teach higher grades, even grade 8, they are able to
think up a new structure or find a new word. And I am telling myselif, ‘Gee! I don’t know. I have to
think it over’. And it is interesting for me. And the work with children is not much of a discovery.
But of course they also reward us for our efforts: they will learn what we want them to, they will
memorise a song, they boast about it in front of their parents, and so on. It is also a positive side of
teaching them, yet I don’t get much personal satisfaction from teaching them. (FL teacher)

Yet such opinions are quite often contradicted:

Of course when you teach a seven year old you do not talk with her about molecular biology and
existentialism. But, gosh! Make a clown of yourself so as to make everybody in the class laugh and
clap his hands! No, seriously... I was absolutely worn out intellectually after these lessons with
kids. Much worse than with adults or teenagers. An older learner before he or she asks you a
question she will think it over, analyse it. And besides he gives the time for you to answer, too. A
child asks because something has just crossed his mind so if I want him to get my answer I have to
reply immediately before he losses the interest. And he always wants an answer now. (FL teacher)
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The same opinion has frequently been echoed by EY teachers. Most of them have agreed
that, as some of them put it, ‘it [teaching to children] is always intellectual gymnastics’.
Apart from the linguistics challenges, EY teachers seem to value a close emotional bond

°73 alongside the ‘fun’ of working with them since

created with pupils, being their ‘Miss
children are so ‘imaginative and creative’ and the work is never dull. These are the
rewards that have made those teachers choose the career of an EY specialist in the first
place. Yet we might say that their involvement in teaching FLs was even more accidental
that in the case of FL teachers. The usual scenario is one in which the headteacher gives
them a ‘take it-or-leave it’ offer: no class to teach next year so you have to leave, or if you
agree to requalify and teach an FL you may stay. For most of them, starting to teach others
FL is parallel to their own comeback to FL learning, in most cases after years since leaving
a school. They usually enrol in some FL course in a language school or find a private tutor
and after some time they attempt to take and pass one of the state-recognised FL
examinations, such as the Cambridge First Certificate in English examination (FCE).
[It was] a complete accident. I have just lost my previous job in the kindergarten and decided to
study an FL. I was looking for a school for the school experience and (...) I stayed. I didn’t have any
qualifications at that time so they kept telling me, ‘Hurry up. Do something, at least an FC[E]. You
need an additional paper’. So out of a sort of momentum, I enrolled at XX™ and took an FC[E].
Success! So I stayed having only this examination. And I promise myself to do something more,
maybe an Advanced [CAE], but that means more work, more money spent on courses... And all of
us here work like this... mostly by sheer accident...having only some crazy papers, meaningless if

faced with any real [educational] inspection. We just keep going, from one year to another... and 1
am waiting when they sack all of us one day. (EY teacher)

Moreover, most of them at the time of the interviews had no idea that becoming a FLTYL
rather than a FL teacher was an option. It seems that almost all of them though that gaining
FL qualifications, one way or another, would mean saying goodbye to teaching mainstream

EY or even to teaching young learners in general, and most of them regret it:

I was involved in teaching English for eight years. I started when some children attended an
extracurricular course in the first grade, then I continued with them and the rest of this class from
grade $ till grade 8. But I have never taught English to my own class. I would love to. T would like
to learn how to do it. But ... in fact I was encouraged to go to a [foreign language teacher training]
college but I didn’t want to. The financial side of it excepted, I simply knew that once I get a BA
they will ask me to teach English only to higher grades and I don’t want to give up teaching in Early
Years. (EY teacher)

Similarly in another example:

7 Because in Poland these are mostly women who pre-school and Early Years (stage 1 of primary school) teachers.

74 The name of the language school has been deleted.
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I would like to combine teaching a foreign language with EY education, because 1 would regret
wasting my EY experience and qualifications. I have wanted to be a teacher and to work with smali
children since I myself was a kid. I wouldn’t like to lose it. But now I am not even sure whether
when I supplement my language qualifications, I’ll get any job anyway. The principal’s stance is a
mystery to me. (...) Sure I would like to stay in Early Years, but at the moment I will take any job.
If not, I will teach a foreign language individually, you know, give private tuition. (EY teacher)

Though nobody has explicitly mentioned it, there is an implication that most of them
would expect educational authorities to actually help them financially to requalify. The
irony about these teachers is that they mostly started their teaching career in the ‘baby
boom’ era when the shortages of EY teachers were so acute that educational authorities
were hiring a lot of unqualified staff. Now, with full qualifications and years of experience
they have found themselves redundant and with little interest in them as supernumerary

teachers.

It has been stressed many times that the decision to improve their FL skills and eventually
upgrade their FL qualifications has always been a teacher’s own initiative, done in their
free time and financed individually. In other words, it was rare that the school principal
anticipating that in the near future the teacher’s post might not be secure, encouraged them
to pursue additional qualifications. Or even if s/he did, it was not spelled out what
qualifications were most desirable by the school or if the teachers could count on a job
when they finish their training. This lack of guarantee, visible in the quotation above, is

echoed in another statement:

Teachers are forced to do something that they themselves are not necessarily convinced of (...). We
are trying to talk ourselves into that we like it. Besides, even if we get full qualifications to teach a
foreign language, we are not sure whether after another change in the economic situation we will not
have to think up something new. It’s so difficult because I was trained to do something different, I
learnt something different and I was hoping that I would be able to work in agreement with what |
had learnt ... that I wouldn’t have to think something up. But ... tough luck. Yet, I feel bad that
nobody encourages me to requalify not even makes me do it. I do it because I want to. Otherwise
nothing would ever change. (...) There is no planning. In fact we are only informed six months
ahead that there will be no job for us. But if somebody wants to requalify he has to have more time,
and must know in what direction to go, what the needs of the school are. And now... I am just
filling holes. (...) I am doing the language because I want to, but I don’t know... It may turn out that
somebody will change his mind and I will end up teaching music or PE. Because it seems that I can
teach everything! Indeed, you have to be very flexible nowadays. (EY teacher)

All EY and OS teachers have emphasised that their decision to become a FL teacher has
been based on ‘gut feeling’ and ‘guessing’ rather than on concrete evidence that such
needs exist. Like in the quotation above none was sure whether the situation would not
change again and they would have to find another job. These teachers seem not to be so
much unhappy about constant changes on the educational scene and lack of professional
stability. Rather, they are more concerned about the lack of a deliberate career policy on
the side of educational authorities, which would provide them with some guidelines about
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their prospective requalification based on future school needs. In such a situation it is not
surprising that those teachers have not considered becoming a FLTYL, and combining
their expertise in teaching young children with their FL skills. Nobody has ever informed
them about such a possibility and nobody has ever encouraged, let alone created an
opportunity to supplement their qualifications. Yet when they are made aware of such a

possibility, EY teachers usually jump at it.

Are you serious? Oh... I think... Ideally, if in a couple of years the situation stabilised and
professional FL teachers, in a precise meaning of this word, would teach in grades 4-6 of elementary
school and higher and I could come back to grades 1-3. Oh, yeah... Because my education and
qualifications would be more suitable then, and I would feel more comfortable that 1 was doing
*something I could do, I know how to, and I am prepared well to do it. And when faced with, for
example, any new reform or, literally, checking my papers | wouldn’t feel out of place. (EY teacher)

Yet the wish to become a FLTYL is not shared by all teachers. All the teachers interviewed
emphasised that this work is more difficult and demanding, and paradoxically,
underestimated and of low-prestige. Most of them said that what they got at the end of the
day of a very hard work, ‘busy cutting, drawing, bringing tons of pictures, fruits or
clothes’, inventing some new stimulating activities and ‘working out how not to loose any

child they teach’ was:

i. being deprecated:

Frankly speaking now I prefer working in higher grades. Work with young children |s so much
effort, and yet Early Years education is so rarely appreciated. You know, I have three 5" grades and
three 6™ grades so I plan a lesson, prepare materials and so on and I give the same lesson three
times. And in Early Years I teach only one class for the whole day, different subjects, and everyday
all the lessons are different. I remember when | was teaching classes 1-3 and | was a classteacher
how much 1 had to prepare. So just taking into account this preparation time, I prefer working with
older children. But then there is also another thing. Some teachers say, 'Tut tut. You needn’t do
anything in those classes | and 2’. In fact those are some Early Years teachers who often say so.
I feel they sometimes belittle my work because maybe they think that teaching a language at this
stage means repeating two or three words for 45 minutes and then you ask children to colour a
picture or sing a song and that’s it. (...) | have even come across statements like, ‘Why do you care
so much about this 1* grade? You’d better focus on older kids’. And I am telling them that I do
focus on older children, too, but I also have to make those little ones busy for 45 minutes. (FL /EY
teacher)

The work in secondary school or now in middle school ennobles, and in elementary school it does
not. People do not appreciate the things we are doing here, and no wonders. Nobody wants to work

here if the work is hard, salary mediocre and people think anyway that we are playing all the time.
(OS teacher)

ii. scorned:
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All the time an Early Years teacher is perceived as ‘Ah! This Miss with bricks'”.. And it’s the
opposite. It’s one of the most difficult ways to earn a living. I have to work much more in classes
1-3 than in higher grades and get very little in return. Apart from the children, they are lovely. (EY
teacher)

I really prefer teaching ‘little ones’ but certainly it is not ennoblement and those girls [EY teachers]
are always treated like... You are certainly not moved up [get a promotion?]” only because you are
an excellent teacher of young children. It’s so unfair. Why? Because a biology or chemistry teacher
he has to learn a lot. And what about us? They reckon like that: (mocking) ‘Everybody can count,
write and read but physics...’. (...) It’s a rule, you know, those sayings, ‘There, now! So what
exactly does she know?! A bit of singing, jumping, colouring, clapping hands; they add and
subtract, teach about flowers... Let’s not exaggerate, shall we?’ When I was teaching kids I heard it
over and over again. (EY teacher)

ili. criticised:

I love working with children. I cannot sing and I love singing with them. Drawing is an absolute
disaster but they have so much imagination and they laugh at your elephant because they can draw it
ten times better than you. I love dancing, playing games, acting. | absolutely adored it. And what in
return? I was constantly punished and criticised for, for instance, too much noise in the classroom,
not giving them marks, how could 1? (...) In the end I gave in and quit. (FL teacher)

Lack of status of teachers involved in teaching young children was put forward by the
majority of teachers regardless of their background. This suggests that after all many FL
teachers would like to teach young children, despite complexity and troubles of this work,

yet faced with low prestige and lack of recognition gravitate to other teaching jobs.

Moreover, it appears that while EY and OS teachers desire recognition and appreciation of

their hard work, FL teachers sometimes ask for ‘special treatment’:

I really would like somebody to come here and see how we work, what we do (...). They
persistently treat us as unimportant teachers of an unimportant subject. [SW: ‘Still? In spite of such
a demand for FL teachers?] Yes. Despite the demand. Even if a headteacher finds a FL specialist he
does not take care of her. (FL teacher)

...language teachers like sacred cows, hmm ... (...) In a way there is something like that. There
were some hostile murmurs at the teacher conference when the principal said that some teachers had
to leave our school because there are no classes for them. Others had only their teaching salary no
extra hours. While I was nit-picking, grumbling that I didn’t want so many hours, that I was
overloaded. (...) But in a way I agree that some teachers behave as if they thought they deserved a
special treatment (...) especially in terms of money. They know that in some schools the Parent
Council or parents themselves in addition to a regular teacher salary they pay something extra
because they want to attract foreign language specialists. And no wonder that other teachers don’t
like it since such a practice divides teaching staff and gives rise to envy. (FL teacher)

7 In Polish, Ta pani od klockéw, meaning a teacher specialising in childish things, like building blocks, crayons, and
other toys. Building blocks alongside rods and Cuisenaire rods are very often used for teaching purposes, such as
counting, shape or shape matching, etc. so may be treated as the ID of EY teachers.

™ In Polish dostaé kopa w gore, literally ‘get a kick up.’ The meaning here is unclear since EY teachers are not
‘promoted’ to teach in higher grades.
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Yet it seems that the division is already there. EY and OS teachers quite often divided FL
staff into ‘real’, ‘pure’ FL teachers, i.e. graduates of FL Philology courses, and them-
alike—‘fake’ teachers’’. So in addition to generally looked down on working with
children, they are also accused of a backdoor entry to an FL teaching profession.
Sometimes I feel strange as if I was pinching something. I know there is a difference between
somebody who graduated from Philology and somebody who graduated from another course and
teaches a foreign language. In a way it is entering the profession through a backdoor, but it is only

possible because those specialists simply do not come to schools in the first place, and not because
somebody is stealing some fantastic job from somebody else. (OS teacher)

So is this situation temporary or can we count on any change? Will the FL teachers be
more interested in undertaking teaching including teaching to young children and prevent

other specialists from taking their jobs?

Figure 4-25 Opinions of student-teachers on becoming FLTYL and reasons for negative opinion

a. BECOMING FLTYL b. WHY NOT?
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Note: In figure b the numbers do not total 100. Multiple responses possible.

Unfortunately, it seems not, at least not in the near future. According to the survey, less
then 30% of the final year FL and EY student-teachers possibly see themselves as possible
FLTYLs (Figure 4-25). Moreover, literally no daily English Philology student and only
eight daily German Philology students would like to teach children in the future (see
details in Table D-6 in Appendix D). The reasons they put forward for that are that they do
not like teaching children in general and/or that the conditions offered at schools do not
attract them to teaching. Seven FL students have listed under the ‘other’ option that

children are difficult (if not impossible since 'they cannot read and write’) to teach. And

”" In Polish przefarbowany, meaning literally ‘dyed’, ‘not natural’.
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since EY students anonymously point to lack of linguistic competence as the main reason

for not wishing to become a FLTYL we may say that the vicious circle closes.

Figure 4-26 Qualifications possessed by the teachers involved in early FL instruction

CASE NO

a ] i

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11

QUALIFICATIONS |MA EY Pedagogy

TO TEACH[y o Pedagogy
CHILDREN

Postgrad EY method course

QUALIFICATIONS (MA FL
TO TEACH FL BA FL

FL Philology student

FL exam (state exam, FCE)

FL methodology course

y

1

FL course

stay abroad

It

OTHER MA Polish
QUALIFICATIONS [y e Education

e
|

|
|
L
MA Spec Needs Education N I I ﬁ
CLASSIFICATION™ (A - EY teacher A/CIAIA[IAIAICIBIA|CIBIB/CIA[B/B/B/BB|AAIA|C|CI|A|B
B - FL teacher :
C - OS teacher ‘

4

So what is this telling us in terms of FLTYL training? As for prospective FLTYL training
clients, current EY and OS teachers seem to be quite strongly motivated to become FL or
FLTYL teachers because of lack of other job opportunities. Likewise, quite a few EY
student-teachers are considering teaching FLs to children and would like to supplement
their qualifications (see section 4.3.1). FL teachers and student-teachers, on the contrary,
are not very likely to become FLTYL since they are lured by other prospects and they on
the whole treat teaching to children as something extra and temporary, even though, I have
to stress, some of them like it very much. Both groups of teachers would possibly gain a lot
by a stronger recognition of the FLTYL profession as an important specialisation within
FL teaching. Undoubtedly, the status of FLTYL and early FL teaching would have been

much higher if those teachers had an opportunity for training and obtaining specialist

" For the principles underlying teachers division into groups see section 3.3.3.
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qualifications. Depriving those teachers of such opportunity, ‘Academe’ implies that this
job is of low-importance that anybody can do, with training or without.

Teacher characteristics

As indicated in the section above, teachers involved in early FL instruction come from
various walks of life. Hence it is no wonder that the formal qualifications they possess, i.e.
diplomas and certificates, alongside what they perceive as ‘qualifications’ are extremely
varied (Figure 4-26 above). We can read from the table that only five teachers involved in
early FL instruction do not have any formal qualifications to teach” at all while only one
teacher has what can be named as full FLTYL qualifications: a degree in an FL teaching
and EY pedagogy.

It is also the case that teaching FL to young learners is a female-dominated profession,
since all teachers who responded to the survey were females and among the student-

teachers wishing to become FLTYL in the future there were only four male students (see
Figure D-4 in Appendix D).

As for the age of the teachers currently involved in teaching young learners, it ranges from
22-50 years old (Figure 4-27)80. It is worth noting that that unlike EY and OS teachers, FL
specialists are much younger and less experienced. This is in agreement with earlier
findings that for EY and OS teachers, FL teaching is always a second specialisation and
they seem to enter the profession after a couple of years of teaching other school subjects.
FL teachers, on the other hand, start teaching children during their BA/MA university
education or soon afterwards. As also evident, the teachers’ teaching experiences are also
very varied. One thing that has to be stressed here is that FL specialists are involved
primarily in teaching higher elementary school grades and their experience in teaching
children comes from extracurricular, after-school activities. Only three of them had ever
taught in the kindergarten or 1-3 classes. Unsurprisingly, EY teachers’ experience is quite
the opposite and concerns various experiences in teaching to young children. Yet, due to
the recent redundancies and requalification process among EY staff, almost half of them

had been engaged in teaching FLs to classes 5-8.

7 See section 1.1.4 for the official teaching qualification requirements.
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Figure 4-27 FLTYL general profile (age, years and type of teaching experience)
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As for student-teachers, in spite of not being qualified to teach, 34.4% of them were
involved in teaching FL to children in the past and 21.8% are currently (Figures 4-28 and
4-29, see overleaf). As evident, being a private FL tutor is quite common, especially

among FL students (Figure 4-29c¢).

Yet, being a FLTYL currently or in the past has a very weak relationship with student-
teachers’ wish to become a FLTYL in the future (see details Table D-7 in Appendix D).
This may suggest that having had a taste of what teaching young children is about, some of
the students have realised that this is not what they want to do in the future. Alternatively,
it may be that students are offered a job of a FLTYL because some employers think

unqualified teachers, with only limited FL competencies, are sufficient enough for teaching

% For the age characteristics of the student-teachers wishing to become FLTYLs, see Figure D-4 in Appendix D.
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children, somehow along a popular ‘your-FL-skills-will-do-for-children’ line. Thus,
student-teachers looking for a place for their school experience or simply wishing to earn
some extra money may have no choice but accept the work as FLTYL, whether or not they

have a disposition, qualifications and liking for it.

Figure 4-28 Past involvement of student-teachers (FL and EY) in teaching FL to children
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Altogether, the results presented above have important implications for teacher training.
First, we may argue that FL specialists by being younger and having more years of
teaching career before them are more likely to be the clients of prospective inservice
training. However, the interviews do suggests that FL teachers are far less likely to remain
FLTYLs. For both student-teachers and several practising teachers, children courses are an
extra activity: something they agreed to do at the beginning of their career but generally
speaking prefer teaching older learners. For them a career in elementary school seems to be

a ‘waiting room’ for a better offer and they are prone to quit teaching altogether. As it is
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organised now, it is as ‘ephemeral courses’—one year you teach the other you don’t—
these teachers may not have been given a chance to actually see early FL teaching as the
specialisation and see themselves as part of it. EY, OS teachers and EY student-teachers,
on the other hand, seem to have a stronger motivation to become a FLTYL—they have
already been made to requalify since without this qualifications they have bleak prospects
for getting a job. Yet how stable such an enforced motivation is seems to be quite a

different matter.

Figure 4-29 Student-teachers current involvement in teaching FL to children
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Generally, this situation resembles the recent requalification of Russian teachers in Poland
and other Central and Eastern European countries into English and German specialists.
Enyedi and Medgyes (1998:6) describe them as ‘an unhappy lot’. They had to get over the

shock of learning an FL in mid career, usually while working full-time as teachers.
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Secondly, they had to learn new pedagogical skills, usually very different from the subjects

they were teaching so far, and acquire a totally new teaching attitude.

And even though most EY and OS teachers seem to enjoy being FLTYLs (some even think
this change was a very positive one), we do not know whether these feelings are genuine or
whether they in fact ‘talked themselves into liking this new situation they found
themselves in’ (cf. Gebhard and Duncan, 1992). Almost from one day to another their
situation has changed from being one of many teachers desperate to keep a job to an elite,
most-desired group of FL specialists. Hence, what EY and OS teachers and prospective
teachers lack is stabilisation. We have to stress that the headteachers play an important role
here as a sort of guarantee that if a teacher commits her/himself to requalify and become a
FLTYL, s/he must be given reassurance that s/he will have a job and that her time and
effort will not be wasted. The problem may be for those teachers that refreshing FL
linguistic skills (or even in some cases, learning an FL from the basics) may not be so easy
for a 40-year-old as it might be for a 20-year-old with all the family and teaching

commitments that all those women have. We will come back to this issue in section 4.3.2.

4.2.2. What teachers know, what they don’t know

From the previous sections we have built a picture of who the current and prospective
FLTYLs are, about their characteristics and motives for their involvement in teaching FL s
to children. Since we also know that they come from primarily two backgrounds, EY
Pedagogy and FL Philology courses, let us now establish if competencies derived from

such training are sufficient or whether FLTYLs need something different.

As suggested in the Literature Review (see 2.4.1), defining professional knowledge that is
required from FLTYLs depends on the choice of early FL programme s/he is purported to
be involved in. For example, as far as content knowledge is concerned, if the FL teaching
is to remain a separate subject, the teachers would require a high proficiency in all FL
skills and high level knowledge of the culture of the target language. Yet, if the FL is to be
embedded into the rest of EY teaching, the teacher, in addition they would require high
level of knowledge of the content of the elementary school curriculum (EY). The results of
the surveys among the headteachers and parents imply that that it would be optimal to
integrate an FL with the rest of, by definition, ‘integrated EY education’ (MONE, 1999a,
1999b). Therefore, while analysing the survey and interview data I have been looking for
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some evidence for how well the current and prospective teachers’ professional knowledge

meets those requirements.

The section revolves around the seven knowledge bases of Shulman’s (1987) taxonomy
and the FLTYL skills and competencies listed in Elementary School (K-8) Foreign
Language Teacher Education Curriculum (see Rhodes, 1992; Lipton, 1994).

4.2.2.1. Defining teacher’s subject-matter knowledge

Depending on the choice of early FL programme—from separate subject teaching to
immersion—a different sort of knowledge will be expected from a teacher. For example
s/he will need being familiar with different models of early FL programme models and the
differences in teaching each of them; expertise and knowledge of the official elementary
school curriculum (both FL and all mainstream subjects), and familiarity with resources
(textbooks, attainment goals, etc.). Yet if a teacher’s general attitude towards merging FL
teaching with other subjects is unfavourable, she may not share the opinion that her lack of

knowledge in certain areas is a limitation.

The interview data suggests that none of the teachers was actually aware that anything
other than a ‘FL-as-a-separate-subject’ offering was possible. Probes such as ‘How do you
feel about immersion-type programmes, such as the ones in Canada?’, ‘What about
content-enriched FL programmes?’ did not give rise to answers. Most of the EY teachers,
however, had attended various training courses on the principles of the new education
reform and had a basic comprehension of such terms as ‘integration’ or ‘block-scheduling’.
Yet the short time since the reform had prevented them from actually trying some theories
out in the EY classrooms and getting a full grasp of what integrated EY teaching is all
about. As for the principles of integrating subject matter content with FL teaching, none of
them had ever heard of this. Some typical first reactions can be summarised as follows:

Integration? That is block-scheduled teaching? Well... I think it’s very good ... positive ... really.
(OS teacher)

Integration...? (puzzled) Yeah, | think it would be great to link English with some other subjects.
You know, have 15 minutes of English while doing music or PE. (EY teacher)

Yet, on reflection, especially for EY teachers who had the necessary expertise in both EY
and FL teaching, integration was perceived as a very positive trend in education. First, they

realised that it gives them more time and flexibility especially if you are a classteacher, not
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bound by of 45-minutes-per-subject division. The second thought has usually been that it

creates a more positive learning environment for children.

Because in that way teaching is not so segregated. That I forget about maths and have English, then
1 forget English because 1 have Polish. (...) There is this natural way of going from one thing to
another as in life when everything is merged. (EY teacher)

In the similar vein, another common theme has been that ‘with integration it is easier to

teach because you can match some topics’.

You can also correlate subject matter from different subjects, for example the things you do during
the Polish language arts with what you do during English, all those activities connected with
festivals, holidays, seasons; from maths teaching about shapes, numbers, counting. You can take
different elements and name them in English. (OS teacher)

Certainly, integrated teaching is a sensible thing in Early Years. I would always say that I already
have a lot of cross-curricular teaching during my lessons since our books are written in this way that
they tackle problems from different disciplines. One day you have a bit of history, then biology,
then about environment. (...) And yes, in classes 1-3 it would be great indeed if when we now have
English and before we had had counting during maths so now we are going to count in English. And
then we will sing ‘What shall we do with a drunken sailor’ because we already know the tune of the
same song in Polish. It would be great. (EY teacher)

Hardly any teachers have seen teaching English as an area for getting new kmowledge,
new content matter. Most, as in the examples above, have seen integration as a mere
translation of things that pupils have learnt during other subject lessons into an FL or

‘intertwining an FL here and there into other things’.

It would be fabulous and would work I think. You know this intertwining of English into other
subjects. Actually that’s what I usually do though I don’t call it integration The [foreign] language is
present all the time: We talk about something and suddenly I tell them a word in English. And we
switch to leamning the language. (EY teacher)

For most of the teachers ‘English is English, Polish is Polish, maths is maths, and so on’ so
there was no evidence that the new ideas propagated by the reform are actually working in
practice. Especially, FL teachers strongly defended the ‘segregationist’ stance and
repeatedly claimed that teaching an FL is a separate thing.

I don’t know if I taught in an integrated way, the effects would be higher. Maybe. (...) But when I
enter the classroom they immediately know that its time for English. And I do not believe that 10
minutes of English here and there would do miracles. I think it’s imperative it is done well,
professionally. (FL teacher)

English is always separate and you cannot have cross-curricular teaching. When 1 want to teach
about British or American history for example, the history teacher has something completely
different in his syllabus. Because what we teach is always connected with something else, history
comes as a background to something else, for example the Passive Voice, and I cannot do it earlier
or later, it has to be now. Besides the historic content of what I teach would make any historian
laugh! (FL teacher)
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Few teachers saw how teaching an FL may actually enrich, reinforce or revise other
subject content-matter. The typical issue was always, How?
Integration? You mean, with other subjects, such as maths or arts... But how? They [children] don’t
know basic structures and vocabulary so how am I to teach them maths in English? I don’t know...

OK. Singing a song in English or drawing during an English class is fine, but it is not teaching
music or arts in English, isn’t it? I don’t know how that might be done. (FL teacher)

Therefore, emerging from the comments, a common problem is whether teachers are
familiar enough with the content taught and whether s/he has sufficient linguistic skills to

deliver a subject-matter in a target language.

Teacher’s proficiency in a foreign language

The question of what level of proficiency is expected from a FLTYL is quite problematic.
It is also not clear which of the teachers’ linguistic skills areas would need further
improvement. Interestingly, the survey data portrays FLTYLs as a fairly homogenous
group in terms of their linguistic skills (Figure 4-30). Except for grammar competency, the
survey data does not reveal significant differences between the self-evaluation provided by
teachers who graduated from philology courses and those who have different
specialisations. The overall mean competence in an FL are relatively high (for FL teachers

=3.38, SD=.048 and for non-FL teachers = 3.12, SD=.046)"".

Figure 4-30 Teachers’ self-evaluation of the FL competence in the language taught

FL COMPETENCY

BFL-teachers n=9 B Non-FL teachers n=17

means

speaking listening reading writing grammar vocabulary  pronunciation = OVERALL

81 For the sake of clarity, the teachers have been divided into those with the first degree is in an FL (FL teachers) (and
therefore whose education might have influenced their FL competence self-evaluation) and those whose was not (EY
and OS teachers).
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The interviews, however, yield slightly different results. Typically when referring to their
linguistic skills, a lot of teachers became defensive and they either hid behind the formal
qualifications (FCE examination certificate, FL Philology diplomas, etc.) or if they had
none, said something along the lines:
I have never thought that my FL skills are not good enough. In fact, I've felt opposite, in spite of the
fact that my FL skills are not confirmed with any ‘paper’. Nobody has ever asked me about my
language qualifications. My higher education and the [FL] courses I have attended have always been
enough. I’ve thought that what I know is sufficient for children. Because I would never take higher

grades. (...) Children, with no previous experience of foreign language [learning], to teach them a
bit of vocabulary and some structures. (OS teacher)

Yet such an opinion is a double-edged sword. When as a researcher, following the theme
of FLTYL prestige and how difficult this job is, used it to justify a common sense belief
that children are not capable of learning much and so early FL teaching do not require
superior FL proficiency on the side of the teacher, some of them objected strongly:
A lot of people disregard the importance of having excellent FL competency. They think that in
classes 1-3 you only teach colours, counting, food and two tenses. And that’s it. No. I think that you
need a high fluency in the language, especially in speaking. Which is so often a complex of ours.
Because there is a relationship like that: If you do not know more you won’t teach them more either,
you are even not capable to talk to those children in the foreign language, expose them to a basic

classroom language. You say things like ‘Close your books’ and make three pronunciation mistakes
in it. You need some sort of ease and confidence in the language. (FL teacher)

Interpretation of data depends on how teachers perceive the problem and define
‘appropriate’ or ‘sufficient’ competence in an FL. Though quite rare, there were some
teachers who admitted not using an FL in their class much and did not see anything wrong
in doing so. In such a situation it would be rather surprising that they confessed to having
any FL deficiency. Other teachers were critical about their own linguistic skills. EY and
OS teachers in particular emphasised throughout the interview that their insufficient

competence in the FL was a real problem.

Similarly, during the interviews the teachers differed in their self-evaluation of FL skills
depending on their interpretation of the goals of early FL instruction. Those who stressed
the importance of exposing children to as much imput as possible, usually also admitted
that their skills sometimes are insufficient to conduct the whole lesson in the FL. Likewise,
those who saw great potential in children’s abilities for pronunciation and the role of the
teacher in helping them master ‘the right accent’, put their own skills in this aspect under
close scrutiny. Similarly, the teachers who attempted to link learning an FL with other

subjects were able to evaluate whether their linguistic level is sufficient.
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As for me I can communicate in English. But I know my weak points, too. Frankly, I have always
thought that I am doing some harm to those children. I believe that young children should be taught
be some hyper-specialists or native speakers. People with flawless pronunciation, not making errors.
And us? We do not have some excellent pronunciation or whatever, and children while listening to
us form a lot of bad habits. (EY teacher)

Yet, such honest admittance of limitations, like the last one, was rare. More frequently,
when asked about the FL proficiency required from a FLTYL (that is in fact from them),

teachers invariably preferred to talk about ‘these teachers’ out there:

My observation is that when [ start teaching in the 4 or 5™ grade I have many students who learnt
English in the past and they come to me with numerous bad habits, especially with pronunciation.
(...) I really don’t know who teaches like that. So I have to devote a lot of time to correcting the
things they once learnt inaccurately. When we have controlled practice everything seems all right,
they seem to understand, and so on. But when it comes to spontaneous production; I mean, when
they say something ‘of the top of their head’, they return to the bad habits. (FL teacher)

My opinion based on what bad habits my children bring into the classroom is that some teachers
know very little about the language they teach. They are basically ‘three words’ ahead of their
students’ current level. (FL teacher)

I really cannot say who those ‘bad guys’ are, since I have good reasons to believe that my
survey sample is representative for the population of teachers involved in FL teaching in
elementary schools. Maybe, as the teachers suggest, all the poor practice takes place in the
language schools? And since we know from the previous section that there are mostly FL
specialists and native speakers employed there, are these people at fault? A very sensible
answer was provided by one of my interviewees:
1 don’t know if it has something to do with the teachers’ competencies or rather their pedagogical
training. 1 do not believe that all of them have bad pronunciation only because their students when
they come to me they cannot pronounce basic words properly or make mistakes. I think that it has
something to do with the way they teach. One frequent thing is that correction is ‘bad’ because it
discourages pupils. So the teachers create a nice, friendly atmosphere where errors are non-existent.
(...) Sometimes the parents want a child to learn the language and a child is still having difficulty
with the pronunciation in the native tongue and they may learn something incorrectly. Or a teacher
has not see to it because the children only repeat as a group and she cannot hear if everybody

pronounces correctly., and there is little individual work. And then it is so difficult to change these
bad habits. (FL teacher)

The hypothesis that students’ wrong linguistic habits reflect not only the teacher’s poor
linguistic competencies but also flaws in his/her teaching style may be a correct one. But is
this competency, no matter how good or bad, sufficient to teach some content-matter in the
FL?
It is completely unrealistic. As for now I think that the foreign language competence of the majority
of Early Years teachers is so poor that they will not let them go beyond basic ‘colours and counting’

teaching. I think that we should aim at this [integration, CBI] for the future but now it is not
possible. (FL teacher)

And what about the FL teachers who have followed a five-year long philological training?
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Let’s be honest. I know a lot. I can recite some Shakespeare to a 6-year-old (laugh). 1 Know the
difference between a glottal stop and fricative. But I simply... would not be able to run five minutes
of music because I haven’t been taught what klucz wiolinowy [a treble clef] or pieciolinia [a stave] is
called in English. (...) Even at a very advanced language courses they teach you only language for
general purposes. And here each subject is so specialist and what you need is not only a ton of
information but also specific language to talk about it. Not to mention the knowledge how to teach
these things. (EY teacher)

Unfortunately the prospects for the future in this respect are very bleak, too, since the
student-teachers self-evaluate FL. competency in their two languages much lower than the
teachers. Here the differences between FL and EY students are significant for all language
skills (See Table D-8 to C-13 in Appendix D). It is of some concern that the mean rank
score of EY students’ competency in speaking and vocabulary is the lowest of all skills. Of
course, we may assume that both groups are students are slightly hypercritical about the FL
skills. Yet maybe it tells us that, at least for EY students, a two hours-per-week FL course

is hardly sufficient to sustain their FL competency, let alone improve it.

Several students indicated that the university policy demanding the continuation of at least
one of the FLs learnt in secondary school is unfair. Especially, EY extramural students,
who are entitled only to one FL as part of their university education, have hardly any
choice since at the time when they attended secondary school Russian was obligatory. So
even though they often wish to become a FLTYL they are trapped unable to improve their
linguistic skills in languages other than Russian and, as we know, the demand for early
Russian is low. This problem is acute, since some current FLTYLs had mastered or
substantially improved their FL skills only recently. In all cases, they were the teachers
who could not freely choose an FL while they were at secondary or higher education.
Nevertheless they persisted and managed to learn it in their free time and eventually
become a FL teacher. Thus the policy described in relation to the current teacher-students
seems unreasonable because it prolongs the time of entry of some candidates to the FLTYL

profession rather than deters it completely.

There is also significant difference between the level of FL competency declared by
extramural and daily student-teachers (Table D-12 and C-13 in Appendix D). Being given
¢50% less of contact hours in FL courses takes its toll and extramural students do not seem
to achieve comparable proficiency. Bearing in mind that these are mostly extramural
student-teachers who declare willingness to become FLTYL, an intensive language
improvement programme may be needed. An important signal for FLTYL course designers
is also that setting the FL entrance requirements to the future FLTYL course may be quite
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problematic since EY students may not be at comparable linguistic level as FL student

usually are.

‘Grandma’s Day and sandwiches’: Teacher’s expertise in the foreign language culture

Another domain of FLTYL subject-matter expertise is the knowledge of the target
language culture. As indicated by teachers, many of them have a lot of problems related to
teaching culture since their training had not provided them with the expertise required in

the elementary school classroom:

We had a module called ‘Culture’ during our course [FL Philology]. But then it was more important
to learn by heart all this information about the party system, police, judicial system, religion,
constitution than to actually get to know real cultural differences. And imagine that we had all those
classes with native speakers who instead of telling us what stuck them about Poland and tell us all
those differences, they preached from some books. (...) And then what I need more are things that
may be of some relevance for 7-10-year-olds. (...) So whenever I meet people from there, from this
‘Wild West’ I ask them about the school, do they have a bell, what are the times, what festivals,
when holidays, how do they spend their free time, what they eat, what about children, when they
come back home... all those everyday things that concern a typical family’s life there. (FL teacher)

I have problems with basic things, you know, and I have nobody to ask. It was not until I went
abroad myself that I realised how different their life is. And children ask all the time. They have the
duzy pokdj* in their flat, they have bread with kiefbasa [sausage] and their bread is not square so
their sandwich is not a triangle. And if you are not aware of those things yourself, what concepts we
have and what concepts they [native speakers] have, you teach these children rubbish. (EY teacher)

The problem is that unfortunately not all teachers have actually been in the target language

country and hence not all of them are aware that cultural differences:

XX (EY teacher): Teaching about culture is much easier in the Early Years because the curriculum
revolves round the seasons, festivals and holidays. So you do it in a way by chance. You teach about
Grandma’s Day, teach children a poem in Polish and they you can do the same in English.

SW (puzzled): Oh? But I think they don’t celebrate Grandma’s Day.
XX: So whatever. It can be Mother’s Day in May or Halloween, you know what I mean.

SW: I know. But the thing is that they celebrate Mothering Sunday on the fourth Sunday in Lent, so
usually in March or April, and I think in America it’s also different. So how do you choose when to
celebrate it? According to the Polish custom or the British?

XX: Oh... I didn’t know. The Polish, I suppose.
Some teachers often assume that this is the textbook they are using will help them
overcome problems with insufficient knowledge of foreign culture. Yet, as one of the
teachers indicated, not ‘all that glitters is really gold’ in the content of children FL
textbooks:

%2 Literally, ‘a big room’, meaning the living room. The biggest room in a Polish flat is the place where a family spends
their free time, watches TV, has meals, etc.
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Often they make you use XX* and you basically teach in English about Polish things and you do
not have the necessary knowledge of culture yourself to supplement this textbook. (...) And I really
don’t know if this [using this textbook? lack of knowledge?] is good. From time to time you may
read in English about Cracow and the Wawel, but I think that we should primarily teach their way of
thinking because we teach that language. (...) But I maybe I am ignorant in this matter because
some teachers argue that we shouldn’t teach those things [aspects of FL culture] because we are
Poles. I am not able to make an informed decision and defend my point here. (EY teacher)

Hence, the data suggests that few teachers, due to the training their have received are

equipped with cultural knowledge, useful in the FL, elementary school classroom.

‘Insects and planets’: Teacher’s expertise in EY mainstream subjects

The third problem related to teacher’s subject-matter knowledge concerns the question,
‘How familiar should a FLTYL be with the content of other mainstream subjects such as
maths, science, or social studies?” On the surface, it seems that only the EY specialist
(classteacher) should be familiar with the mainstream subjects’ content matter and be able
to teach it since it is her/him who is responsible for delivering these subjects. Yet with the
movement toward holistic, integrated education (see discussion in section 2.10),
knowledge derived from other subjects is already present in a lot of FL teaching in the

elementary grades. In this section I explore how well prepared the teachers are for this

task.

The main issue centres around FL teachers’ emphasis on the language per se. They focus

on form rather than content. A classic example is this comment:

XX: I think that we, language teachers, have our backs covered. We may always claim that we
integrate English with other things. Recently, for example, I was teaching about planets because it
was in my textbook.

SW: Planets?

XX: Uh-huh. You know, Jupiter, Mars, Sun ... all those things from astronomy. The solar system.
You cannot imagine how much I learnt about those things. I hadn’t known meost of it before. And
there was some biology, too, about insects: flies, bees, hornets, wasps.

SW: Oh.
The teacher, consciously or subconsciously, has made two mistakes. An astronomer would
probably object to classifying Sun as a planet. A biologist would have problems in naming
flies, wasps, etc. as insekty instead of owady®. Still another teacher, while talking about

integrating nature studies into English lessons and teaching vocabulary related to names of

8 The name of the FL textbook has been erased.

* The understanding of this example lies in Polish translation. The Polish term insekty denotes only parasitic insects,
such as fleas, lice or bedbugs; bees, wasps and homets should have been referred to as owady.
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popular flowers, used a literal translation of the term an English term ‘lilies of the valley’

lilie z doliny to refer to konwalie.

The issue is whether such ‘inaccuracies’ are significant? If we follow ‘English is English,
science is science’ reasoning, probably not. Yet if we rather incline towards the argument
that most learners, however young, learn the language not for its own sake but so as to
name the biggest piece of world around them (Krashen, 1984; Mohan, 1986; Met, 1991;
Curtain and Pesola, 1994), exposing students to an ‘inaccurate’ version of some facts may
be, in fact, precarious. As Halliday argues:

Language is not how we know something else, it is what we know; knowledge is not something
that is encoded in language — knowledge is made of language.

Halliday, 1998 cited in Riley, 1991:275.

It seems that the issue that EY teachers to some extent, learn about content-matter taught in
EY especially as far as science goes, while FL specialists have spent their time, as pointed
out, analysing Beowulf, the Great Vowel Shift and the Tories. While such training seems
absolutely appropriate for philologists, it seems to have little relevance for FLTYLs. And
while they do get superior proficiency in an FL from three or five years of in-depth study,
faced with topics covered in early FL classroom they may have little competence:
I think that English Philology is really good. I do think so. There are plenty of courses giving top-
quality knowledge. But here most of it simply seems out of place. Sometimes I feel I am wasting it,
because I cannot use it when teaching 6 or 10-year-olds and eventually I will forget it anyway. Of
course, some of these things are only for my personal benefit; broadening my own intellectual
horizons... that sort of thing...which is great, you know. But I wish I also had some expertise witch
is directly relevant to what I actually teach about here. OK. I can learn about the shapes of various
tree leaves myself, I can learn what you call the young of various animals. It’s all true, but why?
Then you start thinking what is the point of doing a university course if you have to learn most of
your professional knowledge through self-study? I wish I could simply swap some stuff I had to
learn for things that will be useful while teaching young children. Because when you do it in a
different language it’s like learning about it for the second time. You cannot simply say that I must

have learnt these things at some point of my own education so it’s just a matter of transfer from one
language to another. I wish it was that simple. (FL teacher)

As evident the issue of FLTYL subject-matter expertise is problematic. Foreign language,
culture and subject-matter content are vast areas and guidelines that a teacher should
possess ‘native-like’ FL proficiency (see section 2.4.1) seem too vague. In the Polish
context where teachers do not acquire their skills in a naturally bilingual environment,
FLTYL training would require detailed specifications which areas of language and culture
seem most relevant for FLTYL work. Maybe the customary syllabus of FL Philology
course, these traditional ‘three Cs’—Chomsky, Chaucer and Churchill (as one of the
teachers has put it}—should indeed be ‘exchanged’ for something different. This of course
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is not to suggest that the Canterbury Tales should be replaced by the Little Red Riding
Hood during the literature class since the teachers do need ‘broad intellectual horizons’.
Yet some balance should be exercised between studies of purely philological orientation
and the ones that may be used in directly in teaching young children.

4222 General pedagogical knowledge

The second area of FLTYL expertise is related to their general pedagogical knowledge
such as awareness of child development, understanding the principles of L1 and L2
acquisition in the childhood, familiarity with children’s learning styles, awareness of
general elementary school classroom management and strategies, ways of assessment and

monitoring pupils’ progress.

Are all children the same? Coping with general pedagogical problems
While I did not directly asked the teachers about their knowledge of child psychology,

human development and educational psychology, the data was abundant with references to
this issue. The conclusions that can be drawn are that EY teachers have a wider expertise
related to child development and early childhood principles. I do not mean here
encyclopaedic knowledge of early childhood education theories but how they are able to

apply them to their everyday dealings with children.

My observation, supported by some teachers, is that an FL Philology course is quite
general and gives them only a ‘foundation’ or basics of educational principles or

psychology.

Psychology and Pedagogy? Well, you get basics from those courses. But what you can expect from
two short courses? They are so short and aimed at giving you only general background. And I think
that these are even called ‘Elements of pedagogy’, ‘Introduction to psychology’. In a way they
consist of a series of definitions, what memory is, motivation, etc. You do not learn there principles
of child development in detail. This is the Philology course, not teacher training. It is only a
smattering of this and that. (FL teacher)

Is this ‘smattering’ enough?

If any teacher from higher grades is to replace me, when I am on sick leave for example, they will
do it everywhere but in classes 1-3. It is very difficult for those teachers to come to a classroom and
teach if they don’t know what those children are able to do and what they are not. They even don’t
know what language is appropriate, how to talk to those children. (...) And in higher grades if you
are not clear a student will raise his hand and tell you, ‘I don’t get it’ or ‘Why it’s like that?” And
here, a child will sit, get restless, fidget a bit and go away. He will not tell you that he has no idea
what you are talking about. (FL teacher)
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What EY teachers are often prepared for during their training is a role not limited to being
an educationist but includes also the role of a carer (‘They need a hug, a kiss, and a lot of
heart. Of course you shouldn’t let them to walk all over you. You need to be kind and warm
but be an authority for them’) and even therapists. What they frequently have to deal in an
EY classroom is having children with minor dysfunctions, partially blind or deaf,
physically handicapped, etc., and thus they have to be able to diagnose children’s problems
and act accordingly. Unfortunately, these things are not taught as part of the FL Philology
and problems that emerge might be serious:
One day a mother came to me and said that her child had a lisping problem and she went to see a
speech therapist. (...) the speech therapist immediately asked her if the boy was learning English
and when she said that indeed he was, she told her to take him out of the course because the
articulation of some English sounds would make his problem even worse and the therapy would not
work. But the mother was obstinate and she argued that taking him now would create problems later
since he would not be able to catch up with the rest of the class. She kept saying to me, ‘You are the

specialist, tell me what to do’. Of course, | am a foreign language teacher but how am I supposed to
know such things? They don’t teach that at university. (FL teacher)

In the situation in which you deal with a wide range of problems, a general knowledge of
psychology simply does not work. Yet, even though EY teachers usually have extensive
expertise in EY pedagogy and psychology, problems in teaching an FL to young children
fall into a different category that those typically encountered in EY classroom. It is
unlikely, for example, whether an EY specialist, despite courses taken in speech pathology

and special needs education, would be able to solve the lisping problem experiences by her

FL colleague.

Insufficient expertise in child development of FL specialists may result in ‘branding’
children who do not achieve instant results in FL learning as ‘poor students’. As one
teacher have observed:
The lack of adequate education among teachers has a direct influence on how they teach. They often
label a child as a ‘low-achiever’ because she or he has some problem. They don’t know if mixing
voiced and voiceless consonants is normal or not, they simply know that a child has a pronunciation
problem. They don’t know how to deal with it. Children grow up and go through various stages at
different pace and sometimes so called ‘school maturity’ comes later. And these days, I know that

since my sister is a FL teacher, they are not taught such things. FL teachers are absolutely
unprepared to this type of work. (EY teacher)

It was indeed a common statement among FL teachers that not all students are capable of
learning an FL simple because they have problems with their own language or because

there are low-achievers in general.

Children have this natural gift to learn languages. Of course, not all of them. There are different
children and some of them are less able, because they cannot learn certain things even if they try,
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even if they try hard, they are not capable because of various reasons. Some are basically weaker
students, some have other problems. (FL teacher)

This statement seems particularly disturbing since it goes against numerous research
findings providing support that indeed FL education is for all learners, also for students
with disabilities and those who are low-achieving in the general education (Genesee, 1987,
Met, 1998a; Cummins, 2000). Bruck (1987:70), for example, concluded that ‘children with
language disabilities can benefit from and learn in French immersion programs’ and they’
should not be excluded from such programs merely because it is felt their first language
development is poor’. Exclusion or postponing the start to FL learning was, however, quite
frequently reported even by parents from so called ‘integrative’ elementary schools, in
which children with disabilities are enrolled to standard classes.

Again, since ultimately it is the teacher who establishes an inclusive classroom
environment, adapts the curriculum to meet the needs of the special needs of each student,

it seems that FL teachers should have an understanding of how to deal with this problem.

Teacher' s beliefs about how children learn a foreign language

A related problem is teachers’ understanding of the principles of L1 and L2 acquisition in
childhood. The EY teachers even though seemingly possessing a wider expertise in child
psychology also have problems here. The problem is that they are not trained to deal with
language-specific problems. Here, both EY and FL specialists are not acquainted with
problems related to simultaneous acquisition of L1 and L2 in childhood. One of them for
example lamented that children notoriously insert Polish words into English utterances.
Another one marvelled why children use ill-forms such as ‘wented’ or ‘feets’ even though
‘she has never exposed them to such language’. One teacher wanting to prove the point
that not all children are capable of learning an FL referred to a situation in which a child
‘refused speak English’. Teachers also describe numerous problems related to writing,
which I discuss in the next section. I conclude then that most teachers are not familiar with
notions such as salient period, code switching, hypothesis making, and so on, which might

provide them with some explanations why children learn in the way they do.

Similarly when asked how they think children learn an FL, the teachers referred to the
methods they were using: games, physical activities, singing, drawing, etc., and about, an
optimal environment for learning: friendly atmosphere, lack of stress, being active. Almost
all teachers mentioned children’s short attention span and the need to change activities

often since they get bored very quickly. Yet, none of them actually attempted to back up
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the methods they used with a more substantive theory explaining ‘why children learn the
way they learn’.
I relied on my intuition, observed children, and what worked best for them. I used a lot of
storybooks, pictures, games, songs and those children learned from them instinctively [intuitively?].
I was talking to them, reading a story or something and Oh! suddenly some gate or window would

open [in their minds] and they simply knew that you should say something this way or another. (EY
teacher)

But as one of the teachers has pointed out, folk-wisdom and intuition is sometimes not
enough:
This is this specificity of teaching in Early Years that you need to bring something to each single
lesson, to have a bag full of fruit and vegetables or clothes. (...) And somebody who is not familiar
with this specificity will never come up with this idea that it is not enough to say, that you need
concrete objects, If you play shop you need a counter and these fruits have to be there and scales and
money. (...) But a lot of teachers believe that it is enough to say that the word is everything. And if

you have ever taught little children for real—five lessons every day five days a week—then you
know that they primarily need to touch, see, and move around. (EY teacher)

Teachers answered the question why they think it is worthwhile to teach children FLs in
the first place. In a similar way, the problem is that the teachers, regardless of their

educational background, are only able to provide a handful of common-sense reasons such

as:

= Children are better language learners because they are ‘more receptive than adults’
‘have a higher language aptitude’, ‘are like sponges, they immediately grasp
everything’, ‘are much better at pronunciation’, ‘the foreign language is not that
foreign for them, they have less prejudice and stereotypes’, ‘it is harder for them not

to succeed, they don’t fell if they fail’

s When you start early—‘they gain additional years and you learn more’, they have a
less stressful transition from elementary to secondary school’, ‘gives them time to get

accustomed with an FL’

These beliefs are also reflected in the way the teachers answered questions 14.4-14.15 of
the survey (Figure 4-31). The answers to three questions are especially interesting: a strong
teachers’ belief that children are superior in acquiring FL pronunciation, a strong disbelief
that all children are capable of learning an FL and that motivation from parents is not
important. I suggest that had these teachers ever been exposed to a rigorous course on
language acquisition theories, their answers would have been different (see for example,
Singleton, 1989; Ellis, 1994; Lightbown and Spada, 1999). Since the teachers regardless of
their different educational background do not differ significantly in their beliefs on child
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learning answers (see Table D-14 in Appendix D), I have reason to believe that this is the
common-sense knowledge that the teachers share, not theoretical knowledge about how

language is acquired, and what real benefits early exposure to FLs may have.

Figure 4-31 Teachers’ belief s about children FL learning
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The problem is that these gaps in teachers’ expertise may influence the way they teach.
Without some clarity how children learn best, what problems they may encounter while
gaining simultaneous acquisition of Polish and another language, teachers are no able to set

realistic goals for their learners, plan their courses, choose methods and materials, etc.

Developing simultaneous literacy in Polish and an FL

As indicated above, a lot of teachers, due to lack of fitness-for-purpose FLTYL training,
rely on common sense and intuition. But mere intuition does not seem to work when
teachers are faced with real problems related to language acquisition, such as the

promotion of simultaneous literacy in L1 and L2:
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Sometimes I had big problems related with my lack of knowledge. For example some children were
crying because they’d got a bad grade and I was sorry and I didn’t know at this stage whether I can
still accept phonetic spelling or not. (OS teacher)

It would be interesting to establish why they believe young children should be exposed to
the written word and encouraged to write from the very early stages. Yet, there is also a
technical problem. FL specialist usually take it for granted that when they start to teach an
FL students are fairly proficient writers in their own language. This is not the case in EY
classroom. FL specialists seem to know little about the way literacy skills are developed in
L1 and L2. EY teachers while experts in teaching reading and writing in Polish, suffer
from lack of knowledge whether children undergo analogous processing while learning an

FL and whether the same techniques of literacy skills may be used.

A problem often referred to was that when children are exposed to any form of a written
word in the FL (a poster, flashcards, etc.) they apply the same technique of reading in
English as in Polish:

It is mostly ‘trial and error’ knowledge how to teach these kids. When I started 1 had a strong belief
that you have to develop all four skills simultaneously. Such a principle somehow got stuck into my
head: ‘All skills approach’, ‘Teach all four skills’. So I did. Nothing spectacular: just a couple of
single words to write or read in their workbooks. And then children with all the pride and joy that
applying their freshly-acquired reading skills into a different language, tended to read /tzar/ instead
of /ka:/. (...) I simply didn’t have the guts to correct them when they were putting these three letters
together with a frown on their forehead. So I changed my tactics and 1 do not teach reading or
writing at all. The posters are there but I never direct my attention to what is written in them. I point
to pictures instead and after a couple of months children work out on their own that there is a
difference between the way you write and they way you pronounce words in English. By the time of
this ‘enlightenment day’, as I call it, children are fairly confident readers and writers in Polish so
they accept these difference as normal and I can teach these things directly. When I tried to explain
this difference myself, it usually didn’t do any good. I only confused them. (EY teacher)

This reflection on practice and self-discovery of some of the principles of FL teaching to
children was provided by an EY teacher, who formally has no qualifications to teach an
FL. We can easily see how the boundaries of who a FL specialist is are established when
we read this excerpt from the interview with a FL teacher:

Sometimes I am so frustrated that they make so little progress. Especially when I introduce reading.

They mix up voiced and voiceless consonants. 1 have to repeat over and over again that we write
like this and read like that. (FL teacher)

Though it is very difficult to say what the problem was in this particular case, it may be
that mixing voiced and voiceless consonants might not reflect problems in reading but
might be due to a general articulation problem that this child had both L1 or L2.
Unfortunately, only the EY teachers that due to their training tend to make links between
L1 and L2 learning difficulties:
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... or another problem was that some children have a mild dyslexia or dysgraphia and generally
have problems with spelling, they see the therapist and they problems diminish. And I know how to
deal with them during Polish, I have special sets of exercises for them, special grading system I try
to help them learn. And obviously they seem to suffer from the same problems while learning
English. But I am stuck here. I have no materials, not even anybody to ask what to do. (EY teacher)

Apart from general expertise on how to teach writing in an FL, there are technicalities that
FL specialists are not aware of. For example, they are often not familiar with different
shapes of the letters used in Polish EY teaching and FL teaching (for differences see
Appendix E). Instead they use personal, free-style writing, which can be very confusing for
children. And vice versa, EY teachers follow Polish EY printing conventions, so called,
basal print (pismo elementarzowe) or children’s calligraphic writing, which again will
inevitably lead to a clash if they follow any textbook that originated in the target language
country. As pointed out by Machado (1995:352, emphasis mine):

Teachers have to be familiar with printscript (or any other form used locally). It is easier for a child

to learn the right way that to be retrained later. All printing seen by young children in a preschool

should be printscript (...) or D’Nealean style. Names, bulletin boards, and labels made by teachers
should model correct forms.

In the same vein the Polish ELT source claims that:

We have to remember that the Polish alphabet is not compatible with the English one since it lacks
v, q, x and the apostrophe. Thus, an English teacher has to introduce these letters himself.(...) We
would like to draw your attention to the form of printing. We think that it should be consistent with
the Polish basal style so as to allow a child to use his emergent literacy from Polish and accept
writing in English as natural as it is in his native tongue. Unfortunately, foreign textbooks do not
meet such standards so we recommend XX**,

Wieczorek and Skiba, 1999:38.

Is this to say that we must not use any FL textbooks or workbooks and instead follow
Polish only sources? That if we have an English corner that we should stick to the Polish
convention and rewrite any non-Polish materials? What about the claim that we should be
using authentic, culture-specific materials (e.g. Dunn, 1998)? Does the style of handwriting
reflect culture and as such should we teach it in a culturally appropriate way? Do we put a
child in a trouble because his/her letter written in a Polish fashion will be simply illegible

for his/her English penpal?

These are the questions raised by some of my interviewees who really did not see them as

minor problems. As bluntly pointed out by an EY teacher:

85 The title of the textbook has been omitted.
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I spend hours repairing some damages caused by some overzealous kindergarten teacher who had
taught those children printscript and now they keep mixing print with a calligraphic way. And then 1
get a kick in the teeth from a FL teacher at some course or private tuition. I am telling them, wait,
teach those children some songs, colours, right pronunciation and wait a bit till they are more secure
in their literacy in Polish.

But should we really wait? Is simultaneous acquisition of reading and writing skills in L1
and L2 always a bad thing? The literature gives various answers to such problems (see
Curtain and Pesola, 1994; Dtugosz, 2000; Izquierdo, 2000). Still another problems is how
develop literacy in L1 and L2). In English-speaking countries, the debate of whether to use
a more traditional phonics approach or maybe adopt a Whole Language approach has not
been. resolved yet. Paraphrasing the title of Rixon’s (2002) article, simultaneous teaching
reading and writing in L1 and L2 is ‘not as easy as ABC!’ Yet, the trouble is that when
teachers are trained in an ‘either-FL-or-EY’ way they are not given a chance to realise
possible pitfalls and discover some possible solutions for their own FL classrooms. My
conclusion echoes Mifsud’s words:

The way forward is to have a better specification of objectives and framework for the teaching and
learning of biliteracy and teacher education for it.

Mifsud, 1999:39 (emphasis in original)

4.2.2.3. Teacher’s pedagogical preparation

Intuitive or learnt? Teachers content pedagogical knowledge

The pedagogical content knowledge denotes interaction between the three knowledge
bases above and practical knowledge which allows the teacher to convey this information
to his/her learners. The survey and interview data gives a substantial account of the

teachers’ pedagogical training.

The majority of the teachers are not fully satisfied with how their alma mater has equipped
them. Generally speaking there seem to be two problems. One is that FL teachers usually
complained that their FL methods course was either irrelevant for their job in an
elementary school classroom, or that it was insufficient in general.

The beginnings are always difficult because the university course does not prepare you for teaching
children. You have to make up your own way yourself. (FL teacher)

The first year is always a clash between the theory and reality. And then you look for resources,
aids, etc. You have to make up what you don’t know. (FL teacher)

They are often underconfident, inexperienced and claim ‘what they teach us during the

methodology course is one thing and real life is another’.
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EY teachers, on the other hand, seem to be well-prepared for the challenges of FL
teaching. In particular, their knowledge is limited as far as FL teaching methods and
techniques, familiarity with FL resources and their application to application in early FL
teaching are concerned. They frequently follow the teacher’s manual accompanying the
textbook they are using or use intuition.

I’ve read some articles on teaching English to children and I have some idea what to do. But frankly

speaking, it [my teaching] is often more of following my own nose than relying on some theory or
knowledge. (EY teacher)

Everything seemed to be so complicated when you teach this age group. You feel so helpless
sometimes. You use games, songs... all the typical things. But then you wonder, ‘How am I to
explain this?” They [pupils] need to know about the Saxon Genitive and they even don’t know that
such a thing exists. They will take no lecture or typical explanation. So what to do? And you think
and experiment. Sometimes it works, sometimes it does not. (OS teacher)

Since the teachers in the survey seem be guided by ‘gut feeling’ in their decisions how to
teach, it is unsurprising that my hypothesis that teachers’ educational background have an
impact on their classroom behaviour is not supported (Table D-15 to 19). The teachers
really didn’t know what skills should be primarily developed in early FL teaching or
whether, for instance, grammar should be taught inductively or deductively at this stage if
child development, or if indeed it should be taught in the first place. Once again, the

competencies are inadequate and while some teachers’ common wisdom tells them one

thing:

But I cannot believe that you can teach grammar to a 7-year-old, have him learn, let’s say, three
tenses. That is if a child is very able, it may be possible. But I think that at this stage what is
important is to encourage them. Grammar, no! But vocabulary? Yes by all means! We are talking
about some things and why not teach them new words, let them memorise them. But grammar? (EY

teacher)

Others using the same source come up with totally different conclusions:

These classes are aimed primarily at speaking, pronunciation and comprehension. Then I gradually
introduce writing and reading. But my experience is that when you start with writing and reading,
learning becomes more serious and learning-like. There is less fun, fewer games. So I do not rush
with those things. (...) I think that it is no mystery to anybody why so many teachers prefer having a
textbook, a workbook and immediately start with grammar. I think it’s because they are insecure in
their own foreign language skills, especially speaking and pronunciation. So that’s why they prefer
making the children busy with writing and reading. But a bilingual teacher or a native speaker will
never be afraid of talking. I think she would even prefer to plan the lessons in such a way that a
child has the opportunity to listen to her, to talk to her a lot. (EY teacher)

It appears that these teachers have a plethora of valuable observations about the way
children learn, what methods work for them and which do not. Yet, what they need now is
to belong to a training group specifically catering for their needs, to reflect on and analyse

their own practice of teaching languages. And since they also seem to be bothered by the
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Why am I doing it? and Am I doing it right? questions, they also need to be adequately

equipped with theories and principles that underpin the activities they use.

Teacher’s knowledge of resources and teaching methods

In parallel to these needs, the teachers seem to have yearning for practical ideas: what to

teach and how to teach.

I think that when you graduate from the university, you should leave with a file full of teaching aids,
materials, lesson plans... (showing) That thick... So that when I start my first teaching job from the
1st of September, I know exactly what I will do with these children. And not that they are material
to experiment on because I myself have to learn how to teach them. (EY teacher)

Even though some of them are quite experienced teachers, yet in terms of FL teaching they
can still be classified as novices. Hence many of them were short of ideas about what
methods, techniques or resources can be successfully used in the EY classroom. Yet, as

one teacher pointed out:

Of course I've had some pedagogical training, but in teaching kids you have to use your brains all
the time. (...) All those games and plays that you once used in the EY classroom ... you may use
them in teaching English. 1 get inspiration from everywhere. 1 believe that anything can be
converted into English: Bingo, Wheel of Fortune, fairytales, books... Anything. (EY teacher)

Figure 4-32 Teacher ranking of the teaching aids used
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As illustrated in Figure 4-32, EY and OS teachers use a wide variety of resources. Their
overall use of various teaching aids is slightly higher that that of FL teachers who seem to

rely more on a few resources such as blackboard, textbooks, posters and charts. Despite
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their philological preparation, they rarely use storybooks or articles from child magazines
or journals. They probably think that since limited FL skills prevent them from reading
these materials on their own, such resources cannot be used. They are possibly not familiar
with techniques similar to a ‘literacy hour’ in an L1 (in which reading aloud a story to the
whole class and supporting comprehension with pictures and realia) or more advanced
methods supporting acquisition of FL literacy, such as ‘sheltered literature teaching’ and
‘free voluntary reading’ (Krashen, 1997) that are an important component of early FL
teaching (Ellis and Brewster, 1991; Wright, 1997; Paran and Watts, 2003)

We can also see how low the usage of worksheets is among FL specialists. Worksheets are
advocated as one of the techniques propagating individualised learning and are a part of
everyday repertoire of many EY educators. Thus, they are much more frequently used by

EY and OS teachers to teach an FL.

Yet since the chi-square results are not significant we cannot actually claim that the three
groups, due to their training indeed differ in their use of teaching resources. Also my
hypothesis that the use of teaching aids depends on teacher’s artistic skills was not
supported (r=.261, NS at p<.05, see Table D-22 and D-23 for details).

Both survey and the interviews also support the idea that after all the teachers’ artistic
skills and artistic training is not that important. Generally speaking there seems to be no
relationship between artistic skills self-evaluation of the EY teachers, who have received a
5-year-long training and that of FL and OS teachers’ who have not been trained in that
direction (Table D-24%). Moreover, since the mean ranks are generally quite low we
cannot claim that FLTYL teachers are artistically talented, either. It seems from these
results that a teacher can successfully use various artistic means, such as drawing, singing
or dancing without being talented. The interview data also seems to confirm such a line of
reasoning. | have already presented one example (‘I cannot draw or sing but 1 love to sing
and draw with them...” see page 46) and here is another teacher saying similar things:
We had a lot of practical courses [during EY]: music, arts, drama and dance workshops. A lot. But
now as I see it some of it is wasted. Because music is taught by a music teacher and all those things
I had to learn—piano, guitar, flute—for 5 years, all of it is wasted. And even if | wanted to use a
piano, there wasn’t any in my English classroom. So I use only my vocal skills, but I think that you

shouldn’t worry too much. Children don’t laugh at you. OK. Once they laughed ‘cause you had a
sore throat and my singing was really horrible. So they laugh at you but it is never malicious. They

8 See also Table D-25 for the student-teacher self-evaluation of artistic skills.

342



laugh because it’s funny. You shouldn’t worry or be afraid. So I think that all this very practical
training was a bit exaggerated. (EY teacher)

Yet as pointed out by another EY teacher:

If somebody decides to be an Early Years teacher he has to have some artistic skills because without
them, at least at a minimal level, you simply cannot do your job well. Our work relies so much on
pictures, posters, cut-outs and there is also plenty of singing. You have to take it into account. And if
somebody keeps repeating, ‘I cannot draw, I cannot sing’, there is already something wrong with
him. I think that what counts is the attitude. Children are like that whatever their Miss does is
beautiful and fabulous. You shouldn’t worry. (EY teacher)

This remark suggests that what counts in the selection of candidates for FLTYL training is
enthusiasm and readiness rather than special artistic talent. And as long as a teacher’s own
phobias do not impede his/her use of artistic activities performed in the FL classroom, the

artistic merit of pictures or a song performed by him/her has little relevance.

4.2.2.4. Knowledge of educational context

The final area of the teachers’ expertise investigated is related to knowledge of the context
s/he is working; the knowledge of elementary school education policies (e.g. grading
system, record keeping), and knowledge of the learners, schools and wider community.
Out of the plethora of possible areas for discussion I have chosen two, in my opinion the

most problematic—related to relationships with other teachers and with parents.

‘...and the gap is between us’: FLTYLs cooperation with other teachers

Seeing oneself as an outsider; feelings of exclusion and loneliness, of not being a ‘real’
FL teacher, and isolation are the returning motifs in many interviews with teachers. We
have already seen some signs of it in section 4.3.1.1, in which I have mentioned the
sensitive issue of prestige and entering the profession through a back door. For me, as an
outsider, there seems to be tension between FLTYLs and the ‘rest of the world’. The
specificity of the teaching FL to children traps those teachers in between the two
professions. The way EY teachers enter the FL profession, for example, when from one
year to another they transform from an ‘ordinary’ classteacher into a FL teacher does not
necessarily automatically him/her into being the FL teacher, and yet part of the bond with
other EY teachers seem to vanish—the problems are no longer shared, the same

conferences attended, etc. It is as if they have entered a different world.

FL teachers, on the other hand, seem never to leave the world of FL teaching to older
learners, since teaching FLs to children is always an additional job for them. They are also

overloaded, often the only, or one of the two teachers in a school, or even in two schools,

343



since after the elementary-middle school split some of them are simultaneously employed
in both of them. And even though FL teaching to children is an extra job for them, yet the

feeling of being left alone with their problems is also quite prevalent among those teachers.

Moreover, since all those teachers come from so many diverse backgrounds—often used to
teach other subjects for years before embarking on early FL teaching—they do not have
any common platform on which to communicate. Since they usually do even not know any

other FLTYLs, most of them have not even considered that any cooperation is possible:

I think it would be wonderful to get together and help each other. But truly, I have not even
considered that I could indeed cooperate with some other teachers, exchange ideas and materials...
You simple get used to doing things on your own. I felt isolated quite often. Nobody to ask if I was
doing the things right... Nobody to turn to and simply talk about the problems or questions I had.
(EY teacher)

There seems to be some distance between all those various teachers, some of them still FL
teachers, some EY, some Polish, some still teaching other subjects, and yet united by the
same experience—teaching FL to children. Moreover, there seems an insurmountable gap
between teachers teaching to young children in classes 1-3 and those teaching in higher

grades, as in the following dialogue between an EY teacher and me:

SW: But don’t you think that at least some cooperation is needed with those teachers taking over
teaching the [foreign] language from you at the 4™ grade? You know, in the same as you articulate
teaching of Polish, maths, and so on with what takes place in the Early Years.

XX (EY teacher): Articulation? You mean, being asked by a Polish teacher, for example, what I did
with those children in classes 1-3? No. Nobody bothers about it (/aughing).

SW: But you have so much to give, for example you may tell something about the capabilities of
these children, if their low-achieving in the 4th class is ‘normal’ or might be due to some other
factors. You’ve got familiar with those kids so well: eighteen hours per week for three years...

XX: Yeah ... (still smiling with a bit of irony (?) in her eyes that tells me that I come from a la-la

land, naive and knowing nothing about real school). There is a bit of truth in it that there is some
sort of natural division into ‘us and them’. Because we belong to the Early Years which has always
been segregated from the rest. And now we even have a separate staff room so the opportunities to
mingle are even scarcer. We are perceived as some mother hen brooding over her chickens,
protecting them under her wings but not necessarily teaching them much. In some other schools the
Early Years education lives its own, separate live; in a separate building, with a separate vice-
principal, nothing in common apart from children who one day leave this protective zone with its
sleepers, cosy carpets, lack of a bell, and go straight to ‘the lions’ den’.

Since the classroom teaching model does not seem to be realistic in the near future because
not many Early Years teacher are qualified to teach an FL, I explored ‘chances of success’
of other models that involve classteacher-FL teacher cooperation in early grades of
schooling. In particular I wanted to elicit the teachers views’ on what I referred to as

‘Italian’, ‘Scottish’ and ‘American’ models:
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* An Italian (team teaching) model—two teachers, one of whom semi-specialises
in teaching an FL and for example other humanistic/arts subjects, shares the
teaching load in two or more classes with another teacher who takes up other
subjects.

» A ‘Scottish model’—a classteacher teaching also an FL supported by a secondary
trained FL teacher or a teacher advisor (who may, need be, sometime even take
over and teach some more difficult aspects).

* An American FLES model—language specialist teaching a couple of classes,
relating the material taught with the rest of the curriculum via cooperation with
the classteachers.

As a result, I was provided with a very clear picture that Polish teachers are very sceptical
about the introduction of any of these models mentioned working in the Polish context. All
FL teachers mentioned both lack of time and opportunity to establish an ongoing dialog

with the classteachers.

I don’t know how it is going to work. Especially with the new Integrated Early Years system. They
[EY classteachers] all plan differently now. They know when and what, depending on how the
children’s work goes. And I have one lesson per week in all classes 1-3 in addition to teaching in all
4% 5% and 6™ classes. So I see EY teachers once in a blue moon, when we bump into each other in
the staff room. My teaching hours are different than theirs...they do not follow this 45-minute-long
lesson system but decide on the breaks themselves... So, my close cooperation with each of them is
basically impossible. I simply can’t imagine seeing all of them and deciding what we do together. I
am totally alone, here a single FL teacher for the whole school. (FL teacher)

Moreover, the idea of a supporting FL specialist has been intimidating for many teachers
since it reminds them of a common experience when various advisors, coordinators or
inspectors with not much experience what the real school life is about, come and ‘preach’

what good practice should be like:

SW: And how would you feel about cooperative teaching in which they try to introduce some
elements of English onto their teaching during other subjects and you still maintain your separate
hour of English, possibly as a specialist introduce some more difficult material?

XX (EY teacher): First, most of my Early Years colleagues would never have the courage to teach
English. They do their material [EY curriculum] even though most of them speak it [English]...at
least at the elementary level. I don’t know if they are afraid or what. (...) For me the optimal thing
would be to combine Early Years and foreign language teacher preparation in one course and train
these teachers to do both. They will manage then to teach all the subjects. More difficult things
taken over by me? But what difficult things are we taking about in Early Years? (...) Besides
everybody has its own preferred style of teaching so there may be some conflict because they would
teach something that I do not like.

Or like in another example:

...and there is also this personal thing. I don’t know how I would feel as Me-as-a-specialist coming
and teaching an hour of real English. And they what? What is their role? I simply cannot imagine
how it could work. We are so used to a ‘one teacher-one class’ system in Early Years. If somebody
takes over teaching some subjects, like music or religion we tend to wash our hands off it and keep
doing our stuff while they do theirs. (...) And you are suggesting that FL teachers teaching in higher
grades would come and give support? You know how this ‘advising’ works... Somebody comes and
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criticises you or gives you advice that is utterly ‘out of this world’®’. Besides they are also so
attached to the 18-hour teaching load, so and so number of classes per week, and how would you
organise it? Our system is so stiff and fossilised. I simply don’t see it work in the way you’re
suggesting. (EY teacher)

The paradox is, though, that as much as teachers are sceptical about any form of close
cooperation among FL and EY teachers, they are also undermining the idea of the ‘one
teacher-one class’ model with integrated FL.
Frankly, I do not see it. How much can I take? Polish, music, science, maths, PE, English and what
else? I cannot claim that I am omnicompetent. Today some theorist has come up with the idea of an
integrated curriculum and he thinks that it turns up that can teach virtually anything. (...) In a couple
of years they will come up with an idea that English starts in the 1* grade and every Early Years
teacher has to supplement qualifications to be able to teach it. (...) But in the same way some people

will never teach music, some will never want to teach a foreign language, and still both of them can
make very good Early Years teachers. (EY teacher)

It appears that FLTYL training apart from equipping the teachers with necessary skills and
competencies, has an additional important role to perform: to provide a platform for those
teachers to gather together and build a community of professional. In my opinion, such an
opportunity to meet, get to know each other, and build a network of colleagues sharing the
same experience may help to bury the gap that exists now between teachers coming from
diverse backgrounds. Without it, any form of cooperation among teachers, frequently
advocated for as the sine qua non condition for successful early FL programmes (Heining-

Boynton, 1990; Curtain and Pesola, 1994; Lipton, 1998) will be difficult to establish.

‘Those who enrol and wash their hands of’: Problems related to parental involvement

In section 4.2.1.2 we saw examples of parents’ negative evaluation of teacher-parent
contacts. During the interviews with the teachers I tried to elicit their opinion on the
importance of close teacher-parent cooperation and investigate if these opinions have any
relation with the teachers’ education. Questions about the role of parents in FL learning
elicited responses such as, ‘Contacts with parents are very important’, ‘Oh, yes. Parents’
help is very important’, or ‘You can actually see which child gets support from home and

which does not’.

To elicit more substantive and personal opinions I decided to share some of my own
experiences when I myself as a young teacher struggled to make my relations with the

parents work. The story that I presented more or less verbatim was as follows:

87 In Polish the expression nie z tej ziemi has both a positive and negative meaning; used here denotes advice that is not
relevant to your situation.
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When I was a completely inexperienced teacher I really had a lot of problems with establishing what
I would call ‘the right’ relationships with my pupils’ parents. The fact was that nobody during my
training ever tackled the problem how to interact with parents. Lack of experience and lack of
expertise was particularly visible when I was given the position of class tutor and my role was no
longer confined to talking about ‘English matters’. (...) The younger my pupils were, the more
difficult my contacts with the parents seemed to be. Because when they are six or seven the
emotional bond with you and with the parents is very strong. So I was constantly feeling that [ was
not getting the most out of contact with the parents; that we together could so something more. And
those contacts were so stiff, restricted only to formal teacher/parents conferences, which inevitably
ended up talking only about child’s grades. And one day I experienced ‘Eureka!’ One day my sister,
who is an EY teacher, asked me to take some photographs when her class was staging a fairy tale.
What I saw was not only the parents enjoying the play. And later, it seemed so natural when, over a
cup of tea or coffee, they discussed with the teacher the child’s progress. What was absent was this
usual ‘what else has he done wrong’ pattern so characteristic of teacher-parents’ nights. So I decided
to apply the same approach. Every six months, at Christmas and at the end of school year we had an
‘English show’. It involved doing a whole project: invitations, rehearsing a play, preparing
decorations, costumes, puppets, inventing family contests based on the material that we covered, etc.
and all of it in English! And the same miracle happened to me. For the first time in my life I didn’t
have problems with establishing my professional status since the parents stopped judging my
professional skills on the basis of my age and look but on the progress their child had made during
those six months. I think that those children were learning much more because the parents were
interested, they inquired what the new show would be about, they often coached them before, and so
on. Their involvement was enormous and completely independent from whether the parent could
speak English or not. As one of them said, ‘I don’t know English but if my eight-year-old daughter
wants to learn this rhyme and wants me to sit prompt her whenever she forgets her lines. I will do
it.” And you know, much as I was happy to see it work, I was also disappointed that nobody told me
that before, what options I had and how I could make my contact with the parents work better to the

advantage of the child (SW).

The discussions that followed yielded quite interesting results. First, all of my interviewees
of EY teacher training had similar experiences of how they normally established contacts
with parents. They confirmed that when they worked as regular class teachers they did
organise trips, shows and many other informal meetings with the parents. Unfortunately, at
the moment none of them taught a FL alongside other mainstream subjects. Due to the
acute shortage of FL teachers for classes 1-3, despite being certified for EY education
teaching (classes 1-3) but not specifically trained for FL teaching, all of them became
specialist peripatetic teachers teaching an FL within a timetable slot. Bearing in mind that
the teaching load in Poland of 18-20 hours, this resulted in having to deal with twenty or
even more different ‘sets’ of parents. Consequently, the expertise of generalist EY teachers
proved worthless in such circumstances since most of the techniques they would use in
their classes were not possible to use. Also the quality of their interactions with the parents
depended heavily on the attitude of class teachers, who if positive about an early start to
FL learning, would provide a lot of support also as far as parental involvement is

concerned.

Secondly, all teachers agreed that the training they receive does not prepare them to exploit

the potential of good teacher-parent contact.
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No, we didn’t talk about it. I think that our [teaching] methodology teachers either do not have time
for issues like that since this course is so short and limited. Or they don’t know themselves how to
deal with it and they possibly think that there are no rules about teacher-parent relations; that you
have to find out the best way yourself. (FL teacher)

Guided by their intuition and everyday observation they end up restricting the role of the
parents to monitoring the child’s progress or the usual help with his/her homework. Yet, it
is interesting that only EY teachers relied on the parents’ help in lesson preparation, for
example the provision of photocopying, purchase of materials and stationary needed for
lessons, etc. FL teachers, on the other hand, when in need of such help would tum to the
school principal for such supply. Moreover, the teacher with double certification and one
EY teacher, being requested by the parents, have been preparing special handouts to
enabling them assist their child learning.
I am giving the parents the handouts with a list of structures and vocabulary in a given unit with a
Polish-type pronunciation given in brackets since they are not familiar with phonetic symbols. And 1
have observed that almost all of them are well-versed in what we are doing in the class and help in
revision. Besides, as parents pointed out some children are so absent minded, you tell them to bring
some cards, scissors and crayons for the next lesson and they forget so I list those things on the
handouts as well, week by week. It’s different when you have lessons on an everyday basis, but
when you have only one lesson per week this contact with parents and their help is vital because I
cannot expect a child in the first grade to manage his self-learning. (...) You maybe right that I have
developed this habit in Early Years. There the parents’ involvement in their children learning is
most strong. Now we have teacher/parent meetings, in grades 1-3 you have a set of parents,
sometimes both of them come, sometimes even take a grandmother with them, when I have it for

grades 6-8 the turnover is low. So you can actually tell that at least at the beginning, in the 1¥ grade,
almost everybody is willing and they somehow loose interest in higher grades. (FL/EY teacher)

And since the majority of the teachers have not had this ‘habit’ of making the contacts with
parents work, most of them have experienced problems with the ‘emotional geographies of

teacher-parent relations’ (Hargreaves, 2000), i.e.

*  Physical distance—since contacts with parents are sporadic, episodic and usually
restricted to formal occasions such as teacher/parent meetings (parents’ nights and
‘open doors’), the teachers often report the feelings of parents’ disinterest in the child
progress and lack of partnership. These emotions can be reduced to a crude statement
that in literal translation from Polish reads: ‘They enrol them on the course (alias
send to the school) and ... wash their hands of’ (i.e. refuse to be involved or
responsible for their child’s progress; they get all the problems with FL study ‘off
their backs’).

= Professional distance—since many FLTYL are young females with little teaching
experience or older teachers but with few qualifications and little experience in

teaching an FL, several experienced negative emotions in their interactions with the

348



parents related to questioning their professional expertise, competence, program

decisions and assessment practices:

I would like to have a reciprocal contact with parents: if you have enrolled your child, please ask
him what he’s learnt, ask about the homework, listen to this song or poem he’s learnt. And what did
I get instead? A constant disapproval and critique. Why do you want to have a textbook? Why don’t
they have grades? (...) What I wanted during those classes was to have as much speaking and
listening as possible. And they reproached me all the time, not directly, of course, since most of
them didn’t dare, but through their children that I for example did not teach them the alphabet
because they had learnt it. So when I had an opportunity I invited them to sit in the classroom and
see with their own eyes what I was doing and not quiz their children all the time. Some did come,
most of them didn’t and kept criticising me. (FL teacher)

= Moral distance—Ilack of positive emotional contacts with the parents result in low
morale among many FLTYL. A lot of them have reported experiencing numerous
negative emotions, such as criticism or undermining their professionalism and a lack

of expressions of gratitude, appreciation and support from the parents.

Therefore, it can be argued that teachers’ lack of familiarity with how to establish
successful relations with parents gives rise to frustration and conflict. As identified by the
North Carolina Teacher Elementary School Foreign Language Teacher Education Project
(Rhodes, 1992) the ability ‘to communicate and promote program goals to parents’ (p.7) is
a vital component of FLTYL teacher preparation. The study results also suggest that:

The teachers redefine the emotional geographies of teacher-parent relationships and to make these
relationship a core rather than peripheral part of their work.

Hargreaves, 2000:30

Similarly, the FLTYL training provision, alongside educational policies and policy

processes:

Must provide a framework that gives teachers the discretion, the conditions, the expectations and the
opportunities to develop and exercise their emotional competence of caring for, learning from and
developing emotional understanding among all those whose lives and actions affect the children
they teach.

Ibid.

4.2.3. Where do we go from here?

The study results presented in this section®® highlight the following problems related to the

FL teacher of young learners:

8 See also section 4.4 for the summary of the major themes discussed this part.
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» ‘By chance’ recruitment of professionals involved in FL teaching to children

which results in diverse experiences, qualifications and skills possessed.

= Low prestige of teaching to children and lack of recognition felt by the teachers
involved. The problem worsened by lack of a conscious policy on the side of
educational authorities and HEIs in relation to providing training for FLTYLs

indirectly implying insignificance of this group of teachers.

s Early FL teaching to children requiring a set of unique teacher’s competencies
and skills, which are not sufficiently developed by either current EY and FL

teacher preparation courses.

It is interesting that this section has not provided evidence that EY teachers make superior
FLTYLs to FL specialists or vice versa. Like Driscoll (1999b), my observation is that the
diverse educational background and training received makes these two groups of teachers
difficult to compare. What is strength of one group, is usually the weakness of the other.
That is possibly the strongest argument that an ideal FLTYL is the one who has received
training in two areas. Yet, the section gives numerous examples of certain skills and
competencies that are specific to early FL teaching and are not covered by EY or FL
teacher training alone. Thus there should be some form of a specialist training organised
for FLTYLs, designed in such a way as to cater for their unique educational needs

described in this section.

I would also like to add one more personal reflection on the teachers’ interviews, on which
this section has been largely based. Even though this chapter discussed primarily a range of
teachers’ limited competencies in specific areas, I have to emphasise strongly that I admire
these teachers, who, against all odds, have managed to preserve their enthusiasm and love
for teaching children. It was fascinating to see how the interviewer-interviewee roles
changed while the conversation was progressing. While at the beginning teachers were
insecure and overly critical about themselves, with time their attitude altered and
confidence boosted. Most of them noticed how unique their job is and that the authorities
should by all means recognise their efforts and as one EY teacher rightly noted:

Such teachers as ourselves are a treasure. We have qualifications to teach in Early Years and we

know the language. So why shouldn’t I say that we are a real treasure? I don’t think that any foreign

language specialist has either our experience in teaching children or our specialist training to work

in Early Years. Besides we really want to work with children. For us, it [teaching YLs] is not some
‘bonus’ work after ‘normal’ hours. For us, it is our passion. But somehow people don’t see it.
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Unfortunately. But if you are saying there are more of us and we’ll somehow manage to get
together, we may be able to fight. (EY teacher)

I should only add to the statement of the EY teacher cited above that quite a few FL
specialists are devoted to teaching children, too, and being given some assistance and

recognition for their work, they two could constitute a part of a FLTYL ‘fighting’ body.

What makes these teachers a ‘real treasure’ is that the majority of these teachers seem to
possess what Lo (1999) calls a ‘teacher persona for young learners’, Eken (2000) calls
‘jizz’ and headteachers and parents often referred to as ‘special personality’. These are this
special mixture of personal features, intuition and skills how to establish rapport with
young children. Many teachers do not know or are unable to find this identity as teachers
of young learners; most of my informants seem to possess this secret what makes a FLTYL
good. It seems vital therefore that this special competence does not go unnoticed and is
used for example to educate a new generation of FLTYLs. Fullan and Hargreaves
(1992:17-18) observe:

Isolation means two things. Whatever great things individual teachers do or could do go unnoticed,

and whatever bad things they do go unnoticed. Many of the solutions to teaching problems are ‘out

there’ somewhere, but they are inaccessible. (...) It is important to utilize our existing expertise and
learn for each other more effectively. The message is to fight for access to each other’s ideas (...).

4.3. FLTYL training - current, optimal and viable

Having established the need for FLTYL training and exposing which of the FLTYL
competencies are probably the most difficult to develop under the current, separate FL/EY
teacher training, let’s now focus on how to cater for these needs in a better way. The
section that follows presents the conflicting views of how FLTYL training should be
organised, especially in relation to its place within the current FL and EY teacher training
structure. As we will see the contradictory opinions of the teacher trainers are also in
conflict with what their prospective clients want. The clients, i.e. current teachers and
student-teachers, are far from being unanimous, too. Thus, while presenting this tangle of
intertwined interests and interdependencies I have been looking for both congruence and

potential consequences of choosing certain options.
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4.3.1. FLTYL training as seen by potential clients

This section summarises the opinions of prospective clients on what sort of FLTYL
training courses are needed, how they should be organised and what classes should
primarily be offered. I also discuss the client perspective on how training processes should

be altered in order for them to benefit most from FLTYL training.

Offering

As we have seen is section 4.2.2.2, headteachers, parents, teachers and student-teachers
have voted almost unanimously that the most desired FLTYL is a specialist with the
double qualifications FL and EY education. During the interviews I asked the teachers also

about the most optimal way of training, and they suggested the following routes:

* Inservice (for current teachers and student-teachers after graduation):
Short and intensive inservice courses in teaching FL to young learners.
2. A certified post-graduate 2-3 semester-long course in early FL teaching

A supplementary, 2-year MA course (for FL teachers holding a BA degree), with a
specialisation in teaching FL to young learners.

= Preservice (for prospective students):
4. A S-year, double specialisation MA course in Integrated EY Education with FL

A supplementary, 2-year MA course (for FL teachers holding a BA degree), with a
specialisation in teaching FL to young learners.

6. A supplementary MA course or postgraduate course (for EY teachers holding a
BA/MA degree) to specialise in integrating FL into EY education.

Since these options are not available yet, for the time being the majority of the EY and OS
teachers are planning at least to improve their FL skills (Figure 4-33) via different FL

courses aimed at preparation for language examinations.

In relation to the common suggestion about undertaking FL extramural studies, most of the
teachers have indicated that studying an FL on a twice-monthly basis requires an enormous
amount of individual study. This is hardly an option for the majority of current FLTYL,
taking into consideration that all of them are women with family and job commitments.
Besides, quite a few of them are of the opinion that current FL studies, mostly oriented at
teaching older learners, would definitely give them a ‘paper qualification’ but would not

prepare them for the job of FLTYL well. However, while it is at least possible for English
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and German teachers to undertake extramural courses, French teachers have this option

offered by one university only on a very small scale.

Figure 4-33 Teachers’ plans to upgrade/supplement qualifications to teach FL

UPGRADING QUALIFICATIONS

Wiikely Ddon't know Buniikely Omissing n=26

EY teachers

FL teachers

OS teachers

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

It seems that most of the teachers would welcome any tailor-made course with a focus on
FL skills improvement and FL teaching methods and techniques at the primary level. FL
teachers would possibly not need an intensive course in an FL but instead would require a
closer focus on early years pedagogy. Hence, many teachers have suggested the courses
should be offered separately for FL and non-FL specialists. However, as indicated by one
teacher, if the idea of uniting all teachers currently engaged in early FL teaching is to be
put into practice, the effort should be not to divide these teachers into separate sub-groups.
Instead we should design the course in such a way as to take advantage of their diverse
expertise and experiences, as in this statement:
What | feel would work is a set of courses, a set that is unique for us, FL teachers of children. One
compulsory for all, and another set improving other skills, including FL and familiarity of teaching
in grades 1-3. OK. I feel quite knowledgeable in early childhood pedagogy. I know the curriculum
by heart but it does not necessarily mean that I do not want to take courses that deal with these
problems. I really feel that I can give something precious to a teacher that has never taught in Early
Years [as a classteacher]. I have some brilliant ideas from my practice and also from my university
courses. They know the tricks they have learnt from FL pedagogy. Similarly, I want to be able to
have a decent conversation with a FL teacher whose expertise is probably far superior to mine. You
know, during courses I have attended at various language schools, what I was really fed up with is
that we are all at the same level, we are all learning. So having a decent conversation is rarely

possible with anybody except the teacher. I feel that we may help each other a lot, we may share.
(EY teacher)

[ feel there is a lot of sense in this opinion. As I have already pointed out, if we want to see
FL and EY teachers cooperating with each other, and most importantly, diminish their
feelings of isolation, we have to encourage them to start building a professional community
of FLTYLs and to build on each other’s relative strengths and weaknesses. Yet, as
indicated by one of the teachers what usually happens on present FL Philology courses is,
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if a teacher is already a graduate of any teacher training course, s’he is often exempted

from many classes:
At that time I was happy that I didn’t have to take pedagogy or psychology again. You know the
students always follow the policy of the least resistance. But now I think that it shouldn’t have been
like that. They should make the course ‘all sweat and tears’. No exempting! All those general
pedagogical courses should be in English, we should read a lot to give us further opportunity to
practice the language. Besides, talking about knowledge, I did have a lot of psychology during my
course but I know so little about psychological principles of learning a language or other things. But

they don’t do it like that, they teach the same no matter if you take psychology, pedagogy or
philosophy to become a foreign language or PE teacher. (EY teacher)

This opinion illustrates the common problem that many courses are rarely tailor-made.
Psycho-pedagogical training, apart from subject-specific didactics, is to a large extent
general and therefore the content of the courses is common regardless of whether the
students are going to teach maths, science or foreign languages. I will come back to the

issue of the course content and the mode of delivery in the next section (4.4.1.3).

Another common request as far as optimal training is concerned is for FL Philology
courses to be organised as two-phase programmes. As frequently suggested, especially by
FL Philology graduates, the first degree (BA) should have a broad philological profile,
while the second degree (MA) should equip the students with professional skills, such as
FL teaching, translating, or preparing them for other jobs in which FL skills are needed.
The teachers also opted very strongly in favour of a more modular structure of studies with
numerous possibilities to supplement their major course with some additional courses from
other course options. They suggested, for example, that depending on students’ interest
and future professional needs, the course might incorporate courses from other disciplines,
such as the introduction to law or economics for future translators, and child psychology

with FL teachers in mind.

The need for greater student autonomy is emphasised by all interviewees. As I have
already highlighted, FLTYLs come from miscellaneous backgrounds and have diverse
educational priorities. They need further work in different areas and thus differentiation of
modules offered in any further FLTYL training is a must. On the whole, the teachers
requested more freedom for prospective students to design their university courses. They
claim that ‘only I know what I want to do in the future and what I need and they
particularly despise the opinion that ‘academics know best’. The teachers often repeated
that academic teachers live in their own world and often have no ideas of what the needs of

the ‘real workplace’ are. Quite a few of the interviewees said something along these lines:
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I know best what I need for the future. Only I know this and I should be able to decide myself what
I want to study. If I am interested in literature but I also want to be a teacher, I should be able to
design my courses in such a way that I will get idea about both. And not that they will decide a
priori that teachers do not need something; let it be an in-depth study of literature or history, or that
translators do not need psychology. On one side there should be all these courses that prepare you
for the job. Another thing should be courses, which you should be able to take for the sake of your
interest, and nobody should be asking you, ‘Why have you taken this course? I think you don’t need
it.” It’s my life and my own business. What I hate about our system is that professors treat us like
children and I don’t know how on earth they believe that this piece of paper they equip us with will
open all doors for us? A paper is a paper, and what matters is your brain, your enthusiasm towards
work, and so on. At the end of the day I will take my diploma with me and convince my employer
that I am an excellent teacher and what I want to do is to teach through literature and even though 1
haven't taken any single course in linguistics I am an excellent teacher. But as it is now I am only
able to say, ‘You know I would like to be able to do some translation of computer programming in
English, but you know professor X and professor Y did not believe in modern technology and made
us learn about the transformational grammar instead. Sorry.’ (FL teacher)

In fact it seems to be a common belief among many educators in Poland (though not
expressed explicitly), that students do not know what education is best for them, and once
given an opportunity to choose they will not know what to do. In a recent article
Majcherek (2000: 4*) bitterly observes:
When we [course designers, HEI authorities] launch offerings which give students more autonomy
in designing their higher education courses, some critics immediately disparage the idea and
anticipate our next step will be to award degrees in Exotic Cuisine, a course which is evidently quite
popular at some American universities. Nevertheless their graduates are better prepared for life in a
modern society and state, competitive market, culturally diverse surrounding than alumni of ‘solid’

Polish schools. It is us who import technologies from them, as well as socio-cultural standards, and
not vice versa.

The trainers that I have interviewed have often said that they cannot imagine an FL teacher
not knowing this or that (see 4.4.2.5). It is interesting that teachers often do not see these
‘necessities’ in the same light. As I have argued in section 2.4.3, in many European
countries a credit-based modular system has been launched precisely to meet diverse
student needs. The Dearing Report on higher education in Britain (Dearing, 1997:130)
states:

We address the principle in our terms of reference: that ‘Learning should be increasingly responsive

to employment need and include the development of general skills, widely valued in employment’. In
doing so, we have had in mind to build the established strengths of higher education.

Of course, not all courses have to have a direct practical application, some of them could
be more of a ‘widening the horizons’ type. It seems that the teachers do not contradict this,
yet what they want is to be given a freedom to choice which of their ‘horizons’ is to be

widened.

In the same vein, teachers strongly object to one prescribed training that, as one of them
claims, attempts to ‘prepare everybody for everything’. Since one common course, for
example FL Philology, has to cater for many diverse needs, the course becomes a
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conglomerate of lectures and seminars of all possible kinds that seem to have an

underlining philosophy of ‘just in case you need it’:
The studies assume that we should be educated very broadly and that we should be versatile. But
this is impossible. It is really impossible that we are ‘omnicompetent’. No matter how much time [
spent doing arts workshops I will never run my arts classes very well. The same goes for music for
some of my colleagues; the same goes for the language I suppose. Give us the freedom to decide.
The time wasted on my arts education might have been more productive for me to give me some
other skills. And make it bluntly clear on my diploma, ‘This teacher is not prepared to teach arts but
she exceptional in music and English and may take these classes from another EY teacher,

‘handicapped’ in this areas. Excellent. We should finish with this fiction that all teachers are
capable of doing everything once and for all. (EY teacher)

‘Ending the fiction’ and setting realistic goals for what every EY, FL or FLTYL teacher
must be able to do and what some of them may be able to do (i.e. additional skills,
specialisation, etc.) are obviously at odds with the reformers’ ideas of an integrated EY
curriculum and one-class-one-teacher’ principle. Yet, in my opinion, the honest voice of
practitioners in this matter is crucial and in fact their views are shared by some trainers (see
4.4.2.5). Whilst the principle of integration of different areas of education in EY is a sound
one, this is not to assume that every single EY teacher in Poland is capable of running
equally well all mainstream subjects and music, arts, physical education, an FL, and so on.
Rather, diverse possibilities and options would appear to offer a solution. For example, if
two teachers want to introduce cooperative teaching and divide their teaching loads
according to their preferences, specialisations, etc., let them do it. If another teacher is
capable of teaching all EY subjects including an FL, let her proceed. In both cases the idea
of an integrated EY curriculum will not be lost and we may also be reassured that the
children will get quality education, and not, as it sometimes happens, an unenthusiastic
teacher, ‘handicapped’ in arts, music or an FL, imposing her/his dislikes and lack of talent

onto the pupils.

However, as was pointed out by some teachers, as far as FL teacher training is concerned,
ending the fiction and setting separate courses for primary and secondary school teachers,
translators and the rest of the world® may be quite problematic. First, as long as all FL
students are grouped together, we may still hope that the problem of the lack of FL
teachers will be solved, since we have so many thousands of FL Philology students who
will graduate and go into schools. If we start to introduce various FL specialisation
programmes, however, we may quickly discover that we have no candidates for a teaching

specialisation and that our optimistic picture is a fake one. Since:
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...as long as the ministerial but also university officials do not have it in black and white they may
dream that dream of theirs about thousands of FL Philology graduates rushing into schools to fulfil
their ‘urging’ call for teaching (/augh) (FL teacher)

In fact, this opinion is also shared by some teacher trainers (see 4.4.2.2) who often know
that their students do not wish to become teachers, and yet they have no other option but to

provide ‘default’ teacher training for all their students.

Furthermore, many teachers currently involved in teaching FL to children have stressed a
real need for revising the regulations of the Teacher’s Professional Specialisation Degrees
(TPSD) (see section 1.1.4). The sine qua non condition to be eligible for any upper degree
is to hold ‘full teaching qualifications’ in a subject taught. This condition is quite
problematic as far as teaching FL to children is concerned because there are no guidelines
about what is be regarded as full qualifications at this level. So far, the degrees have been
awarded by a subject-specific examination board in a Provincial In-service Teacher
Training Centre. For example for English language teaching it would be an FL Teacher
Advisor who would observe and evaluate teachers’ lessons and examine a written
assignment. But in the case of FLTYLs, neither EY or FL advisors feel eligible to assess
teachers’ qualifications in FL teaching to grades 1-3. Besides they have problems with
defining ‘full teaching qualifications’, and EY teachers are frequently rejected for TPSD
since they no longer have EY classes nor are graduates of FL Philology, so they cannot be
examined by an FL board. This lack of clarity is especially frustrating for EY teachers for
whom upgrading their professional status is a protection from being made redundant. Since
the teacher’s promotion route has recently been totally revised (see Figure 1-3 in chapter
one), it seems that the problem of defining the qualifications’ upgrading path for teachers

involved in teaching FL to children in kindergartens and grades 1-3 has been overlooked
again.

The teachers’ opinions on the optimal way of training prospective FLTYLs are to a large
extent convergent with the student-teachers’. Students have also indicated that a dual
subject MA in EY and FL would be best (Figure 4-34). This opinion is shared regardless of
whether the students wish to become a FLTYL in the future. Yet, as Table D-46 and D-47
in Appendix D demonstrates the degree students read for, and former or current
involvement, has an impact on students opinions, though still a double-specialisation

course is the most popular option.
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Figure 4-34 Student-teachers’ opinions on optimal FLTYL training

OPTIMAL FLTYL TRAINING
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Quite surprisingly, a high number of the student-teachers who have declared that they do

not wish to become FLTYLs in the future, would wish to supplement their qualifications

via a course in early FL teaching. As illustrated in Figure 4-35), a postgraduate course

(33.7%) and a short, inservice methodology course (23.3%) are the most popular options.

This seems to be in agreement with the opinions quoted in section 4.3.1.1 that insufficient

FL proficiency and lack of pedagogical training prevents many student-teachers from

becoming future FLTYLs. Yet, possibly they might change their mind if given an

opportunity to make up for these deficiencies.

Figure 4-35 Student-teachers’ opinions on the most likely course that they may undertake in order to upgrade

their qualifications to teach FL to children

n=377, 8 missing
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Note: Percentages do not total 100, multiple responses possible.
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So how extensive are the needs for FLTYL training? Taking the raw numbers of the
student-teachers surveyed, bearing in mind that only 52% of the final year BA and MA

student population were approached, we can see that:

= 51 student-teachers would undertake a supplementary MA in FL or in EY (47) or even
better in early FL teaching (61);

* 127 student-teachers would wish to enrol on a postgraduate course in early FL

teaching.

Adding to these numbers all current teachers, the rest of EY and FL student-teachers in
years 1, 2, and 4, not to mention the students and graduates of other courses or even in
other HEISs in the region, who may also as the teacher survey has shown, become FLTYL,
it may be argued that the need for FLTYL training is substantive. As one of the teachers
pointed out:
The current offering is so meagre that if a Foreign Language Teacher Training College organises
anything, any short course in teaching English, I am not talking about courses in teaching children
here, there are always crowds of people. Last time I had no place to sit on and I couldn’t hear the

speaker either. So if you [HPS] or they [FLTTC] organise anything I am sure there are going to be
hundreds of applications. (EY teacher)

As a researcher, there is a mismatch when comparing teachers’ statements, as the one just
quoted above, and those of the headteachers’ indicating very clearly how great the needs
for FLTYL training are, with the opinions of some teacher trainers, who maintained firmly
that there is no compulsory FL teaching to children, and thus FLTYL training is not needed

as well. I shall explain this mismatch in section 4.4.2.

Altogether, the information provided by teachers and student-teachers gives the impression
of great interest in any form of FLTYL training. Moreover, the candidates would also
welcome much more autonomy in designing courses in such as way as to cater for their
needs in the best way. And finally, apart from pre- and in-service FLTYL training
provision, the teachers have put forward a request for the recognition of an FLTYL

specialisation within the teacher’s professional status upgrading scheme.

Content

In addition to the availability of the FLTYL training programmes, there is also the issue of
course content. The first message about the course content comes from the students who do
not wish to become FLTYLs in the future. As already illustrated in Figure 4-25 (page 316),

for a large number (90.1%) of EY student-teachers the main obstacle to becoming an
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FLTYL is insufficient FL proficiency, while the FL student-teachers, apart from a negative

attitude towards teaching in general, seem to be hindered by inadequate pedagogical

preparation (34%).
Figure 4-36 Student-teachers’ evaluation of current teacher training as a means of preparing them for early FL
teaching
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Note: Calculated only for student-teachers wishing to become FLTYLs. In Figure b percentages do not total
100, multiple responses possible.

Similarly, when I asked the student-teachers who do want to teach FL to children if they
think the course they are attending (EY or FL) prepares them well to become a FLTYL, as
many as 60% answered negatively (Figure 4-36). The main reason indicated is lack of
early FL didactics within their current course programme. In addition, EY students pointed
there was insufficient time devoted to the development of their FL skills or being forced to
continue a FL that they did not like (Russian or French) instead of starting another FL and
qualifying to teach it at the primary level. FL students, on the other hand, complained

about lack of provision in early childhood psychology and in FL didactics.

Therefore it is hardly surprising that when asked what should constitute future double
specialisation EY+FL courses, the majority of students and teachers alike have pointed to
courses developing practical skills in an FL, in addition to classes in didactics (Figure 4-37

overleaf). All courses associated with theories and principles, on the other hand, were

ranked very low.

It interesting, though, that applied linguistics and culture courses both scored poorly even
though they are may be regarded as ‘practical’ courses. One possible explanation here

could be the unclear questionnaire phrasing that was not detected during the pilot stage.



Figure 4-37 Teacher and student-teachers’ ranking of classes that should constitute double specialisation
EY+FL course
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The Polish term realioznawstwo, meaning the knowledge of ‘reality’ (culture, lifestyle, etc.
of the target language community), understandable for people with an FL background, but

might have not been comprehensible for EY teachers and student-teachers.

The same goes for applied linguistics which might have been interpreted by both groups as
another type of pure linguistics, instead as what it usually implies: ‘the study of language
and linguistics in relation to practical problems’ (Richards, Platt and Platt, 1992:19). On
the other hand, the terms might have been correctly interpreted, and the participants have
nevertheless decided to evaluate them low because of their experience of how these classes
are taught at the university, i.e. they are very theoretical and lecture-based, and thus

perceived as irrelevant to FL teaching practice.

Another problem with the interpretation of this question is lack of any reasonable patterns
within the answers provided. For example, why has the principles of Polish language arts
(i.e. a theoretical module on the principles of literacy development in L1) received double
the attention than the one given to a practical module on the actual techniques used while
teaching Polish language arts? Or why was Information Technology in Education, in my
view essential for any teacher, selected by little more than a quarter of participants? Since
such examples are numerous, a possible reason may be that some of respondents did not
answer this question according to relevance of the module to professional skills
development of future FLTYL but on the basis of their own experience, i.e. whether they
themselves liked the course or not, whether the content was interesting and accessible,

whether it was easy or difficult to pass the exam, etc.

The teacher interview data, on the other hand, sheds new light on this particular research
question. For example it seems to contradict my everyday observation that novice teachers
are interested in and need very practical information on how to teach, while more
experienced teachers are more interested in theories and principles that underline those
practical strategies. It seems that the teachers regardless of their teaching experience share
a strong belief that teacher training should be ‘practice, practice and nothing but the
practice’. The training should basically equip them with the language skills and a ‘tool
box’ of FL teaching methods, techniques and, as already mentioned, a wallet bulging with
lessons plans, teaching aids, etc. The training model referred to by Wallace (1991:6) as
‘sitting with Nellie’, that is watching experienced colleagues and acquiring the craft from
them also seems to be very highly valued by the teachers and, from my analysis of some of

the comments, by the student-teachers alike.
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And yet, I have reservations about interpreting these results in this straightforward way. In
my opinion the crying need for more practical training is a result of dissatisfaction with the
current ‘theoretical’, or as it is better known, ‘applied science’ model. In this approach the
academics, removed from day-by-day teaching at schools, inform the trainees what to do in
their classrooms on the basis of the findings of scientific knowledge and experimentation.
It is up to the trainees to apply this knowledge in practice since the school experience
period is more or less detached from higher education training. I believe, therefore, that
what the teachers and student-teachers actually want is an approach in which theory and
practice go hand in hand throughout the training, i.e. the reflective model of teacher
development (Wallace, 1991, 1999), as indicated by one interviewee:
I think that, naturally, we had been prepared to teach during these 5 years, we had a lot of practical
classes, we also had the school experience, but for me it should be practice and one more time,
practice. This is a base: to observe good and bad lessons in classes 1-3 and higher, also other than
FL lessons; compare the methods used by different teachers, teach ourselves, discuss the problems
and so on. This is the foundation. Because now you spend three years listening to lectures and then
you are let loose, that is you go to school to practice and you have to cope totally on your own. And
then when you come back and there is the dissertation to write and so little time to actually go back

and discuss what happened to us during this period, what went wrong. I think that this practice is
crucial. (EY teacher)

As we can see, this teacher is not in favour of ‘practical’ training involving going to
schools or having more hands-on activities in their universities. She is clearly in favour of
some sort of a reflection stage in which she could simultaneously be learning and trying
out and putting what they have learnt into practice and then, reporting back to their training
groups if ‘the theories match reality’. Since the trainees have to first learn the theory of
reflection themselves in order to be able to understand what they are doing and why they

need to do it, the whole process seems very problematic.

Although the reflective model of teacher education is gradually gathering momentum in
Poland (see Mizerek, 1999), organisational constraints usually prevail. For one thing
teacher training is to a large extent constrained by ministerial guidelines (so called
minimum programme, see section 4.4.2). Students undergoing pre-service teacher training
have no or very little experience of teaching to draw on. School experience is organised
when it is convenient for the schools and the HEISs rather than it is the most appropriate
time. As a consequence practical classes, seminars, workshops, which by name should be
the source of practical ideas for the prospective students, turn out to be a ‘practical theory’
again.

I think that practical things were a bit neglected. The teaching methodology class was rather
oriented towards theory. All those differences between different things, techniques, methods,

363



approaches and other peculiarities. And I think that to a large extent it was only theorising. We were
for example asked to write a lesson plan, set the aims, techniques to be used, materials, timing, etc.,
without experience in teaching whatsoever. It’s easy to say, ‘You know what school is like because
you’ve been a student yourself’. But these are two different things. You need this experience to go
and try out this ‘fabulous’ exercise with a group of kindergarten children, otherwise it is only
theorising, nothing more. And because we has so little real teaching experience at the end what
mattered during these classes was the form: fabulous charts, pictures, texts, etc. and no idea if this
chart will work in a real lesson. And I suspect that our teachers didn’t know either. (FL teacher)

I would only add to the example above, that it mirrors my perspective, i.e. the teacher
trainer’s, I know how frustrating and ‘theoretical’, for example lesson planning can be (for
me and my trainees) if based only on ‘invented’ groups of children. How difficult it is to
explain to students who have never experienced how relatively long or short a 45-minute-
lesson can be depending on whether your pupils are 6 or 16 year old. However, whenever |
revise my students’, supposedly authentic, lesson plans (from the school experience
period), I have an impression that they are even more ‘unreal’ than the ones they have been
doing as part of their coursework practice. And yet, these plans and the lesson conducted
accordingly are invariably evaluated by my students’ mentors as very good. What works
for me as a more experienced teacher, does not necessarily work for trainees. Yet due to
course organisation constraints we rarely have an opportunity to compare our experiences
and explain the cause of these differences. At this point my thoughts resonate with Ur
(1996:3), who states that

Experiencing or hearing about practice is of limited use to the teacher if it is not made more widely
applicable by being incorporated into some sort of theoretical framework constructed and ‘owned’
by the individual.

The data clearly shows that since there is no pre-service training that aims at teaching FL
to children, when an individual becomes a FLTYL his/her beliefs and practices are to a
large extent already shaped by the training and assumptions individuals have. Thus, in my
opinion the plea for more reflective procedures in training has a crucial role to play in
inservice FLTYL training since it may not only be a chance to produce reflective

practitioners but also to facilitate attitude change (Britten, 1997).

The final problem related to the FLTYL training content, is how to set the students’ course
attainment targets. The main difference between various teachers and also the teacher
trainers interviewed (see 4.4.2) is how to define what is required from an FL teacher of
young children and what is not. For example, the teachers have considerably differed in
their perception on the level of FL proficiency as required from a FLTYL. Though it is
very difficult to generalise in this place, some EY teachers claimed that ‘we need good FL

proficiency, but certainly not at the philology level’, while some, especially FL, teachers
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advocate a superior FL proficiency, “at least at, if not above, the [FL Philology] university
course’. The lack of agreement on the level of expertise required is also common for other
areas of FLTYL knowledge base, such as expertise in EY curriculum, EY pedagogy, child
psychology, etc. My impression is that the teachers, who advocated a more lax treatment
for FLTYLs in terms of linguistic skills, are often against integrated FL and EY teaching,
too. Yet, again if FLTYLs are to be treated with respect and not as semi or pseudo-
specialists we should not measure the expertise required from them using the FL Philology
or EY education yardsticks. As pointed out by one teacher:
My major concern is not about how much I will have to learn or that the course will be tough. My
main concern is about its relevance. If the course content, no matter how detailed, how difficult,
how complicated will still be applicable to my work as a FL teacher teaching of little children, I will
do it with pleasure. I am happy to study advanced grammar, practice my pronunciation for hours,
have psychology even though I had plenty of it before, pedagogy, methodology, whatever, as long

as they are going to be relevant. If they are going to be a mere repetition of the same things in a new
wrapping, obviously I will not like it and say it is a waste of time. (EY teacher)

The needs of FLTYL have once again proven to fall into an ‘in-between’ category of
neither fish (EY) nor fowl (FL) teachers. The traditional course content offered in FL
Philology and EY Education courses may be inappropriate for what FLTYLs need. Hence,
I think that course deliverers will have a dilemma deciding what those teachers require
most and set course objectives accordingly. I shall discuss this issue in more detail in

section 4.4.3.

So the study results highlight the need for a balance between theoretical and practical
components of FLTYL training. The teachers opted for structuring the course in such a
way that there is a linkage between university and outside teaching practice and an
opportunity to reflect on both the theory and their own classroom practices. Apart from the
specific classes taught, the informants pointed to the danger of setting the attainment target
at the same level as for single-specialists (EY or FL teachers), rather than on the basis of

actual competency requirements for FLTYLs.

Mode of delivery

Another problem related to the issues discussed in the previous section is the problem of
appropriate modes of delivery. The informants frequently hinted that currently no matter
how fascinating the content of some courses might be, it is quite often wasted by the way
the classes are run.

Sometimes [ think that the lack of status of EY teachers starts during our university education. There

is this opinion about a very low intellectual level among EY students. But at least at the beginning
we were all full of enthusiasm to learn, but then something happened. I often felt like a dumb
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student myself: so often they repeated the same thing over and over again. We were supposed to
teach 6-year-olds but I had impression that they treated us like 6-year-olds. But my friends and I
were not dumb, you know. We were only smothered by this constant boredom, but teaching children
is not boring at all so I don’t know why they made us like this. No intellectual challenge, mostly rote
learning without much reflection on our side as if I was not capable of reflecting on the things I was
learning, too stupid to judge all these famous pedagogues and their fancy ideas. No wonder that after
a couple of months we were all suffering from intellectual torpor. So for a change we would behave
really foolishly, just to break this languor, just to have a mad laugh at something really stupid. (EY
teacher)

Indeed, some FL teacher trainers had an opportunity to teach EY students and from what
some of them say (‘let’s not kid ourselves, these are one of the worse student intakes in
school [HPS of Bydgoszcz]’) one may reckon that they consider EY students as
intellectually inferior to an average FL student. It is not clear whether the trainers are right
and most of the EY students are indeed mediocre, or rather, as the teacher indicated, the
student ‘dumbness’ only reflects the way the trainers treat them. Interestingly, almost all
EY trainers, though possibly not very objective here, expressed a very high opinion about
the majority of their students.

Moreover, the leitmotiv of the teacher interviews has been ‘the didactics [as a university
course and its content] is one thing and real-life teaching is another’. It seems that they
experience the disintegration between what they teach and what they preach already during
their university education. Like in the following example:
What I remember best about my university education is how tired I sometimes was. Everything
seemed to be an arduous, sitting work: listening to endless rows of lectures, taking notes for 6-8
hours a day, and then learning it all by heart, taking an exam, and ... forgetting most of it. I was so
down all the time, so bored, so fed up with constant sitting. The faces of the professors were
different, different stuff to be learnt but in principle no change: the classes were almost carbon

copies of each other. Gee, we were to learn about all these methods and approaches but what they
did themselves was lecturing us all the time. (FL teacher)

From the opinions of these two teachers we get an idea that possibly not all courses are like
that, but still on the whole it seems that there is little differentiation as far as the training
processes in teacher training are concerned. Out of the whole repertoire of process
categories and process options described in section 2.4.3 what frequently happens is that
the trainees are taught via ‘feeding’ (or rather ‘force-feeding’), that is ‘a mere transmission
of information or opinion about the language, teaching or a relevant theoretical discipline’
(McGrath, 1997a:165). Apart from practical workshops (music, arts, IT, etc.) and some
teaching methodology classes there is little ‘showing’ or ‘throwing’ techniques. Moreover,
the teacher interviews and some student-teacher comments give an impression of the
current training being very teacher-centred and aimed at ‘knowing’ rather than

understanding. ‘Leading’ processes—the activities aimed at guiding the participants
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towards knowledge, awareness-rising or conscious analytical understanding—all these are
used rather sporadically. The teacher trainers’ interviews have not provided a definite
answer why such process choices are made. One indication is that the quality of teaching is
not generally regarded as an important factor while evaluating the competence of academic
staff. What frequently matters more are factors relating to publications and research
undertaken (see 4.4.4.2). Another factor might be the long-standing academic tradition,
which is based on lecturing rather than interactive activities. Perhaps too staff think it is
faster to teach within the time constraints they have and possibly also because they reckon
that knowledge presented to the trainees on a ‘silver platter’ is easier for students to

understand.

Yet, the opinions of the teachers and student-teachers imply the contrary. There are very
frequent references to the need for a ‘more practical and less theoretical’ training, which
may relate less to the course content, than to the way the courses are run. Thus, what the
trainees possibly want is not ‘on-paper’ replacement of lectures with seminars, but changes
in the processes—complementing feeding processes with a variety of classroom processes
of a more learner-centred and ‘doing’ nature. Trends in many countries towards more
autonomous learning (see, for example, Leffa, 1994; Pemberton, Li, Or and Pierson, 1996)
seem to comply with students’ opinions. Nunan (1996:17) cites in this respect the research
of Widdows and Voller who sought the views of university students in Japan:
The most important result of this survey is the dichotomy between what students want to learn and
experience in university English classes, and what they are actually taught there... Students do not
like classes in which they sit passively, reading or translating. They do not like classes where the
teacher controls everything. (...) Thus it is clear that the great majority of university English classes
are failing to satisfy learner needs in any way. Radical changes in the content of courses, and
especially in the types of courses they are offered, and the systematic retraining of EFL teachers in

learner-centred classroom procedures are steps that must be taken, if teachers and administrators are
seriously interested in addressing their students’ needs.

As evident the problem is international. Yet while recent reform in Poland promotes
learner autonomy and learning to learn at elementary, middle and secondary school levels,
little has been said how to prepare teachers for his/her new roles. For example, how
institution- and teacher-centred HE, described by my interviewees, is to produce reflective
and critical teachers capable of implementing ‘autonomy-focused classrooms’ is not clear.
As de Sauza and Grigoletto (1994) point out that it is only HE that is oriented at promoting
learner autonomy in their teacher education courses, dedicated to the preparation of critical

future teachers, that would be capable of acting as researchers of their own practice’
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(p.373). This, on the other hand, may result teachers helping their students how to become

autonomous learners.

Another problem related to the mode of delivery concerns the preparation of the trainees
towards integrated EY and FL teaching. As I have argued elsewhere (Wisniewska, 2001)
in order for the teachers to be able to successfully merge FL with the rest of EY teaching,
they have to experience integration of language and content themselves. The data suggests,
too, that the teachers’ reluctance towards content-based teaching is not only caused by lack
of skills, but by the fact that they have never experienced practical language teaching
serving other than pure linguistic aims. The teachers generally agree that practical FL
classes both at FL Philology courses or language courses elsewhere, are seen solely as the
acquisition of the language—a set of vocabulary, structures, or sound patterns—always
divorced from any meaningful connection with other disciplines, such as literature, history
or culture. Thus, it is no wonder that the teachers repeat so often statements like ‘language
is language, maths is maths’, if throughout their education they have only experienced
learning the language in isolation, rather than as a medium of acquiring new knowledge.
And yet, when exposed to the converse, they have really jumped at the possibilities:
I can really picture it... For example during the music workshops we can practise not only a
traditional repertoire of songs and chants used in early years education but also some English
nursery rhymes and songs, and learn how to use them effectively. Or during the literature class we
might learn something about contemporary English children literature, because so far I am confined
to Little Red Riding Hood and Cinderella. Basically 1 know nothing about what children in Britain
or in America read nowadays. And we should be taught how to use them in the classroom, because
knowing these books is not enough. You see! Everything is integrated, everything overlaps: music
education, literature, teaching methodology ... and on the top of it there are practical foreign
language classes because you have to learn the language. Gee, but this is a revolution what you want

to do! It does not resemble at all the way those courses are structured now. A revolution. (FL
teacher)

Obviously content-based teaching and integrating language and content courses need not
be limited only to practical classes, such as arts workshops. When I hinted at a possibility
of , for example having a sheltered model (i.e. subject matter course, say child psychology,
being delivered in an FL by a content specialist) or adjunct model instruction (i.e. linking
two or more courses that share a content base but the focus of instruction differs, e.g. FL
literature and writing, child psychology and vocabulary)89 during the course most of the
non-FL-Philology graduates worried by such a perspective and feared failure due to their

limited FL proficiency. Some have of course questioned the very idea of learning for

% For description of various content-based college FL instruction, see, for example, Brinton, Snow and Wasche (1989);
Stryker and Leaver (1997) Kasper with Babbitt et al. (2000).
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example psychology in an FL, since the language learnt during this class will not be used
with children. And yet, many teachers viewed their education more broadly than seeing it
as what is needed in the classroom. Quite often an afterthought was that it indeed gives
them an additional opportunity to practice their FL skills and given enough support by both
the language and content teacher-trainers it may be very fruitful.

However, a common reaction towards integrating FL and EY programmes at the

universities has been the fear that it is impossible to do because of the reluctance on the

teacher-trainer’s side.
And whilst some of my professors are still teaching, I really wish you luck to convince them of such
ideas! You are saying it is difficult to change us, teachers, try to change them first! You know what
they say, ‘Charity begins at home’, I believe that I teach the same way 1 was taught, added some of

the modem techniques that I like myself, but basically, it’s all the same. I was taught so many fancy
things but since I have never seen them in practice I have simply forgotten them. (EY teacher)

Indeed, as we will see in the next section, the teachers view that changing the attitudes of

academic staff towards the purpose of practical FL learning and its relation to content may

be the greatest challenge.

Finally, when asked, teachers were hardly concerned with what ‘papers’, degrees and titles
future FLTYL training they would obtain. Their primary interest was what and how they
are going to be trained. The frequent references towards ‘a more practical and less
theoretical’ training imply the sort of courses which should offered and also the process
options used at these courses. Yet, as suggested by many trainees, even though they are
themselves quite enthusiastic about participating in training with ‘a totally new face’,

convincing teacher trainers to certain changes may be quite problematic.

4.3.2. Providers

Having heard the clients’ version on what constitutes optimal FLTYL training offering, let
us now turn to the possible providers of such courses and how they see the problem. Since
the study has only included one HEI, a short description of the institution studied is
provided in Appendix A so as to enable the reader to make comparisons between his/her
situation and the one being studied. The section starts from an overview of legal intricacies
that govern the introduction of HE courses in Poland since they are essential for
understanding of information that follow. Similarly, throughout the interviews, the trainers
have often referred to ‘present (FL or EY) provision’, ‘the Tempus course’, ‘the Applied

Linguistics course, and ‘the new integrated EY and FL course’ and their views on future
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FLTYL training were strongly shaped by their perceptions of the relative success or failure
of the three projects, on one side, and relative strengths of the current HE courses’ status
quo on the other. Due to the limited space, I have included a short description of the three

initiative in Appendix A based on documents and my personal involvement in them.

I shall then discuss the interview data itself and highlight three basic areas of disagreement
between the academic staff in relation to the training of FL teachers involved in teaching
young children. First there is a problem of whether current provision serves the needs of
FLTYLs and if not why. Then I highlight the problem of who and how should be involved,
i.e. the cooperation of the academic staff from the two departments which traditionally
work separately and who do not see the need for launching FLTYL training in the same

way. Next some solutions are discussed concerning the type of course which might be

launched and prerequisites, design and content.
4.3.2.1. Legal matters affecting the development of HE courses

In order to be able to understand the diverse opinions of the teacher trainers on the
feasibility of establishing FLTYL training, we have to first explore the legal constraints
governing organisation of higher education courses in Poland. Figure 4-38 summarises
legal intricacies of Polish educational system that have to be considered before any course

may be brought to life®.

A common problem is that education in Poland is undergoing a process of constant change
and reform, and therefore an outsider may quickly discover that some newly launched
courses may be in slight disagreement with what official regulations say. And since the
process of approving them is quite long and complicated, in the meantime a lot of
experimental courses simply ‘keep going’ while university lawyers pursue the official go-

ahead.

Nevertheless, in Poland officially there are only 92 so called major fields of study (kierunki
studiéw) and in each of them an HEI may organise further specialisation. For example a
student can major in pedagogy without any specialisation or in pedagogy—specialisation:

Early Years Education or Speech Therapy. FL students, on the other hand, by default get a

% The chapter describes the situation as it was in 2000, to which the trainers interviewed referred. For changes
implemented since that time see section 5.4,
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diploma in Philology with specialisation in for example English Philology or in English

Language Teaching.

Figure 4-38 Description of HE course organisation procedure
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SOURCE: compiled from MoNE 1990a; CCHE, 1997, 1998a, 1998c.

As a result of mushroom growth of private HEIs that offer a myriad of new courses, the

problem has appeared of maintaining educational standards and equivalency of diplomas.

Thus, 1998 the Central Council of Higher Education (CCHE)”' announced that it would

gradually publish a so called minimum programme (minimum programowe')("2 for each of

the fields of study. The minimum programme specifies main ‘blocks’ of classes (generic,

°! Since 2002 CCHE was replaced by State Accreditation Commission (Paristwowa Komisja Akredytacyjna).

92 Since 2002 called educational standards (standardy nauczania)
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subject-matter and professional) that have to be included into a specific course, minimum
allocation of hours for lectures and seminars and basic content areas for each module (see
also discussion in section 1.1.3). Figure 4-39 illustrates the minimum hour allocation of

BA and MA FL Philology course and Figure 4-40 for the course in Pedagogy.

Figure 4-39 Minimal allocation of hours for MA course in FL Philology including pedagogical training

Minimal allocation of hours
MA * BA

GENERIC COMPONENT
Options: IT / logic / social sciences / natural sciences 30
History of philosophy 60
2™ foreign language 120 optional
Latin / Church Slavonic (depending on the origin of the lang studied) 60
Sports 60 optional
Total 330 X
SUBJECT-MATTER COMPONENT
Literary studies

Introduction to theory of literature 30 30

History of literature 120 120
Linguistic studies

Introduction to linguistics 30 60

Descriptive grammar 120

Historical linguistics 30 30

Contrastive linguistics 15 30

Historical and cultural studies 90 240
Development of foreign language skills 900 (1200) 1110
Total 1335 (1635) 1620
PEDAGOGICAL COMPONENT
Psychopedagogical studies 150 120
Subject didactics (inc. the use of multimedia in teaching) 120 120
Other (e.g. ethics, arts, legal matters in education, etc.) 60
School experience 150 120
Total 480 360
GRAND TOTAL 1995 (2295) 1980

* The numbers in brackets denote FL Philology courses in which FL learning starts from beginners’ level.

SOURCE: based on CCHE, 1998b, 1999 and MoNE, 1992.

It may be surprising that the choice of classes and the allocation of hours are so similar in
BA and MA courses despite the fact that MA course is two years longer. It has to be
emphasised that the minimum programme for an MA course denotes only these classes
which are compulsory and should be included in all courses of the same type organised by
different HEIs, and in reality MA students are given double the amount of courses. On
average an MA course includes from 2500 to 3500 teaching hours exclusive obtaining
supplementary qualifications, such as pedagogical ones, which would add additional 330
hours to these totals. BA courses, on the other hand, will mostly include only the classes

listed in the minimal plus additional electives of a very practical kind such as workshops.
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Figure 4-40 Minimal allocation of hours for MA course in Pedagogy, specialisation Early Years Education.

i

R L S R S R e e R R
GENERIC COMPONENT
Optional subject 30
History of philosophy 30 | optional (37)
Cultural anthropology 30
Ethics 15
Logic 15
Research methodology 30
IT and media in education 75 | optional (28)
Foreign language 120
Sports 60
Total 405 | 102

GENERAL PEDAGOGICAL COMPONENT

General
Human biomedical development 30 | 74
General psychology 30 | 57
Developmental psychology 60 | 74
Social psychology 30
Educational sociology 45 | optional (37)
history of education 60
General pedagogy 60 | 74
Current trends in education 60
Comparative pedagogy 45
Social pedagogy 60
Theory of education 60
Principles of teaching 60
Special pedagogy 45
Remedial pedagogy 45
Pedagogy of teaching adults 45
Occupational pedagogy 30
Principles of teacher education 30
Legal matters in education 30
Health education 30
Ecological education 30
Principles of pastoral care 45
Educational diagnosis & therapy 45
Total 1200 | 316

SUBJECT-MATTER COMPONENT
Subject-matter didactics

Polish language arts (inc. children literature) 45 | 110
Mathematics 40 | 110
Science 25 | 93
Music 25 | 120
Arts & crafts 25 | 130
Design & Technology 25 | 103
Physical Education 25 | 130
Principles of Integrated Early Years education 35 | 110
Pre-school education didactics 70
Workshops (drama, arts, music, instrument practice, etc) 15 | 219
School experience 150 | 150
Optional: e.g. choir practice, speech therapy, 158
Total 410 | 1503
GRAND TOTAL 2015 1921

SOURCE: based on CCHE, 2000 and MoNE, 1992.

Consequently, present legislation can be as a serious hurdle for organisers of courses that
combine two fields of study. When such efforts started to be made, the CCHE took a
stance that double-specialisation courses have to comply with minimum number of staff

and minimum programme requirements described above. As it reads in the Opinion No
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8/93 of the Central Council of Higher Education of 20 May 1993 on teacher training
double-specialisation undergraduate courses:
[it is] desirable that elementary school teacher training be organised as a double-specialisation
courses, especially in the subjects which, due to small number of hours in the curriculum, would not
secure the full teaching load alone. The Council is of an opinion that if such courses are to enable

the student to be awarded with a BA degree in both areas of study, the following conditions should
be met:

1. the school has to satisfy minimum staff requirements for both courses at least at the BA course
level
2. the course curriculum has to include the programme minima for both courses

According to the Council, the latter condition cannot be met in a 3-year-long course of studies.
Therefore we recommend introducing for example 4-year-long courses with a flexible design at the
same time, allowing a student, the need be, to graduate from one course after 3 years and continue
another one on the extramural basis.

CCHE, 1994:83.

In the same vein in the Resolution on additional requirements for teacher professional
development at higher education courses (CCHE, 1999) the Council suggested that all
course specialising in teacher training should be designed in such a way as to prepare the
teachers for cross-curricular teaching of related subjects, for example History and Civic
Education, Geography and Environmental studies, etc., so in fact it has recommended
combining classes derived from courses which until recently were separate. In the same
document it also suggests that:

The course curricula should be designed in such a way as to, wherever possible, give the students an
opportunity to study on two parallel courses, e.g. at BA and MA level, in accordance with the school

needs.

As evident the Polish legislation only allows for such double-specialisation courses that are
in fact two, separate courses. The students’ life is made a little bit easier by coordinating
two timetables and merging curriculum components, which are shared by both courses.
Yet, as the Tempus project (see Appendix A) has proven, such a solution works only for
the most able students who can manage double amounts of the workload. Moreover, since
the two courses are self-contained and there is still little integration between them, they do
not guarantee adequate preparation for jobs that require the application of knowledge from
one discipline into another, for example an FL into IT. As a result, students are often
demotivated by the fact that they perceive some of the classes they are required to take as

irrelevant to the job they wish to undertake.

Moreover, if double-specialisation courses are organised as two parallel streams,
Gorniewicz (1998) rightly notes the following: Should an MA dissertation be written for

each of the two components or only for one? Should school experience involve teaching
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one subject or both and in what proportion? The situation becomes even more ambiguous
when courses aim at preparing teachers for block-teaching introduced by the new
educational reform. For example, how a teacher of science, a subject which supposedly
combines elements of biology, geography, chemistry and physics (which up till now were
taught by separate specialists), can obtain qualifications in four separate disciplines if not
by a joint honours course that aims at preparing teachers of this subject? In the same way |
would argue that FLTYL training is unique and a mere adding of FL Philology component
to the EY course is not a good solution. In my opinion the specificity of teaching an FL to
children, especially if an FL is to be embedded in a the mainstream EY curriculum,

requires expertise and skills that are not included in either of the minimum programmes.

What is more, the review of literature describing the state of teacher education in Poland
(see for example, Grucza, 1988; Kwiatkowska, 1997; Mizerek, 1999, Ochmanski, 1995;
Ossowski, 1994; Stasiak, 1998; Zawadzka, 1998) suggests that the legislation falls behind
economic and socio-political changes in Poland. Specifically, the four premises seem to be

particularly debilitative:

1 The belief that any a council or educational authorities, rather than a student
her/himself, know best how degrees or other qualifications should be built, what
components it should include and the time required.

2. The belief that the HE courses can be pigeonholed into 92 fields of study and
‘specialisations’ within them.

3. The belief that all students can take all necessary classes in the prescribed time.

4. The belief that teacher training can simply be added to any course, as bonus
component comprising general psycho-pedagogical studies and subject-matter
didactics.

Furthermore, as we have already seen from the data discussed so far, the courses offered
currently are too generic to prepare teachers adequately for all teaching contexts that they
may encounter. There is also insufficient inservice training aimed at particular groups, e.g.
FL teachers coaching students for or acting as examiners at final secondary school
examinations, FL teachers at bilingual secondary school, ESP teachers, or FLTYL. Even
though they undertake a lot of specialist classes, the students are given little opportunity to
explore any area in real depth. It also appears that despite reassurances about the self-
governance and independence of HEIs, they are often so restricted by policies and

regulations that they are unable to introduce any far-reaching changes into the courses’
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structure. The legislators in pursuit of rigour and high standards of degree courses, seem to
reason that standardisation of courses will result in ‘standardisation of quality” among
HEIs (i.e. that all institutions will offer education of an equally high level), and yet life
seems to contradict this idea. Standardisation, lack of flexibility and little choice granted to
students to build up their own degrees often result in the opposite to what the course
descriptions seem to promise: instead of preparing everybody to do everything, they

prepare nobody to do anything specific.

In addition, the premise that at the age of 19 anybody can decide whether or not s/he wants
to be a teacher is false. As evident from the previous section, teachers enter a teaching
career at different points in their lives. Some of them object to taking pedagogical training
during their initial training and change their minds later (see also teacher training reflection
on that in 4.4.2.2). Other teachers, even though fully-qualified in one discipline, wish add a
new specialisation or requalify altogether. However, current provision, due to the
legislative restrictions, does not seem to take into consideration the way the candidates
differ: while some would need the full training, others, more experienced, say from the
work in other specialisation or work overseas, would only need a small amount of top-up
training or an assessment and certification. For example, there is no other way for an
experienced EY teacher who has worked in an English-speaking country and wishes to
change her/his career and become a FLTYL, except to undertake a 3 or 5-year-long course
in FL Philology. Not recognising the prior experience such teachers have is a waste, but
most importantly there is an issue of whether the content of FL Philology course has any

relevance to the job that they want to undertake.

And finally, there is a problem that everybody, regardless of their circumstances, has to
follow one prescribed course of training, ‘so and so number of classes (plus all
assignments and examinations that come with them) during year one, two, etc.’. Often
students do not manage what is supposed to be an optimal workload. If they fail one or
more examinations, they have to repeat the whole year, and consequently very often
dropout altogether. Instead, they might be given the possibility to switch into a part-time
study or spread their training over a longer period. But for the present moment they can
only choose between studying during the daytime, evenings or weekends yet still with the

same workload which must seem to them to be like no solution at all.

In sum, I would argue that present legislation does not permit the necessary far-reaching

changes in the area of HE course design. Even though some leading HEIs have been more
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daring and have modernised their offering, either via interdisciplinary courses or the
introduction of modularization and a credit system (see Kotusiewicz, 1995), the fact
remains that in many HEI courses are still traditionally structured, with little diversity and
flexibility. There seems little point in offering a modular format if students are quite
restricted in what they can choose and mix? From this perspective , the package changes

but the content remains the same.

Having said thus, it is interesting to see how the constraints imposed by the present
legislation and system of HE in Poland have influenced the three initiatives undertaken in
the HPS of Bydgoszcz in the area of double-specialisation courses. These are summarised
in Appendix A. Especially the most recent initiative in Integrated EY Education and an FL
is very important since launching of this project in February 2000 coincided with the time
of my interviews with teacher trainers. Due to the acceleration of the whole process, many
members of the staff were misinformed about the course objectives, structure and
requirements. It took me some time to explain to study participants (to their astonishment
in most cases) that the new course in fact was not designed as the training intended for FL
teachers of young learners, but as an additional specialisation, separate from the EY
degree. As it reads in the course booklet, the students will major in EY education and
minor in one of the subjects taught in higher grades of the elementary school, i.e. classes
4-6 (Jakdbowski, 1999). The opinions about this fact and other issues related to double
specialisation courses, including optimal FLTYL training, are presented in the subsequent

sections according to the main problem areas.
4.3.2.2. Current teacher training provision vs. FLTYL preparation

It is perhaps surprising how unanimous the trainers have been when asked if current
teacher training provision is adequate for teachers who teach FL to young children. All but
one staff member agreed that neither the present course in FL Philology nor EY Education
is adequate to prepare FLTYL well. As already illustrated (see 4.2.1.2) it seems to be
common knowledge among the teacher trainers that the teachers involved in early FL
teaching are not sufficiently prepared for the job and as a consequence often do not
perform well. Since the TT institutions are the first ones to be ‘blamed’ for this state of
affairs by the teachers, it is interesting to see what arguments have been put forward by the

teacher trainers as to why there is no FLTYL training provision.
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First, as already indicated (see section 4.2.1) it is not clear that the market actually needs
FLTYLs. Here are just two examples of the confusion between the trainers whether there is
a need for FLTYL training or there is not.

1 do not see the reason for such training. I simply don’t because as a matter of fact, what for? There

is no compulsory teaching to children in classes 1-3 so I think it’s unreasonable to provide training
like the one you’re suggesting. We should not produce the unemployed. (EY teacher trainer)

Currently, there are many Early Years teachers and not only them, who want to obtain additional
qualifications, for example to teach arts or science. But there would be an immense... Jesus! There
would be a mass of people that would be interested in foreign language teaching. (EY teacher

trainer)
The official statistics on early FL teaching are ambiguous (see 4.2.1) and so are the
ministerial recommendations to allocate the additional hours in classes 1-3 to FL teaching
‘provided conditions at school permit’ (MoNE, 1998b). Thus it is not clear to the trainers
whether there is teaching or there is not. Of course, the Ministry may have phrased its
recommendations in this a way so as to create a transitional stage: allow the schools in
which such a provision is possible to introduce early FL teaching and give HEIs some time
to produce more specialists before more specific policy will be made. Also, as we have
already seen the teachers express it very lucidly: they deserve adequate training, regardless
of their background (the degree already possessed) or the type of school they are employed
in. They argue that nobody should make this decision a priori that certain teachers deserve
training or not. Moreover, the teachers and headteachers have complained about the lack of
concrete planning and forecasting what the future needs for obtaining new qualifications
are. The trainers agreed with this:

There is only one conclusion: it has all been turned upside down again. We have started from the

school reform of without preparing to it the whole structure of higher education and teacher training.

We should have been informed about some proposals at least 5 year ago, 10 years ideally. Then we

might have reorganised our courses and train new teachers according to the needs. And now all we
do is bit too late. (FL teacher trainer)

In fact, few FL teacher trainers denied that the need for FLTYL training exists, yet what
really counts for them is compulsory teaching in state elementary schools. This is the
signal that they are waiting for: that at some definite date the Ministry is planning to make
early FL teaching compulsory and thus so and so number of teachers is needed. Yet for
now when the demand for FL specialist in other areas is so immense, they do not feel like
‘sponsoring’ private elementary schools and language schools through free-of-charge
teacher training of for them.

The fact that the teaching methodology course is general and mostly aimed at higher grades mirrors
the needs in the market. Officially, nobody teaches languages in classes 1-3 so providing the
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didactics of early foreign languages teaching is automatically a minor problem. The demand is
lower. I mean that it is only a fraction of the demand for teachers for higher grades. And I think that
as long as the educational market is not changed into some healthy state, these teachers, being paid
so little, will go to the place where the work conditions are better and teaching easier: to secondary
and middle schools. The rest, the majority of our students will avoid school altogether. (FL teacher
trainer)

This opinion highlights also other problems: what is the purpose of FL Philology course,
i.e. are we clear about whom we are actually training? As described in section 4.1.2.1),
apart from the programmes offered in FL teacher training colleges, FL Philology is not a
teacher training programme per se. It prepares graduates for all sorts of different careers
and teaching is only one of them. It is interesting how many interviewees used the term
‘philologist’ rather than an ‘FL teacher’, giving some idea where the emphasis in the

training lies.

Do present studies prepare teaches of young children? No, definitely not. These are philological
studies and teacher preparation is only a fringe. There is also another issue. Do we need such
teachers? Schools in big cities need them, but in villages and small towns they need teachers
qualified in two or three disciplines. So, we will never provide training for elementary school
teachers. It may be an additional specialisation within FL Philology (...), but we will never train
philologists for classes 1-3 because it neither the level nor the linguistic requirements. And what you
need is a double- or triple-specialisation training, which will never be approved by our Ministry.
You can quote me on that. Such courses do not exist and they probably never will. (FL teacher
trainer)

As is evident, we train the philologists: high-class linguists and translators, and the trainers
are pessimistic about the fact that at least 30% of graduates will ever become teachers, not

to mention teachers of young children.

I have been researching students undertaking modern FL courses for years; researching the whole
spectrum of things: from motives for undertaking this type of course, interests, to their intercultural
attitudes. And it appears that only 4 to 14% of the first year students’ population (depending on the
course) would like to be teachers in the future. Later, when that are in their 5™ year, these figures
drop down to very insignificant numbers. In practice all of them want to be translators, foreign
correspondents, entrepreneurs, all sorts of jobs... anything but being a teacher, despite choosing to
study at a pedagogical school. (...) It is also evident that extramural students are planning to
emigrate, especially those that have already graduated from another course, mainly men. So let’s not
kid ourselves that these people will go to elementary schools. We are producing the working force
for somebody else, in fact we are training the specialists for Europe, very cheaply in fact if you
calculate the cost of education a FL specialist elsewhere. And what about the rest of them? The
worst, sorry to say, the worst of them will end up in our schools. (EY teacher trainer)

The reality is however that due to external factors such as teachers’ salaries, few FL
graduates work in schools, especially not in elementary schools. We could also see this
trend in the present study: how few students have declared the wish to become FLTYL or
teachers in general (4.3.1.1). Again, the trainers indicate that they are reluctant to
reorganise the FL Philology course and provide teaching and non-teaching specialisations
because they know that the original interest in teaching specialisation would be minimal,
but eventually ‘some of those reluctant students would go to schools and we [HEI] will get
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them back and we will have to train them’. Similarly, the staff also indicate that as the
experience of FL teacher training colleges has shown, providing only one (i.e. teaching)
specialisation and restructuring the programme in such a way as to make it specifically
teaching oriented will not solve the problem—most of the graduates will not go into

teaching anyway.

Therefore, the FL Philology courses are designed in such a way as to equip the students
with expertise in an FL, linguistic, cultural, historical and literary skills, and just give them
a taste of what FL teaching is about ‘just in case they change their minds and wish to
become teachers’. This philosophy is also mirrored in the way the hours are allocated to
pedagogical training since year by year they are being reduced. All FL methodology
teachers and other specialist providing psycho-pedagogical training have emphasised that
this is the very reason why they are not even able to provide even an introduction to early
FL teaching. The time devoted to pedagogical training is hardly sufficient to equip the
trainees with smattering of general teaching skills, let alone anything so specific as early
FL teaching. No wonder then that the teachers feel insufficiently prepared for the job of
FLTYL and experience the problems as those discussed in section 4.3. Moreover, as far
general FL teachers are concerned, those who they eventually have ended up in schools
and who have been equipped with such ‘just in case’ training, they often complain about

their inadequate preparation, too (see Strachanowska, 1997).

So what can we do? Is this problem completely insoluble? It seems that one step has been
made: the new initiative made in the HPS of Bydgoszcz to set up a course that would draw
upon a different set of students, i.e. those who wish to teach in the first place, and equip
them with FL skills and pedagogical training. And, yet the response to such an action was
immediate: especially with regard to professional territories. As one informant put it
crudely, ‘rumours and accusations about trespassing into somebody else’s authority and
practising a backdoor means of becoming an FL specialist started to circulate in the

corridors of the HPS’. We will hear these voices in the section below.

4.3.2.3. Who should be involved? Controversies over division of
powers

The leitmotiv of the teacher-trainer interviews has concerned the responsibility or
jurisdiction of the FLTYL training falls—FL, EY or maybe both departments? Who is to

decide about the organisation of FLTYL training course, the teachers’ competencies to be
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developed, classes offered, and most importantly who is to provide staff? The answers to
these questions have proven to be very problematic in the Polish context since the
preparation of teachers for early FL teaching seems to be a ‘no man’s land’—the area that
nobody feels really qualified in. The organisation of FLTYL training would require
building a bridge between the departments, pulling shared expertise together and
establishing a mutual support via a good scheme of staff training. And yet, as I would
argue, these may prove very difficult in practice since there are many differences in the

perception of various departments as to whether there is a need for change and innovation

in the first place.

The first area of disagreement comes from the trainers’ perception of where the emphasis
lies in FL teaching to young learners: on ‘foreign language teaching’ or on ‘teaching young
learners’. Typically if any department would like to organise a course in early FL teaching

it would have to comply with the following regulations (see section 4.4.2.1):

1. The department has to meet the minimum number of staff requirements, i.e. have a
specific number of staff holding higher academic degrees;

2. The department has to meet a specified student-staff ratio, i.e. not more than 50
students enrolled per a professor/doctor employed in the department running a

course;

3. The department has to have staff with specialisations in the areas it is going to
award diplomas.

The first argument raised especially by English and German department staff has been that
they are not able to allocate staff to the new programme without putting their own courses
in jeopardy (requirement 2). Of course, even though the Ministry is very specific about

staff-student ratios (CCHE, 1998c, 1998d), staff shortages are common. However:

The Ministry is saving wherever possible, introduced all these minima, reduces the hours, which is
not the best way towards quality education. And when you read these statistics that we will have to
face a ‘student boom’ in the near future. Yet the number of students will increase by 30% and the
number of staff by 7%, so you may guess easily what it means for all of us. And we already have so
many extra hours ... Of course, we are happy that we can earn a bit more, but there is also the issue
where to teach, since we already struggle with the shortage of classrooms®... (EY teacher trainer)

9 This quotation does not show another problem that may emerge from the skimpy resources allocated to higher
education. In the circumstances when academic salaries are low, the teachers will possibly be willing to take more
extra hours of teaching, yet at the expense of research they are supposed to do. Such a policy though successful over a
shorter period of time, may be deadly for HE in Poland (see Bikont, 1998).
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Moreover, the condition 1 and 3 are equally difficult to fulfil since to my knowledge none
of the academic teachers at the HPS, and in fact very few in Poland, specialise directly in
early FL teaching. Consequently, any FLTYL course would require interdepartmental
cooperation. Many of my interviewees believe that it is possible (see section 4.1.2.4) and

provided ‘there is a mutual wish to succeed” not that difficult after all.

However, in an institution like the HPS of Bydgoszcz where there are three different
departments offering FL Philology courses in different FLs and the fourth one that deals
with EY teacher preparation, a clash over the division of powers seems inevitable. Just to
illustrate:
I am sceptical about such cooperation. Because our departments or institutes are highly specialised.
Philology is philology, pedagogy is pedagogy. And I am not surprised that they want to include
philological element into their studies because it will increase their graduates’ marketability, they
will simply get a chance to get a job. (...) But I am very sceptical about merging these two courses,
because 1 am pro specialisation. Philology is philology, and of course it should include teaching
methodology in the widest sense, at different levels, based on psycholinguistics and sociolinguistics.
(...) And nowadays there is such a tendency in the world to offer such narrow specialisations. So

now when we have more and more academic staff in our department, more students, I am not in
favour of joining the departments and getting sidetracked. (FL teacher trainer)

We can hear once again the indications of ‘elitism’ and of philology being a ‘special’
course. But there is also a new element: the perception of specialisations. Several of my
informants implied that early FL teaching can be just added to the typical course
component of FL teaching methodology. Other informants maintained that it is impossible
and thus a new course with different aims, and preferably joined with EY Education,
should be launched. Still some others disagreed. Because early FL teaching is such a
narrow specialisation, we should not offer a course that would, at least as part of the pre-
service teacher training, aim only at obtaining these qualifications. It is particularly true in
the light of what I have already said earlier that there is a problem whether there is
teaching to children or there is not. Thus, several trainers were in favour of broader
certifications, for example to teach FL from pre-school and grade 6 of elementary school.

will discuss these ideas in section 4.4.2.4.

The whole notion of ‘jurisdiction’ and wanting to preserve the ‘purity’ of one’s courses is a
common problem in modernising and changing education provision, and if modularisation
of courses is introduced. When the ‘academic cake’ is sliced in a different way then into
traditional division into disciplines and fields of study, student and staff have to transcend
traditional divisions into disciplines and fields of study and step outside traditional subject

departments. This is a process which Betts and Smith (1998:28) call the ‘divorce of
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ownership from delivery’. What probably causes consternation in the minds of critics of
cross-departmental studies is the loss of control over the courses they deliver and students

following them.

In this context the notion of ‘getting sidetracked’ is often mentioned by the trainers. Side-
tracking is probably meant to denote adapting to diverse students groupings, their diverse
background, interests and purposes. The perceived homogeneity of existing student
groupings of students, all of which have the same objective is mind for following a course
in English or German Philology, is lost. Critics argue that this style of HE courses is

*% and there is no real pattern in what students learn. Opponents of such

‘higgledy-piggledy
stance point to the fact that contained HE provision with their standardised and prescribed
content maybe fragmented. Unification and standardisation of courses does not guarantee,
what Jenkins and Walker (1994) call, student capability; neither it is automatically
achieved in modular provision. As I have discussed in section 2.11, integration of language
(or in fact, languages: students’ L1 and FL studied), content and pedagogy, is a broader

problem and concerns both traditionally structured and modularised courses.

By the same token, many FL specialists claim it is difficult to maintain the quality of

courses if there is a myriad of course with different length, content and certificates.

In general there is now such an aura for ‘anyhowness’ (‘bylejakos¢): educate them anyhow, the
quicker, the better. Training students masses regardless the quality. The quantity has replaced the
quality. (FL teacher trainer)

In the similar vein, a lot of trainers provided similar observations in relation to the fast

track course offered in the FL teacher training colleges:

I really don’t know how to solve this problem [of FLTYL training]. 1 am afraid that the same will
happen as with all these colleges. There, too, somebody has thought that a ‘fast track’ is enough.
And when some of their students come to us to read for MA, their language competence is OK, but
apart from it they know nothing. These are the people who has never read any academic paper, who
have serious problems with reading one or two chapters from an academic book from one seminar to
another. As far as content knowledge is concerned they virtually know nothing. (...) And my
opinion is that a language course, like the one that they have in colleges, because for me these are
not higher education courses, may be offered to somebody who wants to go abroad and do shopping
and not to a person who is to teach others. They must know something else apart from grammar and
vocabulary. (FL teacher trainer)

Indeed the evaluation of the college system in Poland is diverse. While some experts

emphasise positive results (Komorowska, 1995a), others (Zawadzka, 1998) including some

* In Polish, misz masz (informal),
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of my interviewees, look at them with scepticism. Most of them claim that the objectives
of this course are not clear and while in some colleges the structure of the course is
basically a mini-philology, in others, especially in smaller centres with no academic
traditions and hardly any academic staff, the quality of graduates is very dubious. The
trainers claim that the same may happen with so called double-specialisation courses since
virtually any department may add a language component and claim their graduates have
qualification to teach an FL. As one of them has indicated:
I do not like an idea that the Department of Pedagogy infringes our authority. (...) I strongly object
to it. By all means, it endangers the work of our department. Nowadays there are so many people
that teach [foreign languages] without any qualifications. And they [the new course] will add up to
this process. I am really scared of such a thing. (...) I am strongly against permitting people without
full qualifications to teach. Because they will not be adequately prepared, they will only be semi-

skilled. I cannot believe that any graduate in Pedagogy would ever be competent enough to teach a
foreign language well. (FL teacher trainer)

The attitude of FL specialists is understandable. It seems understandable that they are
concerned that any double-specialisation course would require some cuts in the typical FL
Philology course content and consequently produce graduates of lower quality. And yet in

the context of FLTYL training it is for me paradoxical that FL trainers object so strongly to

FLTYL course organisation if:

1. their (i.e. FL Philology) graduates do not feel like being FLTYLs (see above),

2. the FL Philology department has a lot of responsibilities in areas other than early FL

teacher provision, and

3. the staff does not feel like being involved in FLTYL course since most of them do not
specialise either in teacher training or FLTYL training (see below) and have different

other responsibilities.

Some trainers appear to have a ‘dog in the manger’ attitudes: we cannot (for various
reasons) organise FLTYL training, but they (i.e. other than our department) cannot do it
either because they are not qualified ergo it is not their jurisdiction. And yet there is a need
to overcome the present impasse of not being able to satisfy the needs for FL specialists
specially for elementary schools, by drawing on groups of students than those that typically
constitute FL courses. The EY staff express an awareness that they are unable, or at least it
is not advisable, to set up double-specialisation course that included FL. component on their

own.
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I might create a new division within this Institute that would be responsible for foreign language
course competent. But I might fail here, might be accused of wangling and trespassing into
somebody else’s authority. Thus, I am keen on cooperation. (EY teacher trainer)

This on the other hand raises an issue of whether a university as a whole is responsible for
securing good career opportunities for all its students, and thus if a single diploma does not
give such guarantees, enabling the students to combine two or even three courses. While
some trainers defend the purity of linguistic studies, others perceive language education

completely different:

We should give up the idea of such a lordly education as it is now. Because for me this education is
a bit lordly: We—great English teachers, we—great German teachers; it is below us to do this or
that... No! It should be the ambition of all forces connected with education to equip all graduates
with a foreign language at the highest possible level. As they do in Switzerland or other European
countries where every graduate knows 3-4 languages. In this country, let it be one foreign language
but fluently. We all know what we are going to face once we enter the European Union. A young
person will be a cripple if not able to speak at least one foreign language. 1 know it from my own
experience, I was deprived of good language education and I know how much I have lost in the
world of academe because of that... And I am very happy that you, who have originated from this
exclusive enclave of English Philology in Poland, that you understand this problem. (EY teacher
trainer)

As we can see, the notion of elitism in FL education is very powerful among the trainers

and it is no wonder that the FL graduates educated in this ethos also regard themselves as

special. We could also see this problem among the teachers. But why is it thus?

One of the possible answers comes from the way FL specialists perceive somebody who

specialises in pedagogy:

We all know what they do in pedagogy, don’t we? They are still living in the 60s. Okon,
Kupisiewicz and younger Suchodolski. They have done nothing to reform their courses for the last
30 years. (FL teacher trainer)

Cooperation? But if we open our doors to our pedagogues I can easily envisage what will happen.
They will bring into our courses 250 definitions according to X. (...) Instead of philology we will
have some unproductive pedagoguery. (FL teacher trainer)

And vice versa:

I think that some FL institutes have done very little to adjust in the spirit of reform. They are still
teaching according to three Ps [presentation, practice and performance] because that’s how their
trainers have taught them. As I see, it there’s very little innovation in FL educational studies. (EY
teacher trainer)

I don’t want to point a finger at anybody from FL Philology but we all know the amount of

pedagogy that they have. They don’t know the higher education didactics at all, the area in which
we do the whole postgraduate course. (...) And then it is no wonder that cross-curricular, block-

385



scheduling and immersion, concentric and spiral teaching ... whatever, is for them ‘eco pwi6a’®® and

when we offer a different course with different objectives in mind, they immediately panic, ‘Jesus,
there will be a second philology’ Nothing like that. We tell them and they still don’t get the basic
idea. (EY teacher trainer)

Hence, as we can see there is distrust on both sides, possibly based on some old
stereotypes. As one of the trainers has observed:
I do not know why all these departments and divisions and institutes and the like are so hermetic.
Why the tendency to keep apart and separate is so strong. It is here in this School and in other
places, too. There is no sincere flow and exchange of ideas, encouragement to do something
together. I don’t understand it. I wish it was different. Why is it like that? I do not know. Differences

in status? Some historical traces? Maybe just personality of people involved that do not wish to
mingle with others. (EY teacher trainer)

Indeed, the higher prestige of FL Philology departments is rooted in history. In the past,
studying English, French or other non-Slavonic language studies was regarded as the
‘window to the West’ and FL departments as the enclaves of free academic thinking. Also,
because of the restrictions on quotas, very few students and academic staff were able to
gain access to it and, colloquially speaking, ‘peep through this window’. Now restrictions
on the number students admitted do not come from political forces, but from legislation
and constraints at HEIs such as finances and resources. Thus, the aura of elitism comes
from a huge demand for FL courses, which makes competitive entrance examinations and

academically highly demanding courses possible.

A dislike of cooperation may also come from the fact that pedagogical departments still
carry the stigma of communist. As I have discussed in chapter 1.1.4, pedagogical
departments within universities have often been used as a place to make sure that
ideologically right message is sown into the minds of the teachers.
In Poland, for the first half of the century, the authoritarian centres of teacher education were under
the political pressure of the Communist Party. They were in isolation from the influences of
democratic countries and they were specifically designed for the needs of the communist system.
Teachers developed practice and methodology to fit the system. Since they were not exposed to

other models of education teachers, many of whom were not politically motivated, did not even
know they were helping to propagate the policies of the communist party.

Kulerski, 1998:10@

Higher pedagogical schools were set up precisely to bypass resistance within universities,

which refused to produce politically correct teachers. This is how hostility to HPSs and

% From Russian éco pasno (everything the same, equal); NB. It is an interesting linguistic feature how often the trainers
regardless of their specialisation used macaronic language, i.e. a mixture containing Polish and foreign words or
foreign words with Polish endings.
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their graduates started and contributed to the general low prestige of teaching as

profession. As Stomma (1998:82) describes:

The symbol of a societal attitude towards the teaching profession was (is?) mirrored by traditional
division of university faculties and courses into ‘theoretical’ and ‘pedagogical’. Those who had not
managed to enter theoretical courses ended up among ‘teachers’, a group generally looked down by
the non-pedagogical elite. Higher Pedagogical Schools bore the pejorative name of ‘dumps’**—with
an inner meaning of being rubbish. Because after all becoming a teacher was regarded as a last
resort; the extremity which you only accepted having no other opportunities. A Polish curse ‘May
you teach other people’s children’ has gained a real dimension.

Therefore, what may actually lie in the heart of reluctance towards interdepartmental

cooperation is diverse historical heritage of two departments.

Coming back to the statement made by the EY teacher trainer, which was quoted on the
previous page, there is this idea of splitting FL Philology course into various
specialisations, and also separating pure philological studies from other courses in which
FL component would serve other than philological purpose. For example
English/Education, English/Business, French/Politics, Management Studies with English,
German, French, etc. This idea seems be like a boomerang, so often it keeps coming back
on various occasions’’, but so far not much has been done to put this suggestion into

practice. Some of the FL trainers also see these changes coming:

For me all these double specialisation courses are ... I think they are a sort of our a ‘bow’ towards
the EU. The fact if we have the tradition of such courses, if they are going to be accepted, not even
if there is economic reasons for them, all these is of secondary importance. I think it is a political
bow towards Europe, because courses like these are there. (...) We are unfortunate because now we
are experiencing a transient state. I think it will continue for 5 more years when we will not know in
which direction all these should go. (...) But looking at our candidates now I think that those who
opt for English only are in a way a lost generation. They may graduate and discover that it is not
sufficient, that the job they will get is not so attractive, that they need something more. That’s why
they should do two things at the same time. And I think that at some universities there should be
studies that train linguists, foreign language literary critiques... and let them worry what to do with
such a diploma. The rest, though, should read for joint degrees. I am all for it. (...) But the Ministry
has to finally give their OK to that, if it does not the chancellor or the dean will keep repeating: ‘my
dear. I am all for it, but you see that I cannot do it despite autonomy and that like, because there is
not such a degree on the list, so how can I permit to run such a course?’ (...) And yes, I think that
are behind the others [other HEI] as compared to what they have done so far. We are often afraid to
make this first step and give a joint diploma as an incentive and see what happens next. (FL teacher
trainer)

% In Polish the abbreviation for the Higher Pedagogical School is WSP, which corresponds to the first letters of
wysypisko, meaning a ‘garbage dump’.

%7 For example, the Symposium on the Future of FL Teacher Training organised by the Modern Language Association of
Poland, (Poznani, 5 December 1997), the Dual Subject Teacher Training (Tempus DUET Conference, Cracow 17-18
April 1999), see also Grucza, 1979, 1993.
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As we can see the trainers support the headteachers’ and teachers’ opinions that the
organisation of HE in Poland is strict and does not permit for much modification.
Obviously, there are various reasons for that, but the academics mostly point to the lack of

appropriate legislation.

And yet, as I would argue below, the departments do differ in the condition they are in, and

thus, some of them may not feel a real pressure to change.

Impetus for change

The data is abundant with examples that the departments studied despite recognising the
need for change are not equally interested in participating in innovation, including FLTYL
training. The reason for this lies in a dramatically different situation of the departments.
English and German departments have to struggle with a surfeit of interest in the courses
offered rather than its paucity, so they may ask themselves, Why change? Why bother to
offer anything new if what is now is such a great demand? Of course, I am not implying
that FL trainers do not work to make their courses better as they are now. What I am
suggesting is that they do not feel an instant urge to experiment and innovate, and
especially, to fight to get new things through. As one of them has indicated:

It must come from above. The Ministry has to design a new programme and state definitely that it
[FLTYL training] has to be like this or that. It [MONE] has to allow us to do this. (FL teacher

trainer)
But as is also evident from the previous section, it is difficult to reach a solution when all
parties involved are waiting for the other to make the first move. While HEIs have been
waiting for the signal from above, both the Ministry and the CCHE have been doing the
same. Higher education institutions, though having to comply with legal boundaries, are
autonomous and it up to them to put forward new suggestions, which the CCHE and

MONE have the responsibility to oversee into and either approve or reject.

And yet even though constrained by the same legal regulations, the attitude of the other
two departments is somewhat different, and generally speaking, they seem more forard
looking. The Institute of Russian®®, has already made a big step to take part in two new

initiatives because:

9% At the time of the project this division was called the Institute of Russian and English studies. Then, a separate
Department of English was founded and the remaining part constituted the Institute of Russian and Applied
Linguistics. I will continue using the name ‘Institute of Russian’ for the sake of brevity.
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We have undertaken the risk to accept this offer [new integrated EY with FL], because we have to.
We cannot sit on our hands, especially when our philological studies seem to be so adamant. They
are... and we feel it. And so we are trying to change some things. The first attempt was to set up the
Applied Linguistics course, to join two philologies. (...) And all beginnings are difficult. We still,
after four years are not sure of many things, what it will be like in the future. The experience comes
with time. It turns out in the meantime that some things do not work and need correcting. And |
believe that here in this new project it will be the same. But we have to innovate, at least to try. (FL
teacher trainer)

It seems that market forces govern more the Institute of Russian and the EY Department,
than is the case for English and German departments. They cannot afford to wait for a
ministerial circular that would let them experiment and innovate. If they want to survive as
departments they have to be much quicker.
This is the reality of present socio-economic situation that is a driving force to constantly look for
new options, new ways. The drop in the birth rate, as you mentioned is only one of them. But look at
the changes that the reform has brought. The new elementary school has six instead of eight levels,
lower number of classes mean smaller number of hours for teachers. The teachers have to have
multiple competencies in order to survive, especially in rural areas where you will have one bigger

school replacing current three ones. (...) And what am [ to say these teachers that I cannot? No, 1
have to come up with some solution and make the Ministry to respond to that. (EY teacher trainer)

Two stances are common: one is characterised by ‘waiting for changes to come from
above’ and the second by ‘let’s take our fate in our own hands’. Potentially the reason may
be that nobody has much faith that the ‘people above’ will care what is going to happen to
some teachers and teacher trainers who may face unemployment. Changes in market
dynamics has affected so many sectors in Poland that the fate of, a handful of Russian
academics, for example, does not bear much significance. However, according to the data,
being a forerunner and innovator also has a price:
The pioneer gets punched on his head! According to the principle: *Jesus! What is it now !” or
‘Don’t you have anything better to do with your time?’ Yes, I have, but I also have to do something
because I see needs of young people. I talk to them so often, my research is also oriented at their
needs. And I also know what is going at the market place. (...) And you know that initiatives like
ours are not some sort of a ‘back door’ at all. Because the demand at the market is enormous and
education is a commodity, isn’t it? And so far, [FL] graduates have been swallowed by a black hole:

they either emigrate or choose other than teaching careers. (...) So don’t kid ourselves: nobody is
playing the dirty on anybody, nobody is trying to trip anybody up. (EY teacher trainer)

The vicious circle has closed: the FL specialists due to other commitments are not
particularly motivated to embark on new projects. The troubled area is that if specialists,
and FL Philology staff specialising in FL teaching, are excluded (since they often wish so),
the immediate reaction is the one of infringing authority and trespassing into other’s

jurisdiction.

As Fullan (1991) suggests, the change in education comprises four phases: initiation,

implementation, continuation and outcome. In order for the initiation to take place, all
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internal stakeholders must perceive the need for change. But what if such a need is only
felt by some stakeholders. In the case of FLTYL training, headteachers, teachers, student-
teachers and staff involved in EY teacher training see the need, while the others do not.
Will and should the change be implemented in spite of protests from another very
important group of stakeholders? And again in order for the change to be successful it must
be bedded into the system. Will the bedding occur, if we cannot reach agreement that
double-specialisation courses are possible in the first place? Can we sacrifice some
linguistic competence in favour of competence in a different field, let it be teaching young

children, politics or engineering?

The last informant makes the case for FLTYL training (and also other double-
specialisation courses in which FL plays other, than purely philological, role), in that the
prospective clients are far from being satisfied under current provision so the two things
we can do is either wait till some mysterious ‘people above’ will come up with some
solutions or we may try to do something ourselves. The critique of trespassing into
somebody’s territory could be transformed into shared responsibility for the final product.
When parties have shared ownership in the course design, organisation and running then

responsibilities will also be shared.

There is one final point related to the impetus of change. After two years of unsuccessful
efforts to unify the four HEIs in the city—the HPS, the Academy of Technology and
Agriculture, the Medical Academy and the Music Academy—and form one of the biggest
universities in Poland, the idea was finally abandoned. The HPS decided to go on its own
and applied for the upgrading to the academy status, the process that was in the full spin
when the interviews took place. Yet since there are no explicit comments about this fact in
the data, is not clear how much the School’s ambitions influenced my informants opinions.
It may be so that some trainers, especially those who do not held administrative positions
within their departments (¢.g. the methodology teachers), are the least concerned since they
have not perceived the change in the School name as directly affecting their work
conditions. The higher ranked staff might be indeed influenced, yet their perception
differed on what constitutes being a university. Some FL trainers defended the purity and
separateness of FL Philology precisely because this is the university model of FL study.
Other trainers might think that the key feature of a university is a wish to innovate and
challenge existing dogmas how the things should be done. For some others, as we will see

in the next section, what lies in the heart of a university is its ‘universality’. For them the
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division into faculties, departments, and fields of study is conventional, while knowledge
has a universal scope and range, and often crosses disciplinary boundaries. Consequently,
the opinions about a new FLTYL training course might indeed differ depending on the
informants’ perception whether a new course will have a positive or negative impact on the

Schools’ attempt to become an academy or university.

Staffing for FLTYL training

The third problem area in relation to FLTYL training organisation is defining a trainer of
FL teachers of young learners. Almost all interviewees have often indicated that there are
no qualified trainers whose specialisation is in early FL teaching and who would be able to
design and run specific classes. Yet in a middle-size HEIs, such as the HPS of Bydgoszcz,
with over seventy academic teachers specialising in FLs and more than that in EY
education, an adequate number of staff able to run FLTYL training course are not
identified. The main problem is that within the Polish academic tradition where teacher
training is incorporated within a general course structure, there is not such a person as a
teacher trainer. The courses comprise different classes, which are run by academic
teachers with different specialisations and in a course like FL Philology there are only a
handful of people, such as teachers of didactics and pedagogy, whose specialisation is
directly connected with teacher preparation. Others would probably call themselves
linguists, historians, or experts in literature, phonology, etc., and their research interest
very rarely have any direct relevance to FL teaching and learning. The situation is slightly
different in the Department of Pedagogy in which by name everybody specialises in

education.

Interestingly, this situation in which there is a distance between pedagogical and non-
pedagogical departments and their staff is by no means unique to Poland, where it is to
some extent justified historically. Grenfell (1998:174) describes an analogous situation in
the UK:
Education departments themselves are in an ambiguous position within their higher education
institutions. The vocational training they provide is sometimes seen as not central to the business of
academic establishments at all, which are still attached to ideals of scholarship and learning. There
is then a divide between education departments and the rest of the academic institution. And within
education departments there is a divide between subject specialists charged with delivering courses

in pedagogy and researchers within so-called ‘foundation subjects’, who, in many cases, see
themselves as first and foremost sociologists, psychologists, philosophers and the like.

In addition in Poland, even if a scholar pursued studies with some practical orientation

(e.g. improving teaching practice), his/her specialisation is frequently quite narrow, which
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again makes communication and cooperation between academics very difficult. Such an

approach seems to be in sharp contrast with the current postmodemist reality, in which

scholars often have across the disciplinary boundaries (Richardson, 1994).
Everybody specialises only in ‘a left leg or a right one’ and he dwells upon it 10 meters deep. And I
am, on the other hand, accused of being an ‘all-aroundist’*® and interdisciplinary. But I think that at
the end of this century and at the beginning of the new one it’s high time to go in for true
Humanism. And I think that pedagogy became independent from philosophy at the end of 19"
century no to keep splitting into 30 various sub-disciplines throughout the 20" century. We should
think holistically and wide. Because if you don’t know psycholinguistics you cannot teach a

language well, if you don’t know pedagogy, you will have problems in finding your way around
subject didactics, and so on. (EY teacher trainer)

Therefore, undertaking interdisciplinary studies may be considered the wrong thing or at
least as some interview data suggests, some interdisciplinary research may be ‘wrong’. I
have already pointed to the problems of mistrust between philological and pedagogical
departments and the problem of division of powers of ‘who does what’ and of ‘who is
qualified to do what’. It seems that the area of pedagogical studies within the FL domain is
also jealously guarded by philologists. And thus, a researcher whose origin is not
philological and through his/her research interests attempts to break the disciplinary
divisions may be again seen as ‘trespassing’:
Whenever | attend a conference, people often walk round me as if I were an oddity. (...) At the
beginning it’s always ‘Ah, a pedagogue!’ (...) With time, after my presentation some of them
change their minds and there is a queue to shake hands, exchange cards, offers to do research
together. They are no longer blindfolded and they see that things can be done differently,
interdisciplinary. With research like mine I am a black sheep among other pedagogues, for linguists

I am only a pedagogue, teachers of FL teaching methodology I am ... a worse kind of something.
(EY teacher trainer)

These experiences pose a real problem in FLTYL training because, as this study has often
indicated, early FL teaching frequently crosses the boundaries of either-or discipline.
Moreover, the ‘pigeonholing’ of academics on the basis of the initial diploma they have
received undermines the very idea of what a university should be about: as its Medieval
Latin ancestor @niversus so should the modern university denote ‘the whole of, entire’ and
‘regarded as a whole, regarded as a group”'®. Of course, we may claim that this is
incidental and personal, but the teachers interviews have also reflected the problem of
being ‘neither fish nor fowl’ (4.3.2.5) and the difficulty of associating with neither FL nor
EY teacher group.

% In Polish wszystkoistka (neologism), a person who attempts to do anything or specialise in everything.

19 The American Heritage Dictionary on CD-ROM (37 ed.). 1994. s.v. ‘university’.
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One could argue that in many academic courses in Poland, knowledge is shredded into
tiny, highly specialist pieces and students are required to make sense of this jigsaw
themselves. The minimum programmes (see Figure 4-39 and Figure A-3 in Appendix A)
especially for the Pedagogy course are living examples of such an approach. Integration
and a holistic approach to knowledge is supported as a principle but rarely seen in the
practice of HEIs. As another trainer noticed:
Because what dominates in the way of thinking of philologists reflects the way of thinking in the
whole system: this excessive partitioning of knowledge that a student-teacher is supposed to acquire.
(...) In Germany, for example, they have blocks of subjects with content derived from various
disciplines. (...) They have abandoned the idea of separate micro-subjects, micro-specialisations
long time ago. For a theoretician all these distinctions and divisions are maybe useful, for
practitioner they are meaningless. They need an overview of the whole not a semi-analysis of
separate parts. And the more you split and divide, the more difficult it is for a student to merge all

these parts into some coherent whole. So as you see it is a very complex problem. (EY teacher
trainer)

Moreover, in 1970s when the current model of the philology course was shaped,
Komorowska (1974) observed that there was no real tradition of pedagogical studies. The
number of studies undertaken within educational studies was a great deal lower than in
linguistics, literature, culture or history. Unfortunately, 30 years later it is still the case, the
only difference being that language pedagogy has been able to ‘gain its status in the field
of linguistics, but not in the field of educational studies’ (Komorowska, 1991: 503). It
seems that FL methodology specialists in Poland rarely undertake research that merges
problems related to language teaching and applied linguistics with such disciplines as
psychology, sociology or pedagogy. Thus, academic teachers interested in tackling such an
interdisciplinary problem as FL, EY education and teacher training are very few. When
there is a need to develop something so specific as a new teacher training programme most
of teachers say:

The initiative should start form teachers of didactics. They know the school. They know the

principles of curriculum design. They know what good teaching is about, especially if you are
suggesting cross-curricular teaching. (FL teacher trainer)

Everything should start from methodology teachers from both sides. They make us aware how it
should be done in the best way. They should work out entry and leaving competencies of students
and design the curriculum accordingly. (EY teacher trainer)

Of course for the sake of logistics the original course design may be initiated by a small
group of academic teachers who are primarily involved in teacher training. It sounds
reasonable since they have necessary expertise in principles of course design. Yet, some of

them objected to being, as one of the has put it, ‘appointed volunteers’:

393



Ha. Ha. I know perfectly why they are saying so. Sure they do... First they wash their hands off all
the work and responsibility. If something doesn’t work, they will have a scapegoat. And how can
you maintain that we are specialists in early FL teaching?! Nobody is. | am not. Are you? No, you
will not fool me that when you have your class in ELT you teach your students how to teach kids,
do you? No, I am by no means a specialist or an expert in that. (FL teacher trainer)

Relying entirely on a narrow group of ‘experts’ has drawbacks. It is of course possible for
them to design a sound curriculum and allocation of hours for specific subjects, which will
comply with both the ministerial guidelines and will meet student needs. Yet, for obvious
reasons these plans will have to be fairly general. It may happen that academic teachers,
who are after all autonomous, will not necessarily follow their colleagues plans but design

their classes as they wish.

Indeed, all methodology teachers interviewed who, as suggested by their colleagues,
should be primarily responsible for a FLTYL training course design, almost all agreed that
they themselves do not feel experts in early FL teaching. Hence, they can only undertake
designing a FLTYL course on condition that others will collaborate. Even so, they were
not very optimistic if the content of such a course, with necessary reductions and
modifications as compared what constitutes traditional FL or EY courses, will be

subsequently put into practice.

It also appears that apart from the problems mentioned above there are other reasons why

the staff may not be willing to participate in a new course design:

It should be like that: There is an idea of such new course [FLTYL training] at the School and we
make all four institutes to work on that. They appoint two-three people whose expertise may be
useful. And I go to a doctor of mine and tell him to go and what will he tell me? ‘OK. I will go but
you’ll write my habilitacja'®' instead. (...) So either or. In order to have good academic staff that is
able to teach well, you need to train them first. Who will do it if everybody is busy doing yet another
degree? So either we will ‘stabilise’ all doctors, I mean that will not be obliged to do further degrees
but instead will so some something the area of higher education didactics. It’s as simple as that. But
the chancellor wants to have professors only, because then the School prestige increases and he will
have more money. (...) Now, under this system, it is even impossible to form a research team,
because everybody is working on his own doctorate or habilitacja; these are narrow topics and
completely different type of work. (...) We should have people that specialise in higher education
pedagogy, researching best methods, designing textbooks, curricula. There should be a parallel way
of promotion within a university, not only through obtaining higher academic degrees. For example,
let a person who would be involved in designing new courses, new curricula, resources, etc. and
give him a title of the Professor of Education or in Didactics. (...) I am not sure if such a person
would not give English or German Studies in Poland something more constructive than a person
who would analyse Beowulf or Shakespeare one more time. (FL teacher trainer)

Let me explain the last quotation more. As I illustrated in Chapter 1 (Figure 1-4) there are

three academic degrees in Poland: doctoral, post-doctoral and professor’s degree and there

101 A post-doctoral degree in Poland, see explanation in section 1.1.3.
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are set time limits for obtaining each of them. Thus it is no wonder that present legislation
is seen as a barrier to change within higher education system. If an academics are evaluated
by a yardstick of how fast they can get subsequent degrees, we can easily understand why
they are not eager to participate in initiatives designed at the improvement of HE didactics.
These activities are often regarded by them as arduous and time-consuming but adding
nothing to their academic careers. Similarly, it is in the best interest of HEIs to possess as
many so called independent academic staff (i.e. those with the post-doctoral degree (dokror
habilitowany) and above) since this is the primary criterion of their evaluation, while the

quality of teaching seems to be of secondary importance.

In his much debated article entitled ‘Eastern Europe: progress stifled by the old guard’,

Wéijcik explains this situation as follows:

Western scientists rarely understand how science works in the cast. In Poland it is hierarchical,
immobile, hermetic and gerontocratic. Recognition comes from having a professorship, and the
postdoctorate qualification called habilitation, not from publications in internationally recognized
journals with high impact factors. A scientific career after PhD and habilitation depends on personal
and political connections. (...) Once they have been promoted, the professors are no longer required to
do any real research. Their titles are bestowed for life, and a head of department keeps that position until
retirement. Professors usually work in the university where they completed their undergraduate, graduate
and PhD studies, where everybody knows everybody else. Outsiders are rare and nepotism is common.
Entire generations gain professorships because they are relatives or favourites of previous professors.
Most research money is distributed by arbitrary administrative decisions, not as peer-reviewed grants.
Polish universities are ruled by democratic elections, but the scientific establishment is not intercsted in
change. Some professors are creating the illusion of reform under the auspices of the president of Poland
— but it is difficult to expect them to undermine their own existence.

Wéjcik. 2004:196

Mizerek confirms the situation portrayed by both my interviewees and Wojcik'®

by saying
that ‘when it comes to academic teachers, their professional success in the field didactics is

valued much lower than their achievements in research’ (Mizerek, 1999: 131).

The idea that academic staff in Poland perceive themselves primarily as researchers, and

only secondarily as teachers, was further developed by another interviewee:

Here [in Poland] I have to write a PhD (...), the work that will be read by myself, a supervisor, two
examiners, and a couple of hobbyists. | will get a Ministry's award and | will be great. It is totally
opposite of what is in America where everybody first asks, *What’s the use of it?" | am afraid that
the universities in Poland have taken over the role of the Academy of Sciences, they exist for
research only and not to provide any education to students. Therefore, no matter if you are an

"2 Discrepancies whether the post-doctoral qualification (habhilitacja) should be dropped or not seem to he a “bone of
contention” that hinders work on a long-awaited new Act on Higher Education in Poland. At the moment three drafts
of the bill are under consideration, and cach regulates the issue differently. See a recent *habilitacja-or-not’ debate in
Kapuscinski (2004), Wajcik (2004), Wéjcik and Wieczorek (2004), Zylicz (2004),
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excellent teacher or a lousy one, as long as you do your PhD and habilitacja on time everything will
be fine. (FL teacher trainer)

According to Pachocinski (1994), it is a pity that the academics themselves are often not
able to put into practice some of their own research implications, especially those related to
good teaching practice and planning. Since the contracts of academic staff always include
both didactic and research activities it is somehow taken for granted that a specialist in a
specific academic field is also a good teacher him/herself (Pachocinski, 1994;
Kwiatkowska and Lewowicki, 1995). The anomaly of this is reflected in the teachers’
opinions in section 4.4.1.3. And thus students are exposed to the well-known message,
repeated by Mizerek (1999:132):

Do as I tell you to do and not as I do.

If we follow Woodward’s (1996) definition that a teacher trainer is anybody who has a
training impact on a teacher, we will easily see how dangerous such an approach as the one
described above might be. It is almost a cliché to say that ‘Teachers teach as they were
taught, not as they were taught to teach’ (Altmann, 1983:197 cited in Zawadzka, 1998: 12).
According to this view, teachers trained by poor trainers, even though teaching literature,
pedagogy or PE classes and not FL didactics, will produce poor teachers.

Therefore, in the light of the arguments above it is not surprising that quite a few of
academic teachers, although they hold high administrative positions within departments are
not well-informed about school needs in this aspect or even about the recent changes
introduced by the reforms, and consequently were unable to answer my question about the

shape of future FLTYL training.

To conclude briefly, the discussion in this section has highlighted the main problem areas
related to FLTYL training. The first one is the problem of whose responsibility it is
organise such provision and whether for some reasons one of the parties would not be
interested in taking part, the others may do it on their own. Since the answers to these
questions are not unanimous and the potential organisers do not perceive the advantages of
a new course equally, it seems that cooperation between them may prove problematic, too.
There seems to be some sort of barrier and distrust between the academics who so far have
had few opportunities to work together. For the same reason I do not think that anybody
has ever considered launching double-specialisation in which FL and content courses from
the two disciplines are integrated, for example via sheltered or adjunct instruction.

Certainly it would requite intensive staff training and close teamwork, which in the current
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state of affairs seem very unrealistic. Yet since every academic teacher is required to take a
foreign language examination as part of the doctorate and habilitacja degree procedures, I
believe that at least in some cases, provided there is a great deal of good will on both sides,

such courses would be possible.

On the positive side, despite foreseeing tremendous difficulties the academic staff could
nevertheless see some possible solutions how FL teachers of young learners can be

educated. These suggestions are presented in the subsequent section.

4.3.24. FLTYL training—options, prerequisites and entitlements

Despite the fundamental problem of staff cooperation in organising and running FLTYL
training, the problem that may preclude any initiative, the academic staff interviewed have
offered some solutions how the present impasse may be overcome. Depending to a large
extent on their view whether cooperation which other departments is advisable they have
suggested two options. The first one recommends some adjustments to be made within the
current system keeping FL and EY teachers training separate. The second believes that the
trainers might put forward ideas for how a new offering might be organised, believing that

no ‘revamp’ would be adequate and some deeper changes would have to be made.

While analysing the suggested options I have tried to bear in mind present
recommendations in teacher training (Ochmanski, 1995), which emphasise life-long
education of teachers and diverse and flexible routes to the profession. Consequently I
have developed a model illustrated in Figure 4-41, which is a conglomerate of suggestions
offered by all interview participants. The model takes into consideration both changes
within the current provision and some new offerings. My primary belief in constructing
this model was that both old and new courses may coexist side by side and provide flexible
ways of moving from one option to another and avoiding any ‘dead-ends’. The discussion
that follows offers description of each of the model elements and subsequently moves to a
more pertinent problem of prerequisites in each offering and entitlements that a graduate
will obtain. Since the courses’ content and logistics are wider problems, they will be

discussed separately in the next sections, 4.4.2.5 and 4.4.2.6 respectively.
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Figure 4-41 FLTYL training options—teacher-trainers perspective

BA in
FL Philology

MA in
FL Philology

MA in
Pedagogy (EY Ed specialisation)

MEd in
Integrated EY Ed. and FL teaching

.
i

Note:
TFLYL = Teaching FL to Young Learners

D = existing options
. = new options
D = inservice options

FLTYL training model description

The most popular option among FL specialists has been to add content related to early FL
teaching to present FL Philology course both at bachelor’s and master’s level. This could
be done either in a form of a separate course, i.e. Introduction to FL teaching to Young
Learners (TFLYL)'® or as content spread among current courses such as FL teaching
didactics course, pedagogy or psychology. Though not very popular, it has also been

suggested that FLTYL specialisation may simply constitute BA/MA_diploma seminars,
provided there is a specialist in this discipline. Yet, the trainers when asked about such an

option, have generally agreed that a diploma seminar is not a place for providing new
content of such a breadth and scope, and besides it has different objectives to serve. Rather,
students who have taken a module in early FL teaching may deepen their knowledge
through such a seminar and writing their dissertation. I have suggested making these two
options (i.e. TFLYL and diploma seminar) available to EY Education students, especially

those enrolled to the newly launched course in Integrated EY Education and FL Teaching.

103 11 fact since FL Philologies courses are separate for each language, this course will be named Teaching English as a
Foreign Language to Young Learners, Jungen Lernern und Lerneirinnen Deutsch als Fremdsprache unterrichten,
Enseigner le frangais comme languae étrangére a des apprenants jeunes, etc.
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However, the common problem here has been whether it is possible to add the TFLYL
content to an already loaded programme and primarily, whether students’ FL proficiency
will be sufficient. It has been commonly suggested that students might be given a choice
between Polish and English versions of two modules. Yet, this offer has usually gave rise
to many doubts, like:
Don’t you think that specialisation, as the name suggests, is a smaller, more specialised part of
something bigger? Though you may argue that teaching foreign languages to children is a part of a
broader discipline within FL teaching didactics and FL Philology, you cannot tell it about EY
education. And now the language problem. If you expect them to be able to teach, don’t you think

they should be able to follow their professional training and write their dissertation in English, too?
(FL teacher trainer)

I will come back to this issue in the following two sub-sections.

Moreover, within the same type of specialisation, provision should be made to offer a
supplementary MA course in TFLYL (a 2 year-long course for BA course graduates).
Some of the informants have not thought it possible to offer this course to graduates of BA
course in EY Education, even though there is considerable student interest in this option
(see Figure 4-33, p. 275). One reason for this is that BA courses in EY Education are
gradually fading since they do not guarantee quality teaching. Besides at present there is a

surplus of EY teachers and the BA degree does not seem to be sufficient to secure a job.

The most important reason put forward against this option has been that the supplementary
MA course typically follows the same thread, for example MA in FL Philology follows the
same type of BA course (i.e. BA in English Philology), and not BA in Applied Linguistics,
for example. Alternatively, a supplementary MA is a narrow specialisation offered after a
more generic course, e.g. supplementary MA in Business follows BA in Economics or MA
in Political studies after BA in Public Administration. Consequently, some informants
expressed doubts whether TFLYL could be regarded as an extension of EY Education
course. It would be possible only on condition that EY education students are given
intensive instruction in an FL throughout their course and they become fairly proficient in

it. Only then can they continue their studies via a supplementary course in TFLYL as part
of their MA degree.

Another suggestion was to adjust the curriculum of a newly launched course in MEd in
Integrated EY Education and FL and add to it additional modules in TFLYL. A definite
advantage of this option is that it would give certification of teachers in FL from pre-

school to grade 6 in addition to EY education. This would be similar to what is offered in
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some American states who provide K-8 certification of language teachers (see Lipton,
1996). The problem is however that this curriculum is already loaded and it may be very
difficult to change, with some serious re-thinking of core components. For example, I think
that some classes such as logic, cultural anthropology, sports, or even additional FL (see
Table A-1 in Appendix A) could be sacrificed in favour of components directly relevant to
FLTYLs. Also, some pedagogical subjects such as Pedagogy of Teaching Adults or
Occupational Pedagogy might be dropped since in my opinion they have little use for a
teacher who will work with children aged 6-13.

Most of the trainers, however, opted for a postgraduate diploma course in TFLYL.

Postgraduate diploma courses in Poland operate within a slightly different system than BA
and MA courses. Since their organisation is not so rigorously regulated by legislation, they
differ in length, courses provided, and examination system, and consequently in the
diploma’s worth in the market. Some postgraduate diplomas are offered only to candidates
holding an MA degree, some also are open to BA course graduates. Because a
postgraduate course indeed offers a great deal of flexibility, a lot of my interviewees see it
as a chance for FLTYL training, especially those currently in service, to obtain further
qualifications. However, the informants differed about organisational details of such a
course. Namely, should the FL proficiency of candidates (especially those with non-
philological diplomas) be tested prior the course? Many informants opted for a transition
course with a heavy emphasis on building FL skills comparable to those obtained by an
BA course graduate in FL Philology. Still, in order for any exceptions to be made, the
Ministry has to give its permission, which seems very unlikely since the new minimum
programme for Pedagogy was published only in July 2000 and will possibly be binding for

a long time before any changes are made.

One very interesting proposal is to offer a postgraduate diploma course as a modular
course. All modules might be offered twice or three times a year or in a more intensive
form, as a summer school. Consequently, a teacher may decide to take all modules as a
diploma course, separate modules or even separate courses constituting a given module

(short, intensive courses in TFLYL), e.g. testing, course design, developing simultaneous

literacy in L1 and L2. Consequently, a teacher may obtain a postgraduate diploma full-
time, i.e. taking all modules in a given sequence and in a given time (2-3 semesters,
depending on the agreed postgraduate course length). Others will be able to design their

own course and decide about both the number and sequence of modules taken in a given
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time. Not restricted by time, such teachers would eventually collect all necessary credits
and obtain a postgraduate diploma in TFLYL. In the meantime, they will be given
certificates of attendance or completion of separate modules, which is very important as far
as sustaining the motivation of these teachers is concerned. Also, in the case of
withdrawals they will not be left empty-handed'®.

Obtaining such a diploma or attending a certain number of TFLYL courses may also
constitute partial fulfilment of the requirement for upgrading the Teacher’s Professional
Specialisation Degree (TPSD) in TFLYL. Such an option is particularly advisable since it
is necessary for a candidate to a given TPSD to write a dissertation based on one’s teaching
experience, submit a portfolio of lesson plans and have a certain number of lessons’

evaluated. Thus, cooperation between staff involved in running FLTYL training and TPSD

examiners may be fruitful.

And finally, many trainers are in favour of gradual transformation of the new Integrated

EY Education course with FL teaching into a slightly different offering: Joint Honours
MEd (or MA) course in Integrated EY Education and TFLYL.

I think what we should aim at is to have all Early Years teachers qualified also to teach a foreign
language. In the same way as now they are required to be able to play at least one musical
instrument, draw and have other artistic skills, in addition to a competence in the mainstream
curriculum, they should also be proficient in a foreign language and be able to teach it. (EY teacher

trainer)
In this course the graduates would qualify as classteachers in classes 1-3 (and in
kindergartens provided they take additional classes) and teachers of an FL to younger
learners. They will be able to incorporate an FL teaching into the mainstream EY
curriculum. This offering is particularly favoured by these trainers who regard FL
education of young children as inseparable from the rest of their education. Yet, for the
majority of the interviewees such an option is perceived as a future. For one thing it
requires an intake of students who are proficient in an FL, but also it imposes very high
requirements in terms staff cooperation or even intensive staff training provision before
such integrated EY and FL course can be offered. In my opinion, such fine-tuning of the
staff may come from involvement for a couple of years in other offerings, such as these

discussed above, when there is not much interplay between the two courses.

104 nder the current system ¢ven when a student quits a course in their final year s/he gets nothing to confirm obtaining
partial qualifications. The student record book though provides an account of all courses and exams taken is a form of
certification.
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As we can see, the interviews have provided a wide spectrum of possibilities about how
FLTYLs can be trained. However, there are also many preconditions and possible
constraints in all of them with regard to entry requirements, process decisions and final

certifications.

Entry requirements

The interviewed trainers did not share the same opinions on the characteristics of teacher-
students entering the training. These particularly includes such factors as levels of FL
competence, competence in skills usually required from EY teachers (artistic skills, high
proficiency in Polish with a special regard to flawless pronunciation), and their motives for
entry. I believe that these characteristics will set fundamental limits to design, especially in

the options in which teachers are to obtain double certification in EY Education and FL

teaching.

First, it is commonly believed that training in TFLYL, be it an additional module within
FL Philology or other form of studies, should be available only for students who wish to
qualify as FLTYL. By no means should it be incorporated blindly into the traditional EFL
methodology course or its equivalent in other philologies. As indicated by one interviewee:
Teaching children is very specific. The most important factor is the personality of a teacher, if she or
he wants to undertake such work, if she or he likes it. What is vital is personality, interest, and some
sort of talent, aptitude and skill for this work. And also inclination towards this type of work

because not every teacher wants to work at this level, quite a few prefer older and more advanced
learners. (FL teacher trainer)

It is commonly agreed that a pre-course interview should include some questions that
would ‘check’, ‘make sure’ or confirm that clients of prospective course ‘have a genuine
interest in teaching children’ because a lot of trainers have often seen the introduction of
new courses as a backdoor entry to the profession of FL teaching. This confirms what the
teachers have said (section 4.2.4.4.) about having the ‘persona for young learners’. And
yet, I would rather agree that:
This is really ridiculous! I don’t think any of our students who wish to work in the industry would
choose our [FL Philology] course if he or she had any other choice, for example a dual-subject
course. In the same way I believe that if students have different options, nobody will enrol to a
course in Early Years and FL unless she or he wants to first of all be a teacher and secondly, wants
to teach little children. A backdoor entry? If an offer does not match demand, then you create a

backdoor opportunity, all these pseudo-courses, fast-tracks, language exams that entitle you to teach,
God knows what else. (FL teacher trainer)

This statement grasps the crux of the matter: instead of imposing entry barriers on future

students, the course should be designed in such a way that it is so specific that it only
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applies to candidates who really wish to obtain certain qualifications. Yet, obviously some
sort of ‘predisposition test’ may be included in an entrance examinations; such as for
example a role play or problem solving task that would measure psycho-pedagogical
aptitude for teaching. Such a test may help select the best students especially if there are

more candidates than places available in the course.

It is also unclear if candidates should be required to possess artistic skills at a certain level.
So far, EY education students were required to take an entrance test measuring they
musicality and artistic skills in order to make sure that they will manage undertake further
training required, e.g. workshops during which they develop their skills to play the piano
or flute. Yet, as the present study has shown, there is little relationship between the
teachers’ artistic skills (based on self-evaluation) and her usage of teaching aids that
typically involve such skills, e.g. songs, drawings, etc. Also the teachers who spent time
during their training in artistic study have often regarded at least some part of it as wasted,
especially in a situation when they are not particularly talented in one of the branches of
learning, for example in music but not in arts. Moreover, the teachers claim that in the hi-
tech era obtaining high quality computer-generated drawings or singing with the tape
rather than teacher’s accompaniment, presents no problems. Unsurprisingly, all FL
teachers agreed with the teachers’ stance, adding only that the prospective FLTYLs have to
be familiar with how to use arts in teaching FLs. For example, have an opportunity to take
part in workshops that give them ideas about drama techniques, target language repertoire

of songs or how to use them and the role of pictures in FL teaching.

EY staff, however, have claimed that in any double-qualification courses the teachers
artistic skills have to measured because they will qualify also to teach subjects such as
music, arts and crafts, design and technology. Hence, since the teachers are required to
teach children, for example how to play a flute or be able to make models for Arts & Crafts
or Design & Technology classes, a certain degree of artistic aptitude must be required from
them. The whole problem may seem peripheral, yet in the same way FL educators see FL
proficiency as the subject-matter knowledge bases, EY trainers see abilities to sing, draw

or act in this light.

The FL proficiency that should be required from the candidates for a FLTYL training
course is the biggest problem that teacher trainers have to solve. As is a case with a new
course in Integrated EY Education and FL, the majority of students have a zero FL

competence. This imposes a great threat on the future of the course because the curriculum
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designers anticipated the students whould be proficient in FL at least at an intermediate
level, and assigned the hours spent on FL study accordingly. In fact a great degree of the
protest against double-specialisation courses originates from course preconditions, which
usually assume a much higher FL proficiency that those actually presented by the
candidates. In the situation in which the candidates do not meet the proficiency criteria
perhaps either the course should not be launched or the curriculum should be adapted. Yet,
in reality neither happens and the trainers are required to ‘do the impossible’, i.e. meet the
course objectives stating that the students are to qualify as FL teachers after a S-year
training course comprising of four hours of FL learning per week. Therefore, a common
request made by FL trainers has been that:

Entrance examinations should be set clearly, realistically and in accordance with the course

objectives in terms of what qualifications we expect the graduates to obtain starting from what level.

We should also make these entrance requirements biding for both sides'® and not whenever the

students don’t meet our original criteria we bend the rules rather than get rid of these mediocre
candidates. (FL teacher trainer)

The frequent plea has been to make the requirements ‘realistic’, and adjust the present
examinations accordingly:
Of course these examinations should be different from our tests for philology. First of all we should
not measure if a client managed to memorise a grammar book and a small dictionary. What counts is
the ability to communicate: speaking with the use of simple but grammatically correct sentences,
correct pronunciation. (...) It should be a sort of an ‘Eignungstest’, a test measuring an aptitude for

such a course: if a ‘client’ [an entrant] is ‘melodious’, if she has an ear for pronunciation, if she
grasps [=understands] and memorises quickly. (FL teacher trainer)

Moreover, as far as the actual level of FL proficiency is concerned, unlike for the FL
philology course where a higher proficiency is required, a candidate for a double
specialisation course in EY and TFLYL would be required to demonstrate at least a
standard competence required to pass the final secondary school examination in an FL, in
its oral form since the written test is designed for the student with extended FL programme.
Many trainers have been of the opinion that such recommendation are quite reasonable,

though having some knowledge of the FL level represented by a usual EY student, may not

be very realistic.

You know, I think that every programme needs time and a lot of word of mouth advertising. Once
we have a real recruitment for such a course it may turn out that people who would choose a college

195 This prerequisite has been made on the basis of a common experience that the students are not able to meet entrance
criteria for one of the courses, and therefore the criteria have been lowered much to the disapproval of one of the
course organisers. It would be recommendable to advise students in such situation to switch into single-subject
course,Yet, since the entrance requirements to single-language courses (e.g. English Philology), are set much higher
than those required from students of Applied Linguistics, such a practice has not been possible.
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or even our [Philology] courses would prefer such a programme. Also bearing in mind some initial
difficulties that may occur we may adjust the curriculum in such a way that it will make up for
lower language proficiency. I am telling you: flexibility and inventiveness is a must. Any a priori
assumptions that students will be so and so will produce no good. Of course, we may be more
lenient at the beginning but it does not mean that they are not going to be expected to achieve the
level that they should represent at the end of the course. (FL teacher trainer)

The trainers are quite realistic that a FL competency of an average EY student might be
much lower than what is usually expected from a philology student and are open to adjust
the entrance requirements. Having said that, they also opted for a very intensive language
study throughout the course to enable the students to have a least part of their professional

courses in an FL.

The entrance requirements are also a problem as far as any postgraduate and inservice
TFLYL training is concerned. Quite a few of the trainers have opted either for a transition
course enhancing FL abilities of the candidates or for strict selection via entrance
examinations. Yet, such an approach could divide teachers into categories and possible
those underachieving in FL test would argue that FL teachers should be tested in their
proficiency in early years and also rejected on that basis. Moreover, my argument centres
on the notion of building a platform for teachers involved in early FL teaching and to draw
upon their diverse experiences and expertise, let it be in FL or EY. Therefore, instead of
being a basis for candidates’ selection, an entrance examination should be a treated as a
placement test and a signal for some participants that their proficiency in the FL has to
improve if they wish to be certified as FLTYLs at the end of the course. Consequently
some additional language support might be organised so that eventually all teachers,
regardless of their original background will take a proficiency examination in an FL in

addition to other examinations and requirements necessary for obtaining TFLYL

qualifications.

In addition to the language issue on a postgraduate course, there is also a recruitment
dilemma—should such a course be available to non-philology graduates? It seems that FL
trainers are tired of the endless requalification schemes, which enable teachers of other
subjects to become FL teachers. There is this dilemma of whether FTYL training should be
a specialist course or whether it should be yet another way of saving unemployed teachers.
The argument often put forward is that FL learning is quite problematic for adults,
especially in such a crucial area as pronunciation.

Such teachers probably will not do much harm if they are involved in teaching adults, but if you

want to have a course for teachers of young children you cannot let it happen that a 40-something
who has suddenly discovered an urge for teaching foreign languages will be admitted to such a
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course. OK. I agree. If she can prove that she’s been doing something with the language since
graduating from the university, and I do not mean teaching it; say, a stay abroad or attending courses
and taking a state exam, I agree we should promote such people. But only these not others. (FL
teacher trainer)

Or as another trainer has pointed out:

I agree that a postgraduate course is some solution for all these unqualified teachers currently
involved in teaching young children. But it is only a substitute. It’s a sort of patching an old road
instead of putting a new surface. (FL teacher trainer)

The only argument in favour of admitting unqualified teachers to FTYL training has been
that they are teaching and for the time being there is no way of replacing them. Therefore
we should at least do something to improve their qualifications. However the interviews
with trainers involved in teaching methodology classes revealed another reason for
involving more mature students. These teachers are already experienced and have obtained
qualifications they would be a great source of expertise for new FLTYLs. This sort of
training, let it be in the form of mentoring during the school experience period or ‘cascade
training’ (see Gilpin, 1997) may be very successful. Also, from the point of view of
trainers’ training, any possibility for collaborative training would be useful. In this place 1
strongly agree with Rhodes and Heining-Boyton (1993:157) that ‘in order to be successful,
teach trainers should have experience observing and teaching at the level for which they
will be training others’'%. If such collaborative training would be possible in the light of
the discussion above about the academic staff being busy with pursuing subsequent
degrees, is a different matter, and yet having a place for such project is equally

importantm.

To conclude, the entrance requirements have to be set both realistically and reasonably so
as to guarantee the best intake of students. Also, in a FLTYL training course, especially the
joint one, the trainers from various departments have to reach some consensus regarding
what course preconditions should be. Apart from measuring FL proficiency of candidates,
the trainers often suggested an interview checking general psycho-pedagogical aptitude for
work with young children. The entry requirements should take advantage of candidates’
various experiences in teaching, especially prior involvement in TFLYL since this might

prove a very useful resource.

106 | am describing this special curriculum and teacher trainers development projects in section 2.4.3.

107 For me this argument is crucial since my students often experience terrible problems in finding qualified mentors for
their school experience period, at any level. Again, establishing a community of FLTYLs, linking current and
prospective teachers and teacher trainers seems to be crucial.
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Changing HE teaching practice

The interviewees could not precisely say how they view the problem of approaches to
teaching applied at the HEIs. Most of the FL specialists considered it best to link language
and content instruction more closely than it is now. They agreed that it would be optimal to
have some if not most of content subjects from EY and FL curricula taught at least
partially in the target language or with the use of FL literature on a subject. This however
will depend on the language proficiency of students admitted to a course and also on the
availability of staff able to deliver their courses in an FL. Since as indicated in the section
4.4.2.3, the FL departments are already struggling with staff supply, it will possibly
involve employing new staff who already specialise, or more realistically; who wish to

specialise in problems related to language and Early Years education.

But as evident from the student-teachers and teachers’ statements, delivering the courses in
an FL is not enough. New courses would probably require a rethinking of teaching
approaches and including a greater variety of process options that these common now. And
yet, as already discussed in the broader HE milieu where academic achievements are
measured by degrees and publications, it would be very difficult to change staff’s delivery
modes if they do not see the need for such change themselves. Quite a few of my
interviewees blamed physical constraints for lack of pedagogical innovation:
Don’t you think that I wouldn’t like to change my classes from lecturing to a workshop type?
Believe me, I have been dreaming about it for long. Wish my students had free access to computers,
e-mail, the Internet etc. so that I can used them in my classes, to have an OHP projector in my
classroom ... Gosh! I wish the photocopying wasn’t such a problem as it is now. Don’t blame us for
using the teaching methods from the 19" century if we are in the 19™ century considering the
facilities we have. I literally have chalk and blackboard and books if I buy them myself. Oh yes!
And somebody has forgotten that our classrooms’ walls are not made of rubber. When squeezing all

my students into the classroom is a problem, forget the group work, forget moving them at all!
Change these and I’ll be innovative and creative. (FL teacher trainer)

As we can see, innovation has its price. Staff will not be encouraged to use content-based
instruction and process options, such as hands-on activities if they have no resources, such
as computer labs or access to professional books in an FL. There are also time constraints
related to this problem. Lecturing may be very efficient if you have little time for a course,

few resources and a big group of students to teach.

Therefore, changing the staff’s teaching practice and making it more language-across-the
curriculum like or less lecture-based and more interactive may prove very problematic.
Few resources available and limited time as compared to the content required to be

delivered in a course puts many constants on the staff’s teaching practices. As a result,
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until these problems are solved it may be even problematic to involve the trainers in any
form of staff training to inform them of new possibilities that inclusion of an FL may bring
into their practices. They will simply not see any application of this knowledge into their
practice given all the limitations they have. Finally, since the prospective students’
linguistic level is also not known and the staff foresees it as being poor rather than high,
the trainers at least now do not see any purpose for acquiring new teaching skills with the

new provision in mind.

Fast tracks, back doors : degrees and entitlements

Another problem that remains unclear is what diploma should be awarded to FLTYLs. In
the case of postgraduate courses this issue can be solved more easily since HEIs have quite
a great degree of freedom to organise postgraduate diploma courses and set specific
requirements for awarding certificates. On the other hand, as far as preservice training is
concerned (and this in Poland includes also MA courses) current legislation is very specific

about diplomas and titles that can be awarded.

Figure 4-42 Diploma options to may be awarded to FLTYL

[

)

Master of Artsin Master of | Bachelor of Master of Education Master of Education
English Philology ; Artsin in

Education English Integrated Early Years HioF icilisation:

specialisation: in Philology; Education Jor sp on;

Integrated Early Years

Teaching English to specialisatio and Teaching English ;
Y"“"Sg Leaf'"”s Integrated | Topching to Young Learners Education
Early Years English to
) Young minor specialisation:
Education Learners English Language

Note: These are only example diploma options based on the English stream, other language options are also possible.

As I have illustrated in Figure 4-42, there are at least four possible scenarios as far as
diplomas for FLTYL are concerned. The first and possible the easiest solution is to award
FL Philology students who have taken extra modules and diploma seminar in TFLYL with
MA diploma in FL Philology with an annotation about TFLYL specialisation. The definite
drawback of this option is that we may not find enough candidates for such specialisation,

since as indicated FL Philology students are usually not pro-teaching oriented.

Secondly, current legislation allows us to organise courses in two disciplines provided we

fulfil the minimum programme requirements for both of them. If this condition is satisfied
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we may award the students with two separate diplomas, one in Integrated Early Years
Education, and another one in FL Philology with specialisation in TFLYL. Since the
workload in this option is enormous it may be preferable to opt for one diploma at the
master’s and the second at bachelor’s level. Yet, since there will be very little integration
between the two courses and there will be very little adjustments possible to take into
consideration for example a lower linguistic level of candidates from a EY department, this
option may be not very successful. However, if the students survive this very demanding
training they will have a full qualification to teach both subjects confirmed with two easily

recognisable certificates.

The third option is based on the current initiative within the HPS of Bydgoszcz to launch a
double-specialisation course based on major-minor distinction in which the two course
components do not receive equal attention. Despite strong assertions from EY educators
that ‘we are not reinventing the wheel, they have already been doing it in the West’, the
protests against this type of course among the FL specialist is enormous. With the
allocation of hours to the FL minor equalling 385 teaching hours (see Appendix A), i.e.
three times lower than that of a BA course in FL Philology, the FL teacher trainers simply
could not see any grounds for claims that the graduates of such courses will be qualified to
teach an FL in classes 4-6 of elementary school. Also, FL teacher trainers have been very
doubtful about whether there exists such an educational system ‘in the West’, i.e. in other
European countries. The reading of any documents such as Key Data on the Education in
Europe (e.g. European Commission, 2000) leaves us without any doubt that educational
systems in Europe are very diverse. In a country like Britain, when we talk about HE
courses we may distinguish those that are traditionally structured with students taking
subjects corresponding roughly to various disciplines within a given field. These courses
may be awarded with a single or joined diploma. Alternatively, courses may be
modularised and the possibilities in mixing the contributing sets and degrees awarded are
infinite. A student can, for example, choose from minor/major, major/minors, multiple
combinations like 4 and B with C, A with B and C, A and B, A with B, and negotiated
provision in which, as the name suggest practically everything is possible (see Betts and
Smith, 1998). Therefore is not clear to which double-specialisation ‘Western’ model the
informants are referring. In addition, as far as language teacher education is concerned,

some FL educators have put forward the following points:
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* In countries where teacher training is part of undergraduate training the students are

usually expected to be proficient in an FL or FLs in which they wish to qualify as

teachers.

* In countries in which teacher training is part of postgraduate training, it is possible to
combine two or more languages, one of which may be at a zero beginner level, but then
a usual expectation would be to compensate for it through an increase language study

in their first years and the stay abroad.

= Language students usually spend a year in a target language country (or countries if
they study more than one FLs), either as language assistants or other approved work

scheme, which considerably increases their language proficiency.

Since the new initiative does not satisfy any of these points above and is also in
contradiction with existing Polish legislation, it no wonder that the accusations of backdoor
entry to the profession and creating ‘pseudo-specialists’ has been raised. Moreover,
Ministry has not yet given its official approval to such a scheme of studies and therefore it
is undecided as to whether it is possible to award a diploma with a title of Master of

Education in two minor/minor specialisations.

And finally there is a proposal to introduce a joint degree in Integrated Early Years and
Foreign Language Teaching to Young Leamers in the course in which the two courses
components would be repackaged and reassessed in terms of their appropriateness to serve
the specific needs. There has also been a suggestion that when the degree ‘settles down’, it
will be self-evident that all new EY teachers would automatically qualify to teach an FL to
young children, the special annotation about the language qualifications will be dropped.
The definite drawback of this option is that it does not exist yet and it will take time to
convince both legislative bodies to permit awarding joint degrees. It will also take time for

the new degree to become known to prospective students and employers.

It was evident throughout the interviewing that the trainers wish to maintain the existing
division of powers and have a clear division ‘who does what’. And thus, they have raised
many questions about the inconsistencies within the options suggested and demanded

clarity between the following:

= A course with a specialisation

* A course with a major/minor arrangement
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A course with main and subsidiary option (fakuiter) arrangement

A joint-degree course

In particular it has been requested to set clear guidelines about entitlements that each of

these arrangements carries. For example, one of the trainers offered the following

distinction as far as multi-disciplinary courses are concerned:

A specialisation annotation on a diploma can only be made in courses where
students are involved in studying a broader discipline, such as TFLYL
specialisation within English Language Teaching degree or British Literature
specialisation in FL Philology course. In the strictest sense, this courses is not a

double-specialisation course.

When a course adopts a minor/major arrangement a graduate will only qualify in
the major discipline and will be required to supplement a minor if s/he wishes to
obtain full qualifications in it. For example, the EY students will major in
Integrated EY and will be provided with a minor language options, yet without
any entitlements to teach it. These will have to be pursued through further

postgraduate course either in ‘pure’ FL teaching or specialist course such as

TFLYL.

In courses with a main and subsidiary option arrangement, i.e. when a second
component comprises less than 20%, the subsidiary subject would not carry any

entitlements with it and further supplementary studies would have to undertaken

to obtain such.

A joint diploma is awarded when two components are combined on the 50/50
basis and a great deal of integration between them has been made. Otherwise,
two separate diplomas should be awarded or one with a certificate stating the

degree into which a minor or subsidiary option has been studied.

Yet, much as such distinctions are useful, many trainers doubted if it completely solves the

problem. What counts is not only the balance between the constituent parts (i.e. the time

spent on each of them) but the depth of study. For instance, a student may follow a course

on major/minor arrangement but decide to devote more time to his/her weaker language

and study a stronger one on a shorter but more intensive study with a great deal of self-

study. Why then s/he should not be given a chance to obtain equal certification in both of
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them? Also, why FL teachers should be entitled to teach young children despite only
marginal coverage of classes concerning issues dealing with EY psychology and pedagogy
under the ‘specialisation’ offering, but EY teachers should not because they have been
involved only in minor or subsidiary language offering? Moreover, lack of precision in
what a given diploma title denotes often ends up in semantic gymnastics, such as the one
suffered in the recent initiative: ‘what is the difference between MEd in Integrated EY and
an FL as opposed to Integrated EY Education with an FL.’

Poland is not of course the only country, which experiences problems with fitting in multi-
disciplinary studies within its traditional framework. As clearly visible in the report by
Rigby and Burgess (1991) in Great Britain there is a great variety and diversity of
undergraduate courses that involve dual- and poli-disciplinary courses. The courses differ
in terms of ‘the balance given to the constituent parts, the level at which a language is
studied (ab initio, post GCSE or post ‘A’ level) and the stage it is taken within the degree
course structure (op.cit.: 17). The students are awarded with one diploma, for example BA
French & Hispanic Studies, BA in French & Beginners’ Portuguese, BA German &
Philosophy, BA German & Music or a general degree at masters’ level, MA in Modern

Languages. Such options are in agreement with what some of the interviewees have

suggested:

A university course should be very general and then via various further education options teachers
or other professionals should have an opportunity to go deeper into narrow specialisations
depending on their workplace specificity. (FL teacher trainer)

A university diploma should be general and a student should have a chance to obtain further
specialisations in the workplace. And this distinction is crucial: a university diploma certifies that a
graduate is trained, is prepared for a job, but does not a give him or her any entitlements or
qualifications. Qualifications in a given speciality should come from a workplace and not for the
academia. (EY teacher trainer)

The last suggestions seems to be very similar to the British system in which a master’s
degree is an academic degree, but is not the same as a teacher training qualification, such
as PGCE in TEFL/TESL or RSA CELTA and DELTA. In such arrangements, once
pedagogical training is removed from undergraduate courses it would be possible for
students to combine two or even more language courses or a language with non-language
course. And further entitlements such as these required from a translator or a teacher would
be acquired via postgraduate courses with various specialisations possible depending on

the students’ needs.
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It is very interesting, though, that only one interviewee emphasised the role which
employers have to play of in shaping the demand for certain specialisations. In the light of
the headteachers’ criticism of teacher training provision, s’he responded that headteachers,
but also LEAs (kuratoria), school governors and owners should make a case for new
educational services, participate in designing or at least assess the appropriateness of a
course design to meet their needs, and possibly contribute towards the cost of such training
for the teachers delegated. Such a suggestion resonates with the teachers’ plea for some
suggestions that their efforts towards re-qualifications are recognised to that they can count
on getting a job afterwards. The employers’ contribution may also help to overcome the

problem of lack of resources and facilities in the HEISs.

To conclude, within the changing context of educational market it is not clear if the
traditional HE titles, diplomas and specialisations will be sufficient. It seem that within the
current lists of titles there is no possibility of awarding a student with a joint diploma, that
is the one that states a combination of subjects indicated with a conjunction ‘and’. Since
the need for multi-disciplinary courses seems to grow, the legislators should consider new
options in which constituent parts are combined in various ways, i.e. a major/minor, main
and subsidiary, or joint degree option. The need for new regulations seems to be crucial for

the very existence of modular courses enabling the students to ‘pick and mix’ various

components freely.
4.3.2.5. Controversies over programme objectives and content

The constraints within the present certification system overshadow the issue concerning
which components should comprise FLTYL training. It seems that as long as new
diplomas are not available any effort to design these courses in such a way as to they equip
teachers with what they actually need is futile. As one teacher trainer has put it:
All these so-called course designs are like making a new dress from old trousers, tailoring from old
stuff. It should be something brand new. We should start from a carte blanche and see what
qualifications and competencies we want the students to have and give them the classes that they
need. And what we are doing now is so unprofessional. We want to have a new course so we trim

two existing ones and pretended that this is what we wanted. But our hands are tied. We can only act
within what is currently permitted by law. (FL teacher trainer)

Indeed, from what we have been able to see so far a new double-specialisation course
initiative certainly looks like an old house with a new facade and rightly caused
disagreements among the academic staff. Many trainers could not actually see any

rationale behind the linking of the two components or curriculum cuts that have been made
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apart from saying that the course provides a poor substitute for FL Philology. Yet while the
trainers mostly agreed if were launch a course specifically aimed at FLTYLs it ‘should be
designed from scratch bearing in mind specific needs of these teachers and to provide them
with the best education possible’, there has been a great diversity of opinions what actually

they meant by ‘best education’.

Generalist or specialist? Philologist or teacher>—the issue of the clarity of outcomes

First there is a controversy about who a FLTYL is. Is s/he a philologist with an additional
specialism? Is s/he an EY teacher with additional qualifications? As in the following
quotations:
It should only be a philologist. And we should give him or her additional qualifications to teach
young children. (FL teacher trainer)

It should not be a philologist it should be a foreign language teacher. (EY teacher trainer)

If we claim that a teacher is to be prepared to teach in 1-3, she has to know the specificity of Early
Years teaching, ideally he has to be qualified in both. (EY teacher trainer)

I believe that teachers of foreign languages for classes 1-3 should be trained separately than those
for integrated early years. I mean that integrated teaching in classes 1-3 is one thing and teaching
English is another so the teachers for both should be educated separately. (FL teacher trainer)

Or as one trainer has summed up all these paradoxes nicely:

Once again we are pretending that everything is possible: What we want we want is a narrow
specialist educated broadly. We want a philologist who is a teacher; even more: a teacher of kids.
We want separate teacher for integrated curriculum. Personally, I don’t know how to do it... (FL
teacher trainer)

The paradoxes are quite visible: a philologist is not necessarily treated as a teacher,
especially as a teacher at this very specific level or conversely, only a philologist is a real
specialist. Also, EY educators have fought for holistic, integrated EY curriculum and now
with an FL aggressively making its way into it, they sometimes maintain that ‘English is a
separate thing’. Consequently, since there is lack of clarity about which domains of
teacher’s professional knowledge (see discussion in section 2.14.1) should be developed,
there is also lack of consensus about what curricular areas FLTYL training should
comprise. These on the other hand, cannot be decided without clarity about for which
early FL model (see section 2.2.2) we train specialist: would it be preferable to train
‘generalists’, i.e. EY teachers able to embed an FL into the mainstream curriculum, or FL
teacher specialising in teaching young learners, or maybe we should train EY teachers in a
number of FLs so as to prepare them for FLEX? Without answering these questions it is

impossible to start FLTYL curriculum design for training causes. However, it is likely that
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possible options and their consequences for teacher training is minimal among the
academic staff since most of them do not specialise in either FL teaching, teacher training

or early childhood education.

In addition, the issue is whether we actually have to equip the prospective teachers with
skills matching different early FL provision scenarios. As indicated:
There are no universal programmes. We cannot prepare a student for everything. (...) I think that if
a teacher is an Early Years graduate, she or he should be able to translate the knowledge they have

into new contexts. Oh, this is it! To be able to transfer one experience into some new context, and
not to expect us to give them a ready-made recipe for everything. (FL teacher trainer)

Quite a few trainers have been of the opinion that that university education ‘should be
general’ or ‘provide foundation for specialist knowledge’. And yet, on the basis of the
interviews with teachers I wonder how much early FL teaching requires general knowledge
about the language, culture and other issues and how much of the teacher preparation
should be oriented towards such very specific problems. As we could see the knowledge
that cannot be associated with any practical application very easily becomes meaningless
and abstract, or as the teachers often phrased it, ‘theoretical’. This issue is related to a
wider problem of the purpose that university is to serve: Is a university a ‘temple of
knowledge’ or a place for gaining tertiary education (Mizerek, 1999)? It seems that quite a
few academic teachers seem to share the 19" century opinion of John Stuart Mill:

There is a tolerably general agreement about what a university is not. It is not a place of

professional education. Universities are not intended to teach knowledge required to fit men for

some special mode of gaining their livelihood. Their objective is not to make skilful lawyers, or
physicians or engineers, but capable and cultivated human beings.

cited in Pring, 1996:15 (emphasis mine).

There have always been doubts like that whether universities are proper places for
professional development. The marriage of Philology, which still remains within this 19%
century tradition and FL teacher training, which involves the acquisition of practical
knowledge, may not be reconcilable. I have already recapitulated (section 2.4.2) the current
debate whether teacher training should be university or school-based. The debate is well-
rehearsed and involves highlighting the dualism between theory and practice, thinking and
doing, ‘knowing that’ and ‘knowing how’ (Pring, 1996). As I have argued quoting various

authors, these dichotomies are false, and theory does not exist without practice.

Another issue concerns the purpose which HE is to serve. Is it still the place whose aims

are ‘nurturing of intellectual excellence, the promotion of scholarship and research, and,
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where possible, the integration of the two’ (Pring, 1999)? According to Pring (ibid.) with
the expansion of the university system in the 1960s and opening the access to it, such a
conception of higher education is narrow and inadequate. The link between economy and
HE is much stronger, and there is a growing expectation by government and business that
HE has a role in economic regeneration, in preparing people for work and in continuing
education through specifically vocational courses (Ambrose, 1996). For example linking
various vocational qualifications with traditional higher level qualifications reflect this
trend. The tendency is also to reorganise HE into places ‘where people can go at different
points of their lives to update their knowledge, acquire new skills and reorient themselves’
(Furlong and Smith, 1996:1). After all flexibility, adaptability, creativity are the signum
tempora of our era, where everything is in flux. Yet, while in many countries the move is
rather towards a learning society rather than learnt, to borrow the term from the Dearing
report (1997), HE in Poland appears to exercise a belief that it is indeed possible to equip a
teacher for life within a five-year period. The experiences of teachers presented in this

study, however, seem to point to the contrary.

In the same vein, the paradoxical statements of the educators regarding a philologist/FL
teacher/FLTYL may result from conflicting views of what purposes FL Philology is
purported to serve. While for some it is a place in which students learn a professional craft
such as teaching or translating, some may still believe that philology, as its name suggests,

1% That is why any question of the FLTYL training

is the love of the language and learning
content conflicting statements such as ‘Language, language, that’s all they need, and
broad psycho-pedagogical knowledge’ suggesting that FLTYL is primarily a teacher, as
opposed to ‘a philologist cannot fail to know who Chomsky was’ meaning that FLTYL is
also the philologist and her teaching professional skills should be well-grounded within a

wide expertise in linguistic, literature, cultural and historical studies.

Similarly the opinions such as ‘Oh, yeah: require 5000 words from the teacher who is to
teach a six-year-old..." as far as the linguistic attainments of the course are concerned,
implying a conflict whether we train these teachers only for this specific job and thus s/he
may definitely need such a wide range of vocabulary for teaching young children. Or

maybe conversely: we should equip her/him with much more that she will ever need

1% fom Latin philologia, love of leaming, from Greek, from philologos, fond of learning or of words (The American
Heritage Dictionary on CD-ROM (3" ed.). 1994. 5.v. ‘philology’).
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(‘widen her/his horizons’) since a teacher definitely needs a high degree of space and

confidence in her linguistic expertise, that basically ‘s’he is not one chapter ahead of her
pupils’.

If they are to be teachers they have to know the language well at it has to be a given an equal
importance as other subjects within Early Years Education teacher preparation. But of course 1
totally in favour of teaching him 2,000 words per year but maybe 4,000 during the whole course but
teach him well, in all contexts and meanings. So that he is fluent, can use the language and does not
make mistakes. And in order not to issue phoney diplomas. (FL teacher trainer)

The problem of diplomas for non-existent skills and competencies has also been raised in
relation to how omni-competent a generalist should be? A few trainers doubted whether it

is possible to train one teacher to be qualified in all spectrum of curricular areas that s/he

has to be prepared to face:

Some people probably think that we are still in the Renaissance. All these wonderful ideas like a
secondary school leaving certificates with a ‘red stripe’ when you have only As and A+s, probably
meaning that he knows everything: knows Polish and sciences, foreign languages, is a wonderful
musician, painter, not to mention a sportsman. (...) And here as well: they demand from these poor
classteachers a certificate with a red stripe. Somebody must be mistaken. (...) maybe a Minister
would come to classroom and teach a bit polish, English, maths, a bit of singing and violin playing
and a couple of somersaults,; besides having some talent for teaching children, differentiating and
individualising your lessons, work with gifted pupils, and all the rest. And remember: all these for
600 zlotys per month net. (...) No, it is impossible! It is a stupid idea. In elementary school there
should be one leading teacher responsible for mainstream curriculum and different specialists for
arts, music, PE or “difficult’ subjects, such as a foreign language. (...) We are constantly pretending
in this country. Pretending that everything is possible, that we have versatile teachers teaching well-
rounded pupils. (...) And maybe these gentlemen doing fancy research in their labs and controlled
experimental environment have pupils like these and teachers like these. (...) but this is not the way
to do it. We cannot teach all children everything. And I suspect that we cannot teach these teachers
everything either. (FL teacher trainer)

Thus, some trainers agree with the opinions expressed by the teacher that an EY teachers
cannot be good at everything and would support the introduction of a system in which two
or three teachers have semi-specialisations within EY education and share a teaching load
in, for example, two classes of students. Such as system will not, as some EY trainers
maintained, infringe on the idea of integrated EY education. Holistic and whole-child

approaches to teaching are possible no matter if taught a class of students are taught by

one or two teachers.

The conflicting statements about the content of FLTYL training result from diverse
opinions on the purpose of HE education in general. In fact some decision has to be made
whether FLTYL is primarily a teacher or specialists in an FL. Subsequently we also have
to decide which model of FLTYL we favour, a generalist (a classteacher able to teach also
an FL) or a specialist (an FL teacher able to teach children) and design the course

accordingly. Again, as suggested, it does not have to involve an either-or choice.
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4.3.3. Ways out

The interviews with teachers and teachers trainers have provided evidence of how difficult
it might be to launch any new FLTYL training offering. While both sides mostly agree on
what courses should be offered there is a lot of diversity in terms of to whom the new
courses should be open, what modules should be offered and how they should be delivered.
The teachers have made a strong case for a more practical training, which means both a
balance between theory and practice in the course, but also process options (see discussion
in 2.15) chosen by the academic staff. The prospective clients have also opted for a greater
freedom to design their own courses, i.e. being able to choose from various modules

offered so as to cater their professional needs is the optimal way.

However, as the interviews with the academics have indicated that the lack of changes
within the current teacher training provision results from a very restrictive legislation. The
present laws on the minimum allocation of hours, minimum programme and also the

number of staff required to be entitled to run a course are especially prohibitive.

And yet, since the Ministry seems to be waiting for bottom-up initiatives as far as new
courses and their organisation is concerned, it is especially worrying that the members of
staff have so many problems in establishing good channels of communication and
cooperation. It appears that they are not equally motivated to initiate modifications in HE
pedagogy, organisation or new course offerings since the current system seems to value
individual academic achievements of HE staff, measured by degrees obtained, research

undertaken and publications produced and not by improvements in their teaching.

And yet, an optimistic feature is that the teacher trainers have offered many interesting
suggestions about how prospective and current FLTYLs can be trained, provided the
educational bodies offer some guidelines on the diplomas, titles and entitlements
applicable to these new courses. Thus, it may be that discrepancies in course prerequisites,
details of design and modules offered will be resolved, too. What is currently needed most
is the willingness to establish cooperative links between various departments and their
members of staff. It may start as one of the interviewee has suggested humorously:

I am telling you: the heads of four departments meet and reach an overall agreement on what they

want. Then teachers of English, German and Russian didactics, plus a couple of people from early

years, one pedagogue and one psychologist, in total eight to ten people meet, they brainstorm ideas

for, 1 don’t know, four hours or so, decide all particulars ... and its’ done! Good heavens, what’s the
problem here? I can even invite you to my place for coffee on that occasion. (EY teacher trainer)
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Yet, my belief is slightly less optimistic here. In many places early FL teaching and
FLTYL training have proven to be unique and separate from both FL and EY current
practices. Therefore, I suspect that there will be a great demand for shared expertise,
collaborating in staff training and joint research in areas in which FL and primary
classroom practices are interdependent, contradictory or may facilitate one another. Such
activities may, on the other hand, help to bridge the existing gap between ‘linguists’ and
‘pedagogues’ and build future courses in which language and early years education

components in teacher education are truly integrated.

4.4. Summary and conclusions

The three previous sections (4.1, 4.2 and 4.3) have provided discussion of the research data
and some conclusions that may be drawn from it. The major argument in this study has
been that current provision for teacher development of foreign language teachers of young
learners in Poland is insufficient in many ways. And while it may be unwise to indulge in
any far-reaching generalisations on the basis of an investigation conducted in one Polish
city, I believe that in a few cases the problems highlighted by the study participants may be

indicative of some wider problems. These would include:

1. Market forces have already changed the Polish educational scene in the area of FL
learning. As the study has indicated the number of pupils who learn an FL prior to the
official starting age at grade 4 is substantial. Yet, as was pointed out in many places by
the parents, the quality of the early provision is sometimes problematic, we have to ask
ourselves if the children who start early will not encounter problems in the future. The
problems will also appear once these children are merged with the ones for whom FL

instruction is unavailable, mostly for financial reasons.

2. It appears that the acute shortage of adequately trained FL teachers of young learners is
the main debilitative factor in early FL instruction. First of all it prevents a wider scale
introduction of compulsory FL learning in classes 1-3. Secondly, it creates many
problems as far as extracurricular FL learning in elementary schools and language
schools is concerned, especially in such areas as time and frequency of lessons and

variety of the courses offered.

3. The parents’ evaluation of the current status quo in early FL provision is not very

positive, particularly in relation to the quality of teachers involved. The study has also
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highlighted some general problems of parent-teacher cooperation, both at state schools
and private language schools, which might have an impact on how the parents have

assessed the FL instruction of their children.

. As for the future, the overwhelming majority of parents expressed a desire for free-of-
charge compulsory learning of English from the first grade of elementary school. As
for the form of FL instruction organisation, the majority is in favour of an FL learning

being integrated with the rest of EY mainstream curriculum.

. As far as the teacher certification is concerned, all groups surveyed: parents,
headteachers from elementary schools and private language schools and student-
teachers have ranked the teacher possessing double qualifications, i.e. certified to teach
both EY education and an FL, as the most desirable. In addition, the headteachers have

indicated a high demand for such teachers.

. The teachers currently involved in early FL instruction and student-teachers from FL
and EY departments, on the other hand, have implied a heavy demand for any form of
teacher training aimed at early FL teaching, both inservice and preservice. As for
prospective FLTYL they have suggested a Joint Honours, double-specialisation course
in EY education and early FL teaching or a supplementary MA course in TFLYL that
would follow current BA courses in FL Philology or EY Education. At the inservice
level, many teachers and student-teachers are in favour of a postgraduate course in

TFLYL and short methodology courses aimed at teaching FLs to children.

. The interviews with teachers identified many specific aspects of teaching FL to young

learners that are not covered by either EY and FL teacher training courses. In particular

these include:

» FL proficiency and content-matter knowledge required for content-based FL
teaching

« contextual information about target language communities relevant for the EY
classroom

= child development and its relation to FL teaching

= problems related to L1 and L2 language acquisition (children learning styles,
speech pathology problems, teaching an FL to handicapped children, teaching
FL to children with dyslexia and dysgraphia, etc.) and simultaneous literacy
development in two languages

» selecting and development of various early FL teaching programmes
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8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

«  cooperation between FL teachers and classroom teachers

Prospective participants of FLTYL training also requested a change from theoretical to
more practical teacher training. This denotes a balance between theory, practice and
reflection in the course structure, but also a request for the process options chosen by

course providers, i.e. from lecture-based to a more interactive course delivery mode.

The study has provided detailed evidence that teachers enter the FLTYL profession
accidentally rather than as a result of a conscious decision. While EY and OS teachers
need to requalify due to a job lost, FL specialists often embark on teaching children
while waiting for a more attractive job offer. Consequently, any inservice training
offered will have to take into consideration diverse experiences, qualifications and

skills possessed by the candidates.

Moreover, the teachers have indicated a need for establishing a professional
community of FLTYLs not only to enable cooperation among them, but also as a
means of building a platform for exchanging TFLYL related problems with other
professionals and researchers. This may also help overcome problems of low prestige

and lack of recognition of teaching young children often reported by the teachers.

The teachers have also reported a lack of conscious policy on the part of educational
authorities in terms of providing information regarding school needs for teachers of

certain specialisations and assisting individual teachers to requalify.

The lack of recognition to meet school needs in terms of qualified FL teachers of
young learners is also evident in HEI policy. Teacher trainers have often justified lack
of FLTYL training provision by reference to unclear ministerial recommendation as to
whether FL teaching in classes 1-3 is compulsory. In the circumstances in which HEIS

have to supply FL teachers for compulsory teaching, providing FLTYL training seems

to have low priority.

Since it is not clear under whose authority the organisation of FLTYL training lies and
none of the parties is able to launch it on its own, the overshadowing problem appears
to be establishing cooperation between the EY and FL departments, which have little
tradition of working together. The main discrepancies of opinions are within the area

of:
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=  prospective addressees of FLTYL professional development courses
* entry requirements, especially in terms of FL proficiency

» course content and the place of language development within the overall course
structure (i.e. is it possible to integrate language, FL and EY subject-matter
components and pedagogical training?)

»  certification and entitlements

14. The study has provided evidence about many difficulties in launching FLTYL training

15.

of

courses, which can be attributed to constraints imposed by current legislation. HE laws
and regulations impose strict requirements on the part of course organisers in terms of
the minimum staff requirements. They are also quite restrictive as far as diplomas,
course content and compulsory allocation of hours are concerned. Since the present HE
law does not permit joint diplomas few changes can be introduced within existing EY

Education and FL Philology courses.

Finally, the present investigation has revealed conflicting attitudes to change in FL and
EY departments. The EY and Russian departments are constantly looking for new
options because, due to falling birthrates in Poland and lack of demand for specialists
in Russian it will be increasingly difficult for their graduates to find employment. Both
English and German departments, on the other hand, are actually more concerned with
the surplus of demand than its lack and thus are rather more interested in expanding
their own courses than in any collaboration for an interdepartmental project. Yet, the
study has shown that there is some hope that the existing discrepancies between the

course providers will be overcome and some new courses aimed at FLTYL will be

introduced.

This chapter has given account of many difficulties that may emerge while launching a
new teacher training course. As is evident from the views of various participants of the

Polish educational scene: parents of children involved in early FL instruction, headteachers

school providing such instruction, current and prospective FLTYLs, and finally

providers of teacher training, there seems to be some consensus as to what is optimal. Yet

there seems to be a long way before what is optimal will be transposed into existing

practice. The next chapter provides some suggestions about how the implications from this

study may be reified to shorten this process.

422



5.
IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The first section of this last chapter will draw together the various findings of the study and
discuss implications relating to the issue of professional development provision for FL
teachers of young learners. In the second section I discuss the strengths and limitations of
the research and what has been learnt from using the mixed methodology research design.
As one would expect from such a complex issue as FL professional development the study
unearthed other issues that need further research, issues which are dealt with in the third
section. Since the research always resembles ‘hitting a moving target’ I will also briefly
discuss what has happened in the area of FLTYL training in the research site since the
major bulk of data was collected. This chapter, and at the same time the thesis, concludes

with a personal reflection on the research from its outset till the end.

5.1. Major research findings and their implications

In the opening chapter of this study I have argued that despite the noticeable growth in the
number of young children learning FLs, the area of teacher development for early FL
teaching has long been neglected. Researchers in Poland have long focussed on providing a
rationale for an early start (Brzezinski, 1987; Komorowska, 1992, 1996a, 1996b), the
influence of age on FL learning (Michonska-Stadnik, 1994; Pamuta, 1998; Szulc-
Kurpaska, 1998) or the type of methodology that teachers of young learners should use
(e.g. Tkacz, 1992; Szalek, 1993; Siek-Piskozub, 1994; Lipska, 1996-1997). Yet little
research in Poland has attempted to find out what type of language provision schools want
to offer and parents wish their children to be involved in. Neither has there been much
investigation into skills and competencies need by FLTYL and the way they should be
trained in order to be able to carry out methodological recommendations of theorists and
practitioners. Finally, little has been written about the problem of providing FLTYL
training programmes, from the point of view of providers. This study has provided some

insights into these matters.

423



5.1.1. FL teaching to young children

The research findings provide strong evidence that there is a big market for early FL
teaching in Bydgoszcz, and in fact from the evidence of the very recent publications
(Pawelec, 2000), in all bigger cities in Poland. A substantial number of children start FL
learning in the kindergarten and in grades 1-3 of elementary school. Early FL instruction is
no longer fringe in the market of FL teaching. Therefore:

Implication 1. The accelerated growth of early FL instruction in recent years demands
that every measure should be taken to supply adequately trained
teachers. In addition, further professional development of teachers
currently involved in teaching FLs to young learners training should be

made available.

As reported by headteachers the main factor hindering improvements is the lack of
adequately trained teachers. These shortages are both quantitative (the number of teachers
available) and qualitative (the level of teachers’ preparation). The employment of the
teachers is mostly haphazard, based on their availability rather than on skills and
competencies. The study results imply that the short supply of FL teachers in general and
adequately trained FLTYLs in particular have a negative effect on the type of instruction
being currently offered. As a result, many parents opt out of involving their children in
early FL learning despite a strong conviction about its positive effects. Prohibitive fees and

a feeling of not getting ‘value for money’ are the main factors here.

In addition, diverse course objectives and curricula, the time devoted to FL study and the
quality of provision, result in diverse linguistic competence of students at the outset of
compulsory FL teaching in grade 4. Many FL teachers face a difficult situation of
integrating ‘early starters’ with zero beginners, and FL study often starts all over. Since the
same situation may be repeated when students transfer from elementary to middle school,
the gains of an early start (if any) are completely lost. A shared feeling among the parents
is that existing fee-based, after-school FL teaching is obsolete and some sort of

standardisation is needed. Therefore:

Implication 2. A gradual introduction of compulsory FL learning should be promoted.
Sufficient resources should be made available supporting planning,
implementation and post-implementation of early FL instruction at

schools. In parallel, there is a need for improvements of extracurricular
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provision since many parents want their children to start learning two
or three languages at a very young age. At the same time some funding
should be made available for relevant research focusing on the
outcomes achieved and factors affecting the quality of teaching.
Innovation and improvements in early FL practices should be

encouraged.

The overall impression that can be derived from the study findings is that school
headteachers seem to comply with market demand. Little consideration seems to be given
to whether it is a good idea to launch early FL instruction in the first place and if so what
programme models should be chosen and what outcomes are expected? Separate subject
teaching of English is offered usually on one 45-minute lesson per week basis. Yet the
goals of such instruction are unclear. Neither is it clear if and how early programmes will

be articulated with FL learning at higher grades.

Given the limited time that can be devoted to FL teaching is many schools, maybe it would
be a better idea to launch language awareness (FLEX) courses as part of EY curriculum
with an objective of sensitising children to one or many FLs and cultures rather than
involving them in FL learning on a very limited scale? Since instruction is often given in
children’s L1 (Curtain and Pesola, 1994), these programmes can be successfully delivered
by classteachers, (provided some training support and resources are available) solving

some of the staffing difficulties that early FL programmes suffer from.

Yet, it is clear from the study that most parents opt in favour of intensive FL learning
rather than mere ‘language awareness’ programmes. Even it means contributing towards
FL tuition fees, they also would like the overall time devoted to the FL study to be
increased, and at the same time teaching organised more rationally (i.e. more frequent but
shorter lessons). In agreement with relevant literature on optimal conditions for FL
learning and good EY practice (section 2.3), the parents almost unanimously opt in favour
of FL teaching integrated with the rest of curriculum. This suggests that wherever possible
content-based and content-related instruction should be encouraged, especially in the cities
where secondary school bilingual programmes are well-established (see Przybylska-
Gmyrek, 1995).

Frost (1999:187) points out that early FL teaching is ‘most likely to be successful when the

decision to include it to the curriculum is rooted in the expressed desires, needs, and values
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of the local community’. Likewise, Lipton (1998:22) suggest that the answer to the
question which early FL model is best
can only be answered in terms of the wishes and the needs of the local school district. The decision
about which the programme model (or models) is best should only be made locally, preferably by an
advisory committee made up by administrators, parents, teachers on all school levels, supervisors,

guidance counsellors, school board members, university representatives, business representatives
and others.

As for the context researched it appears that the headteachers claim that ‘what they provide
is what parents want’. Yet the study findings point to the contrary. Lack of publicity for
various early FL programme options means that neither school administrators nor the
parents seem to be aware about the possibilities open to them. Likewise, EY and FL
trainers seem lack knowledge in this respect. Little wonder then that no training options are
available to EY teachers who would wish to offer, for example a ‘language potpourri

programmes’ (Marcos, 1996) alongside mainstream subject teaching.

The study results also seem to indicate that having been informed of possible options,
parents might have opted in favour of FL provision different from the one that their
children are currently involved in. Namely, had they known that the school can only offer a
very limited instruction in English (i.e. one hour per week) or that the teacher is not
sufficiently trained, the parents might have chosen instruction in another FL (e.g. German),
for which adequate staffing can be secured. In some cases they might have even opted
against premature introduction to FL learning. In the same way, being clear about the

school staffing needs, the university might be able to respond to them. Therefore:

Implication 3. The need is also to spell-out the minimal conditions for early FL
instruction so as not to raise unrealistic hopes and expectations of
parents, teachers, schools administrators, and even pupils. The goals of
FL learning should be set in accordance with the various constraints in

which learning takes place.

Implication 4. Various early FL programmes should be propagated and teacher
training provided with different programmes in mind. Rather than
advocating one uniform form of instruction (highly unrealistic given the
shortage of FL teachers), each school community should be encouraged
choose a programme model that fits its specific situation. Both the short

and long-term goals of early FL instruction should be made clear to
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parents, teachers, and a general public. The needs in terms of resources

and supply of teachers should be clearly identified.

Implication 5. It is appropriate to encourage research and innovation that aims to
elaborate didactic approaches for content-based and content-related
FL teaching. Since they seem most well-suited for FL teaching as part
of mainstream EY education, yet at the same time most challenging in
terms of resources and staff needed, special attention should be given to
them. It should be a joint effort of EY educators and FL teachers to
develop new teaching methods and materials that combine language

and content.

Implication 6. Continuity of FL learning is a must if students are to benefit from an
earlier start to FL learning. This includes not only continuation in
relation to objectives of FL study at various stages, but also fine-tuning
and compatibility of pedagogical methods used. To achieve this,
elementary school headteachers and FL teachers should be encouraged
to make a liaison with neighbouring kindergartens and middle schools.
Special support should be given to the development of joint projects

that would encompass FL instruction across the different levels.

In the same way as programme options are not discussed, the languages offered are not
either. Blondin et al. (1998) rightly note that an early start to FL learning may reduce
linguistic diversity since continuity of the chosen language(s) has to be maintained
throughout various levels of schooling. Hence the parents would probably opt for
‘international’ languages. They suggest that schools may be encouraged to offer language
‘awakening’ (FLEX-type) programmes in several less-widely used languages in addition or

instead of normal early FL teaching.

Yet, the study results suggest that there is no real forum for this type of discussion and the
language options are still taken for granted. Few authors raise as an issue, the fact that in
Poland the hegemony of Russian has been replaced by hegemony of English with other FL
being effectively eliminated by a powerful pro-English lobby (Subotowicz, 1997,
Walenczak, Wréoblewska-Pawlak and Zajac, 1998). English teaching seem to prevail
despite limited resources available, problems with adequate staffing, organisational

constraints, etc. More than that, even if German or French is introduced as part of
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innovative EY education programmes, it is not uncommon that they are replaced by
English in grade 4 when compulsory FL teaching starts. This situation is even more
peculiar because schools administrators have long complained about being unable to
comply with ministerial recommendations to introduce a second FL in grades 6. Though
when such a possibility exists it seems to be often wasted. It is not clear how much this
situation is due to a real demand for ‘English only’ and how much it is a result of having
other possibilities. After all, 8.4% of parents would indeed prefer their child was learning
an FL other than English (see Figure 4.10) and do not seem to share the opinion that poorly
taught English is worth more than, for example, good French. Therefore:

Implication 7. Early FL instruction should not be biased in terms of languages
offered. All measures should be taken to encourage an actual ‘choice’
of FL studied at different levels of schooling. The benefits of sensitising

to various languages and cultures should be propagated.

5.1.2. FL teachers of young learners

The research findings lead to similar conclusions as those provided by other authors (e.g.
Driscoll and Frost, 1999; Pawelec 2000) that ideally FL teaching should become an
integral part of EY education, and therefore all classteachers should be qualified to teach

an FL:

There is a strong argument for following option 1 [EY classteacher with additional training in
teaching FLs] in that such teachers are already experts in meeting the educational, emotional,
physical and social needs of young children and have the desire to work with them. In addition these
teachers are ideally placed to present language in a cross curricula setting and thus to introduce it
along side the normal classroom syllabus. Furthermore early years teachers in rural areas are often
working in small schools which do not attract peripatetic language teachers.

Pawelec, 2000

Such a conclusion is also supported by study results implying that EY teachers and EY
student-teachers seem more likely to remain FLTYLs, while language specialists often
treat teaching children as a peripheral job. On a broader scale, Pawelec also mentions the
fact that retraining classteachers to become FL teachers is certainly an option for rural
areas, which already suffer from a shortage of FL specialists, and the prospects that this

situation will change in the near future are unlikely.

The study findings, however, seem to contradict the point made above i.e. that if equipped
with FL qualifications a generalist EY teacher will be able to teach an FL alongside other

mainstream subjects. The most typical scenario would be that due to shortages in FL staff,

428



s/he will be employed to teach classes across various age ranges. Pawelec, in the most
recent review of FL teaching in Poland, maintains that due to the establishment of FLTTCs
and requalification INSETT courses by 2001 the target of providing 19,000 qualified
secondary FL teachers will be obtained. My perspective on this issue based on the situation
in Bydgoszcz is less optimistic. The study documents well that the problem lies not in
secondary or middle school FL teachers but in acute shortages of staff in elementary
schools. Recent lowering of the starting age to grade 4 has worsened this situation further.
If this is the status quo of FL teaching in one of the biggest cities in Poland with two FL
teacher training institutions, one may only suspect what the situation might be in towns and

rural areas.

Implication 8. Teacher training should respond more forcefully to the demand for FL
teachers in general and for FLTYLs in particular. Early FL teaching
provision will not improve unless the pertinent teacher shortages for FL

teaching at higher levels of schooling are solved.

It is generally recognised that the development and implementation of effective criteria and
procedures for student selection represent the first step in producing high-quality teachers
(Roberts, 1998). It seems that one of the biggest challenges that the design of FLTYL
training will face is addressing the studies to a proper audience and setting entrance
requirements accordingly. It must be made clear that FLTYL training is not still another
‘fast track’ of obtaining FL competency for people that will not seek jobs in schools
anyway. The experience of most FL Philology courses, visible from student-teachers’
responses in this study (Figure 4-25), is that that 30% undertake these courses with no
intention to become teachers, and additional 20% of graduates are lured by lucrative job

prospects outside the teaching profession.

EY students, on the other hand, undertake their courses with a conviction that they want to
be teachers of young children. Thus, it is essential to set entrance requirements in such a
way that it they will not hinder those students from entering a course. Since the FL
proficiency level will significantly differ from what is usually expected of FL department
candidate, entrance examinations have to be made available for candidates that usually
constitute EY course intake. The literature suggests (see section 2.4.3) that linguistic
competence can be sufficiently mastered in the course of the studies, especially if different

CBI options will be available (sheltered, adjunct or theme based instruction). Yet, since the
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FL competence is so important for the future professional life of those teachers, the

linguistic level of students has to be monitored throughout the course.

Some teacher trainers do not support such opinions and are in favour of high FL
proficiency prior embarking on FLTYL training course. The reason being the myriad of
skills and competencies that have to be developed throughout the course and limited time
that can be devoted to improvement of FL skills. There is also lack of agreement about
how to deal with other components that traditionally constitute the entrance examination to
EY education teacher training programmes, such as an artistic and musical abilities’ test.
From the information provided by the trainers it seems that if teachers are certified to teach
the whole mainstream curriculum including an FL they should meet the same standards as
their single-qualifications colleagues. Many trainers however doubt that such requirements

are going to be feasible in practice.

In the same way, the research findings imply that alongside pedagogical skills and
competence in an FL, both parents and headteachers value teachers’ personal qualities,
such as empathy, communicative skills, creativity, adaptability, self-confidence. The EY
education entrance examination includes an interview aimed at assessing ‘psycho-
pedagogical predisposition’, yet since these tests are not very reliable in predicting who
will become a good teacher, some educators believe that this FLTYL persona (see Lo,
1999) will develop in the course of teacher training. Yet, how this is later measured and
how unsuitable students are recognised and rejected is not clear. To my knowledge, the
only selection made during training is on the basis of the academic abilities and progress. It
seems that while designing FLTYL training much consideration should be given to the
types of selection criteria both before and during the course. Students should be recruited
both on the basis of their suitability to teach both FL and EY. If, for whatever reasons, a
student fails to meet set criteria, some ways of transferring to a Single Honours course,

either FL or EY, might be made. Therefore:

Implication 9. Teaching FLs to children should attract high quality candidates from
various sectors of society and with diverse experience prior entering
the FLTYL training course. Teacher preparation programmes need to
expand their criteria for selection of adequate candidates for FLTYLs
beyond language proficiency and academic achievement to include

some personal qualities that enable a candidate to work with young
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children from many educational backgrounds, with different abilities,

and in a variety of settings.

5.1.3. Professional development of FL teachers of young
learners

Before any changes of that sort are going to be feasible, changes have to be made in the
way teachers are trained. Headteachers and parents almost unanimously preferred a teacher
certified in EY education and FL teaching. The information provided by the teachers,
however, suggest that it would be a mistake to assume that FLTYLs should simply
graduate from two parallel courses. The data is abundant with examples how early FL
teaching falls into an ‘in-between’ category and teachers face many problems that are not

dealt with by either literature on FL teaching or EY education.

As one of the teacher trainers observed, ‘Teaching an FL to young children is specific, in
fact, it is as specific as Early Years education itself. It is difficult to discern what this
‘specificity’ actually denotes, the teacher interviews seem to suggest that it is the
‘globality’ of teaching children that makes it so special. It is often impossible to make a
borderline when the role of a FLTYL is limited to teaching a language only. The teachers
interviewed provided numerous examples how intricately linked FL teaching is with other
areas. For example, teaching FL lexicon, pronunciation, grammar, FL skills, culture etc.
inevitable leads to comparing L1 and L2, thus is it possible for a FL teacher to be an L1
teacher at the same time? Can s/he claim, ‘I am only teaching numbers in English, I am not
teaching maths?’ To paraphrase the title of Genesee’s article (1993), ‘All foreign language

teachers are content teachers’. Therefore:

Implication 10.  Teacher training has to recognise that early FL teaching requires skills
and competencies that are far beyond what is offered in either EY
education teacher training or existing FL Philology courses in Poland.
The traditional components of teacher training courses: FL
improvement courses, cultural, literary and linguistic studies, FL
teaching methodology, EY education pedagogy, child psychology, etc.
require rethinking in relation to the content that is passed on the
Student-teachers, in what way, and how much of intersubject

correlation is required.
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The issue of what exact skills and competencies should be developed via teacher education
programmes will depend on the type of early FL provision we want the teachers to be
prepared for. At present, school principals simply wish to employ any qualified teacher
willing to work with young learners, yet such a situation will not last for ever. It will
happen more and more frequently that the headteachers will opt for a specific type of FL

programme having analysed the clients’ (parents’) needs, resources available, etc.

Moreover, as we could already see the overall philosophy of EY education, described in
Chapter 2.3, also influences the type of FLTYL that is needed. The demand is for a teacher
who can cope in classroom where children with some special needs are mixed with pupils
of normal ability. In a situation in which EY educators are given autonomy to design their
own curricula and shape their teaching practice, the need will be for a FLTYL to work

within a specific teaching orientation, e.g. using Montessori or Freinet frameworks. Thus:

Implication 11.  FLTYLs need a myriad of unique skills and competencies. Special
attention should be given in FLTYL preparation to the linguistic
demands that being able to deliver subject-matter content in a FL
poses. A thorough grounding in the linguistic and cultural areas of the
language they teach, as well as academic content of mainstream EY
education subjects is required. Early FL teaching is also exceptional in
terms of the general pedagogical knowledge and subject-matter
pedagogical knowledge that is required from teachers. This expertise is
usually beyond the capabilities of single-subject trained teachers.
Hence, FL specialists should be encouraged to obtain additional
qualifications to teach young children. New courses should be launched
with the aim of training EY classteachers for FLEX programmes or
enabling them to obtain second certification as regular language
teachers at primary level. Higher education programmes should also
launch various double or joint-specialisation courses at the pre-service

level.

Implication 12. A far-reaching objective should be to prepare FLTYLs for various types
of early FL provision and equip them with divergent knowledge and
skills. The diversity of early FL programmes call for ‘a combination of
competencies and background that may be unprecedented in the

preparation of language teachers’ (Curtain and Pesola, 1994:241).
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Bearing in mind the diversity of situations they find themselves, in
addition to a specialist FLTYL training course (rather than an add-on
module to existing FL Philology course), a series of teacher education
programmes that teachers may take at various points of their careers
should be developed. FLTYL education should shift its focus from solely
pre-service training to lifelong professional development. New flexible
training routes should be developed to match the needs and
circumstances of FLTYLs-to-be. Several options have been put forward

in section 4.3.2.4.

There is of course an issue about how umiversally trained an EY teacher can be? In the
Polish context with a strong tradition of one teacher-one class strengthened by the
introduction of an integrated EY education there is additional challenge that incorporating

an FL into mainstream teaching brings. As suggested by the teachers interviewed, there are

limits to their omniscience. Therefore:

Implication 13.  In addition to a classteacher model, various configurations of
cooperative teaching should be supported. For example, two EY
teachers may share the teaching load in two classes and semi-specialise
in certain curriculum areas including FL teaching. Alternatively, team
teaching (EY teachers—FL specialist) may be promoted. All three
staffing options have strengths and limitations, yet none of them
violates the idea of integrated EY education. At the same time none of
them automatically guarantees integration of language and content

advocated by the experts in the field.

There are two areas of FLTYL expertise that seem to be completely overlooked by existing
teacher training. The first one is the ability establish professional links with other FLTYLs,
other FL teachers, and EY educators. I have already referred to Fullan and Hargreaves
(1992) who believe that professional isolation is detrimental for both individual teachers
and institutions they work. As I have argued in chapter 2.12, the role of a FLTYL is in
many aspects unique since for one thing FL teaching is a part of EY education and thus
close cooperation with an EY classteacher is needed. On the other hand, it is also a starting
point to a long process of FL learning, and therefore close links with FL teachers involved
in teaching in higher grades of elementary school and middle school are vital. Several

educators assume that collaboration among teachers is a relatively straightforward matter
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and develops spontaneously The research however portrays a different picture. Hedge
(2000) has listed the following personal factors required to for successful collaboration:
1) choice of colleagues; 2) shared attitudes and beliefs; 3) ability to play to strengths of

individuals; 4) dedication and commitment, and tolerance.

It seems that in the case of FLTYLs at least the first two factors are often violated. They
cannot choose the partners with whom they collaborate since within one school the choice
is usually quite limited. Also, under the existing arrangements in many elementary schools,
one FLTYL works in as many as 18 classes and establishing close relationship with all 18
different classteachers is virtually impossible. Yet, most importantly, since FLTYLs enter
the profession from so many walks of life, having diverse experience and educational

background, they often ‘speak different tongues’. Thus:

Implication 14.  There is a role to be played by teacher training providers to establish a
common platform of communication for FLTYLs. Teachers may be
shown how diversity may be turned into ‘playing to strengths of
individuals’ and how they may learn from each other. In addition
FLTYLs and FL specialists teaching at other levels must be encouraged
to establish strong partnerships that allow for the sharing of

information, curricula, strategies, and support.

The parents’ negative evaluation of FL teacher-parent contacts indicates another defect in
current teacher preparation. The teacher interview data suggest a professional, emotional
and physical distance between teachers and parents, and teachers’ inability to “pull parents
in’. This situation is in sharp contrast with EY education ethos, described in section 2.3,
which promotes integration of different educational environments (school-home links) and

various participant in the educational process (parents-teachers-school staff).

Implication 15.  Preparing teachers for cooperation with parents should be an

important part of FLTYL training.

The study has also unearthed some general problems in the existing teacher training
system. Despite claims made that the system stays within the reflective model, the data
provided by practising teachers and future teachers seem to contradict this view. The main
problem is not whether teacher training comprises theory and practice but whether an
attempt is being made to link those two. Also, theoretical components are detached from
courses of more practical orientation. These two are further separated from the school
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experience. How reflection on theory and practice is executed in these circumstances is not

clear either.

Implication 16.  Models of teacher training demand further refinement. Some clarity is
needed about what constitutes theory and practice in teacher education,
and what is the link between the two. Likewise, the concepts of
reflection and reflective practitioner models in teacher education need

to be revisited in the Polish context.

As is evident from the study there is a clash between an integrated model of EY education
practice that is currently advocated for schools, and the training of EY teachers preparing
them for such practice. While EY education teaching should illuminate wholeness, unity
and interconnectedness, EY teacher education seems to emphasise divergence and
separateness of various subject matter. Teachers who are prepared for integrated EY
education teaching follow a training course that is a collection of tiny segments of highly
specialised knowledge from a variety of disciplines (see Figure A-3 in Appendix A). How
teachers put this jigsaw together and manage to apply an integrated EY education model to

practice remains a mystery.

Likewise in language teacher education there is discontinuity between the practical
language courses and the rest of the curriculum. Basic language courses are not linked with
what is going on in content courses, even though they are delivered through the medium of
an FL. The disintegration of language and content is even more visible in general
pedagogical courses, which are not taught by language specialists. The study of language is

seen solely as the acquisition of language skills divorced from any meaningful connection

with other disciplines.

The same ‘disintegration’ occurs as far as process options in teacher training are
concerned. The congruence between what the training is about and how it is done
advocated by Woodward (1991) does not seem to be achieved. If integration of knowledge,
educational goals, methods, and participating parties are only talked about during the
Philosophy of Education classes, chances are slim that prospective teachers will take them
on board. In this study, the oft-repeated statement that ‘teaching methodology classes are
one thing, real life teaching is another’ seems to support this idea. As I have argued in
section 2.4.2 and 2.4.3, it takes more than talking about what should be done and how. On
this point I thoroughly agree with what Mizerek (1999) has said that teaching methods
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used by academic teachers are the catalysts in this process of changing teachers’ personal

experiences, beliefs and attitudes. Therefore,

Implication 17.

Implication 18.

If FLTYL are to be successful in merging language and content
teaching in EY education, they need to experience integration of
language, content and pedagogy in their training. Modes of delivery
need to changed in order to accommodate for students’ diverse
learning styles but also to provide a closer link between future
vocational needs of the students and the language practice that they are
offered. The model proposed is to make FLTYL training itself content-
based and content-related. Components derived from EY and FL
curriculum content courses that aim at the development of professional
skills and knowledge should be supplemented and facilitated by courses
that aim at FL improvement. In this way FL will not be taught in
isolation, but as a medium of acquiring knowledge. Content courses, on
the other hand, will provide an opportunity for the meaningful practice

of the language.

The FLTYL training course requires rethinking in relation to the
purpose that practical foreign language learning serves in overall
student education. It has been suggested that teacher training studies,
no matter if derived from FL Philology or EY education, should serve
primarily the vocational needs of future teachers. Thus, the ‘content’ of
practical English courses should not be treated as a set of vocabulary,
structures, or sound patterns to be acquired by learners. A foreign
language should facilitate and enrich content courses in which students
gain professional skills and knowledge, and vice versa. In addition,

content courses can provide meaningful language use.

The study clearly points to the fact that the traditional formula of university courses has

become outdated. Bearing in mind the diversity of professional experiences that future

graduates will find themselves in, it seems impossible that a restricted number of courses

with pre-defined content will cater for their needs well. The attempt to ‘cover’ the whole

range of disciplines such as psychology, linguistics, or pedagogy, and make them equally

suitable for diverse audiences, such as future translators, businessmen and teachers, is

deemed to fail. Likewise, the notion of ‘transmitting knowledge to students’ or equipping
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them with ‘necessary skills’ seems to be out of place since, as Betts and Smith rightly
observe:
In the 21* Century knowledge will become increasingly less valuable and prized as the currency of
education. The separation between knowledge and learning will become wider. Technology will
make access to knowledge easier than ever before, for more people than ever before. It will become

the role of Higher Education (HE) to provide higher order learning skills as well as, and eventually
rather then, knowledge of subject disciplines.

Betts and Smith, 1998:1

The teachers and students-teachers make a strong argument that early FL teaching crosses
well-defined boundaries of what constitutes EY education and FL teaching. In fact, what
teachers need is a conglomerate of skills and competencies that approach various
disciplinary fields from a very specific angle. The range of expertise required from a
FLTYL, as already noted, is too big to constitute any single-set, self-contained course. No
wonder then that future FLTYLs opt in favour a modular provision with diverse routes in

which degree programmes may be built.

Implication 19.  Profound changes in HE systems, procedures and the frameworks of
HE in Poland will have to occur to allow for transition from one
curriculum model to another. Education and training will have to
become more flexible in order to meet the needs of students.
Preparation of competent FLTYLs requires breaking the traditional
subject and course divisions. New innovative solutions need to be
developed to decide the cognate parts of FLTYL training and how they

will be structured.

Implication 20.  Teacher training should be both flexible and rigid. Changes in HE
legislation should reflect the attempt to preserve high standards of the
courses offered with diversity of routes through which the teaching

profession can be entered.

The study results imply that there is a major clash in opinions how the quality of education
HEIs may be maintained. Some of informants have maintained that HE courses should be
built and delivered using a very rigid approach. Others have been of an opinion that the
quality of courses should be defined in terms of how well they serve their clients. The
courses have to be good as well as relevant to trainees’ professional needs. The study
points to the main weakness of existing FL Philology courses: there is no such person as an

all-around FL specialist and an attempt to produce one is futile. With a course clientele
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ranging from translators, editors, teachers, and teachers of young learners it is impossible

to meet the needs of all of them. Therefore:

Implication 21. A major change should occur in the HE legislation so as to permit
credit-based modular curricula in HE, which would allow students
make genuine choices across the whole range of provision and build a

unique bespoke training programme.

However, it is clear from the interviews with the teacher trainers that the issue of FLTYL
training in Poland is far from being resolved. Major questions such as those how exactly
the course should be organised, what it should contain, what degrees should be offered
have remained unanswered. Or rather, there are many possibilities, yet all of them depend

on one pivotal question: Who should teach FLs teachers of young learners?

The issue that clearly emerged from the study is that there are hardly any FLTYL trainers,
i.e. there are few academics whose expertise lies in any domain directly connected with
early FL teaching. Of course, the staff currently responsible for delivering EY or FL
teacher education courses possesses a great deal of knowledge required to run FLTYL
programmes. Yet, to make the programme work this expertise has to be pulled together and
interdepartmental cooperation has to be established. At that point a major challange starts.
The study has unearthed tension between EY and FL departments due to depreciation of
pedagogical studies in general and complex historical burden within HE in Poland in

particular. Therefore:

Implication 22.  FLTYL training programme requires the pulling together the expertise
of EY and FL educators. A plea has to be made to resolve differences
among scholars working in diverse domains of EY education and
philological studies to establish a platform for cooperation in teaching

and research.

5.2. Limitations of the study

Research, like any other human activity, suffers from limitations and flaws. Sometimes
these flaws result from, for example, a researcher’s failure to anticipate certain problems
and issues, methodological and theoretical oversights, or the scope of the problems studied.

This study would therefore be incomplete without admitting such limitations.
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The overall rationale for embarking on the mixed-methodology research was its fitness for
purpose. As I have argued in Chapter 3, a mixed methodology design was intended to
address the research problems in a better way than either of the two methods alone could
offer. | also assumed that the interaction between the data sets, drawing from the inductive
and deductive logic of inquiry and cross—checking the findings would prove to be fruitful
to the outcomes of the study.

In practice, however, several problems emerged. The first one was the sheer amount of
data that the research has generated. Even though my aim was to provide as accurate,
holistic and rich a picture as possible, in reality the task turned out to be impossible, not
because of the lack of information, but because of the imposed restrictions on the thesis
length. Since the qualitative data seemed more informative as far as the main research
question, ‘How FLTYLs should be trained?’ is concerned, I have decided to include only a
very crude report on the survey data. The drawback of such a decision is that the balance
between the quantitative-qualitative components included in this thesis has shifted, which
may seem a violation of the mixed-methodology research design. My intention was not to
give equal attention to the different data sources, but rather to weight them judging from

their usefulness in providing answers to the research questions.

Likewise, it may seem that the choice of the research instruments was faulty since all
questionnaires have generated unexpected qualitative data as a result of spontaneous
contacts made by elementary school principals and extensive remarks included in the
comment section. As explained in section 3.2.3 the surveys were used for those parts of
research where extrapolation rather than explanation was needed. No wonder that in the
absence of any other attempt to investigate the status quo of early FL teaching in
Bydgoszcz, the informants used it as a chance to express their opinions on the issues that
were far beyond the scope of this study. Admittedly, these additional comments have
geared the analysis of quantitative data into a slightly different direction and provided
more insight into the problems studied. Though, of course, the extent to which we may

generalise from these comments is arguable.

A common rationale for mixed methodology research design is that researchers seek for
convergence, corroboration and correspondence findings. In this research, however,
Denzin’s (1970) idea of triangulation proved tricky. The very fact that for example
headteachers agreed with parents but disagreed with student-teachers on certain issues does

not diminish the worth of any set of opinions. What I realised through this study is the
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multidimensionality of the problems studied and the fact that despite the fact that certain
answers were generated by the same questions, it is impossible to triangulate them since
they operate on different levels. Myers and Haase use here the metaphor of a
multidimensional gameboard in which there is:
.. an interactive system of patterns of information exchange between subsystems or levels of
reality. This world view can be thought of as a multidimensional gameboard. In such a game one
must visualize simultaneous moves both across levels and between levels on the board in order to

plan successful game strategies. Levels exist within the whole and are interactive so that changes on
one level reverberate between levels.

Myers and Haase, 1989:299

The drawback of such a view, possibly visible from this study, is that nothing is clear-cut
and the answers to the research questions are generally provided in the ‘it depends’ mode.
Possibly the only concrete result that this study undoubtedly generated is a raison d’étre
for the systematic training of FLTYLs. Another one is the claim that such training can be
offered in a myriad of ways, and cater for different needs (e.g. depending on a type early
FL instruction that teachers will be involved in), and with diverse clientele in mind.
Everything else is not known any more than as a hazy cloud and more research is needed

in order to put ‘some flesh onto the bones’.

5.3. Issues for further research

Throughout the research, issues surfaced that relate to the research topic of this study and
which demand separate investigation to understand them further. Likewise, in pursuit of
answers to the research problem, many questions have remained unanswered and new

questions have appeared. Some of these issues and questions are highlighted below.

The first issue relates to the new possibilities that early FL teaching opens. Hardly
anything has been written in Poland about the implications for language teaching that the
new integrated EY education has created. New research is needed to investigate the type of
pedagogy that should be advocated. Research is especially needed to investigate and
support the implementation of new forms of instruction such as immersion and FLEX
programmes. Studies investigating immersion pedagogy and its implication for FL
teaching such as those offered by Genesee (1987), Swain and Lapkin (1989), Snow (1990)
and Lyster (1998) are needed. Specific suggestions for developing instructional objectives,
content compatible language, curricular materials, and hands-on-experiences in EY

classroom in Poland will have to be developed and lessons may be drawn from the
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extensive 35-year-old Canadian immersion programmes and similar programmes
elsewhere. Likewise, guidance for planning and implementing various models of FLEX
programmes (see Curtain and Pesola, 1994), development of suitable methods and teaching

resources would be necessary.

In the similar vein, explorations into best ways of preparing teachers for various early FL
programmes would be needed. Collier (1985) and Lipton (1996) conducted an extensive
review of university teacher training for English as a second language and bilingual
programmes in the USA and various solutions have been put forward. Similar investigation
was carried out by Frisson-Rickson and Rubuff (cited in Majhanovitch and Fish, 1988) and
Bernhardt and Schrier (1992) for Canadian immersion programmes. In Poland the
discussion about the FLTYL training has just started and there has been very little
discussion about the type of training that might be offered.

By the same token, virtually nothing has been written in Poland on the ways that language,
content and pedagogy can be combined in teacher training. As [ have argued throughout
this thesis these three areas are traditionally kept separate, which does not seem to be a
good solution as far as FLTYL preparation in concerned. Again, research and innovation

aimed at the development of instructional solutions and resources for adjunct, sheltered or

theme-based HE courses will be needed.

At the time of writing-up this thesis, I followed a very interesting discussion on the TESOL
discussion list (LISTSERV@CUNYVM.CUNY.EDU) during which teachers shared their
thoughts about the most useful part of their teacher training. One of the participants

observed:

I was thinking today about which part of my training as an ESL/EFL teacher had most benefited me
(and my students) in the classroom. Looking back, I don’t think that any of the theoretical courses -
great though they were -helped me as much as practical tips. In particular, I think I was particularly
helped when I started out by instruction in how to call on students in class in a way that was at the
same time non-threatening and non-predictable.

But the strange thing is, I think, that in all the years that I have been teaching, my alma mater has
never once asked me how their training is bearing up under the hot spotlights of ‘real’ classes. Nor
has anyone else ever asked me what I have found useful in my classes.

I really hope that training programs are asking serious and probing questions of former graduates
who are now teaching ‘in the field’. I hope that teachers are being asked what works and what
doesn’t, and I hope that their views are going back to the people who design and run training
programs. But | am worried that the experience of those of us who have been teaching a while is not
in fact being passed on to the new teachers.

Tillyer, 2000, emphasis mine.
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I find this opinion has particularly resonance with my own thoughts. While numerous
researchers assessed teachers and their practice, advised them what to do and how to do it,
relatively few of them attempted to ‘get assessed’. Too rarely this simple question, ‘So
how do the skills and competencies we’ve equipped you with work in the field?’ is asked
by teacher trainers. The same applies to headteachers who infrequently have an
opportunity to express their opinions how teacher training institutions meet the needs of
their schools. Neither are teacher trainers asked to reflect on their own practice. More

research of this kind is needed in Poland.

5.4. In the meantime: changes implemented

In this section I wish to address the issues related to a time lapse between commencing and

this study and finishing the writing-up process.

University courses for FLTYLs

In the opening chapter of this work I have indicated that as for 1998 there was hardly any
training available for FL teachers of young children. As a result of legislative guidelines
allowing for truly joint courses, the course designers had to ‘squeeze in’ two existing
programmes of EY education and FL teacher preparation into one. Consequently, both of
them have perpetually been troubled by the lack of quality candidates to these programmes
and a severe student drop out throughout the course. As I was informed by M. Mendel, the
director of the courses in Gdansk (personal communication, 17 March 2000), while the
programme in EY education and English was doing reasonably well, the German track was
to be suspended due to the lack of candidates. Regrettably, the future of the Olsztyn course
in EY education and English is endangered, too, and serious doubts are posed as to

whether new students should be recruited.

To avoid legislative pitfalls of Joint Honours courses, some university Departments of
Pedagogy (e.g. at the University of Silesia) have launched EY teacher training with an
additional ‘specialisation’ in teaching English (Michalewska, 2000). As it was the case at
the HPS of Bydgoszcz described in this study, given a minimal number of hours devoted to
the English component, organisers of such courses have frequently been criticised for
producing semi-professionals. In fact, in June 2003, the the HPSB’s Department of English
severed its participation in the ‘Integrated EY Education with an FL’ teacher training

course and the future prospects of this project are dim.

442



‘Young Learners’ and ‘Primar’ projects

Apart from individual attempts of various universities and HPSs, the MoNE has also tried
to address the issue of FLTYL preparation on a national scale. In April 1999, the trilateral
Letter of Intention was signed between the MoNE, the British Council and the Goethe
Institut stating an intention to provide professional, organisational and financial support for
accredited training programmes for FL teachers for grades 1-4 (Pawelec, 2000). By the end
of 1999 this established the three-module INSETT projects ‘Young Learners’ and ‘Primar’
aimed at the preparation of teacher trainers of English and German teachers of young
learners respectively (see NITTC, 2000). In February 2000, the first set of participants
completed the course and obtained new qualifications as trainer trainers (8 persons) and
teacher trainers (26 persons) specialising in teaching English to young learners. The
‘graduates’ of these courses have already started feeding their experience and knowledge
and all FLTTC whose staff took part in the project are now offering a TFLYL
methodology course (Pawelec, 2000). In addition, they will be involved in in-service
training courses for practising English teachers of young learners. In 2000 and 2001 similar

courses were organised for German teacher trainers as a part of Primar project.

Positive as these initiatives are, the research findings of the present study cast some doubt

on the following:

1. From the information available in Pawelec and NITTC it seems that the Young
Learners and Primar projects are aimed at colleges giving an impression that
universities and HPSs with their academic rather than professional orientation have
been left out'®. Still, since the body of knowledge on, for example, second language
acquisition, FL methodology or EY education practice is bbrn at universities rather
than colleges, the issue arises whether such initiatives, addressed to only one type of

HEI, do not stir further the practice-with-or-without-theory dispute.

2. The current projects include teaching English and German only. Since at present
FLTTC colleges offer also preparation for teachers of French, Spanish and Italian, the

question is whether again a hidden message is not transmitted that other languages are

109 | ack of sufficient cooperation between colleges and universities was possibly the reason why the first National
Conference on Teaching Foreign Languages to Young Children organised by the University of Silesia in November
2000 attracted few professionals from the colleges, and vice versa, the National Young Learners Conference:
Combining Theory and Practice (Putawy, March 23-25, 2001), organised by the British Council as a part of Young
Learners project was underrepresented by university staff).
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worth less and thus not worth considering. Even though the choice of participating
parties may be due to pragmatic reasons such that it is open only to rich transnational
organisations like the British Council. Yet, as I have argued in other places, the MONE
could probably exercise a more careful language policy and not replace the former
supremacy of Russian with the hegemony of English. Far too often the same argument
‘this is the language that people want’ has been repeated for both of them. Yet, in some
cases it seems rather that ‘people want what they can get’: it is virtually impossible to
talk about the language cheoice if there is nothing to choose from. Teaching of less-
popular languages is not offered precisely because there are no teachers, materials or

resources available.

. The project originators say little about the type of FL instruction they are aiming at.
Since the scope of TFLYL methodology offered in some colleges is quite limited and
varies from 15 to 60 hours, we may suspect that it is oriented to teaching an FL as a
separate subject. Little is said about the course content and the degree to which it
attempts to prepare teachers for integrating content and language. My question is
therefore why such a model of teaching is propagated and why no attempts are made,
taking advantage of the fact that FLTTCs usually offer parallel courses in English,

French, German and Spanish teacher training, to educate teachers in FLEX-type of

instruction.

. Likewise, since TFLYL methodology remains an add-on course offered as a part of a
general EFL methodology course, the organisers possibly face the same problems that
were raised in this study, namely, to what extent the content of other courses (e.g.
pedagogy, psychology, linguistics, or literature) should reflect the fact that these

teachers will teach young learners?

. This leads me to the question as to how much attention was given by the project
originators to whom the participants should be? It seems that TFLYL courses are
delivered primarily as a part of pre-service FL Philology course and oriented at its
students, who as frequently indicated and supported by the findings of the present
study, have no intention of becoming teachers, let alone FLTYLs. What are the chances
that the graduates will undertake teaching of young children? The chances are that they
may undertake teaching of children as part of their extra work in language schools, yet
this does not solve the problem of lack of qualified FLTYLs for elementary schools. A
promising sign is that the NITTC has launched the so called ‘Year Zero’ programme
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which aims to equip EY teachers with English skills sufficient to successfully take FL
Philology entrance examinations at universities and colleges. Similarly, the British
Council in partnership with regional branches of the NITTC and FLTTC:s are currently
expanding the Young Learners project offer to EY teachers who wish to obtain
qualifications as English language providers to children aged 7-9. Yet, as indicated by
Ellis and Tietiurka (2001), despite the fact that the MoNE is a partner in the project,
neither the curriculum nor certification has been officially approved by the Ministry,

and it remains uncertain when and whether it will finally do so.

. My final doubt concerns the scope and scale of the whole project. Pawelec (2000)
suggests that in the near future the MoNE is planning to lower the starting age for FL
to grade 1. Similarly, the winner of the 2001 Parliamentary elections, the Democratic
Left Alliance (Sojusz Lewicy Demokratycznej), had made an early start to FL
instruction a part of its political agenda (HK, 2001). At the time of electoral campaign I
thought the DLA was too optimistic in their ambitions and prognoses. How in the near
future, few FLTYL training programmes currently available were to produce
thousands'! of FL teachers for each EY classroom in Poland was not clear to me. After
all, in 2001 the tenth generation of college graduates poured into Polish schools, and

yet as mentioned above, the problem of FL teacher shortages, especially in rural areas,

was far from being solved (see pages 31-32).

. It would be safe to say, as the findings of the present study indicate, that in order to
make early FL teaching in Poland possible, FLTYL training should be provided in
multiple forms, targeted at diverse intakes of students, and all HEIs that provide FL and
EY education teacher training programmes should be encouraged to set up FLTYL
training. Before that happens, however, the Ministry needs to state it ‘loud and clear’
what its long-term objectives for FL teaching are (lowering starting age, inclusion of a

second FLs, etc.) so HEIs have clarity what targets they bound to aim at.

General issues related to teacher training and teacher certification in Poland

As far as teacher training is concerned two issues are worth mentioning. In 2001 the

Supreme Chamber of Control (SCC, 2001) published a report on the status quo of teacher

110 ¥ smorowska estimated these needs at around 10,000 teachers of English, and possibly also 6,000 teachers of German

and 1,000 of French language providers, i.e. ‘classroom teachers with a relatively good knowledge of the language,
introducing some English [or other FL] in grades 2 and 3 in stage 1 [classes 1-3] of the primary with a regular follow
up organised by the language teacher from grade 4 on’ (Komorowska, 2000:127).
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training in state HEIs in Poland. The Bydgoszcz Academy (formerly the Higher
Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz) was among the fifteen of the institutions controlled.
The report revealed numerous flaws in existing system of professional preparation of

teachers, and among those that seem most relevant to the present study are:

1. The lack of compliance between the curricula of the TT courses offered and the
Ministerial ‘minimum programme’ guidelines and ‘minimum hour allocation.’ (As
for the FL philologies, the Chamber specifically pointed to the fact that out of 1110
hours allocated to this field of study, extramural students studying at the Bydgoszcz
HPS received only 680 hours of instruction.)

2. Infringing on the Ministerial regulations, which concern student-staff ratios,
maximum teaching load of university staff, and regular evaluation of teaching staff.

3. The lack of double-specialisation and multi-disciplinary teacher training courses,
which, as the CSS argues, more suitably caters for needs of post-reform education
in Poland.

4. The lack of uniformity as far as teacher certification and accreditation is concerned.

5. The lack of detailed specifications on the part of the MoNE concerning
qualifications required from teachers employment as specific various subject
specialists and at specific levels of schooling.

Following the SCC’s report, the MONE'!! has undertaken several steps to improve the
situation. For example, in 2002 it finally passed a resolution which identified, among many
others, the professional qualifications required from teachers employed as FL specialists at

the kindergarten and primary school levels. The following options have been listed:

a. If a teacher seeks employment as an FL teacher in kindergartens and elementary schools, s‘he must
hold:
1) adiploma awarded by a teacher training institution (any specnahsatlon) and
a) astate foreign language certificate for teachers (1% or 2™ degree) or
b) a certificate terrifying to an advanced level of proficiency in the FL concerned (a
list of these is enclosed) and certificate confirming the completion of pedagogical
training.
or
2) a secondary school leaving diploma (swiadectwo dojrzalosci) and a certificate confirming
passing an FL examination organised by a state board of examiners (1* or 2™ degree)

s If a teacher seeks employment as an FL teacher in kindergartens and classes 1-3 of the elementary
school, s/he must hold:
1) an BA or MA degree in Pedagogy in a specialisation related to kindergarten or EY education,
or
2) a certificate awarded by a teacher training institution in a specialisation related kindergarten or
EY education

and s’he must hold a certificate testifying to a preliminary level of proficiency in the FL concerned
and a certificate confirming the completion of pedagogical training in early FL teaching.

11 since 23 October 2001, the Ministry of National Education and Sport.
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= If the teacher pursues employment in a bilingual school (in which a part of curricular teaching is
taught in an FL), s/he must hold a degree in the curricular subject area concerned and must hold a BA
or MA degree in FL Philology, Applied Linguistics or s/he should be a graduate from a university in
a target language country.

s If a teacher seeks employment in kindergartens and school for linguistic, ethnic and national
minorities, s’he should hold qualifications required at a given level of schooling and a certificate
confirming language proficiency in the language taught.

MOoNE, 2002c: §11 points 3 and 4 (underlining added)

Even though the document is dense and difficult to read by non-specialists, it nevertheless
specifies different routes in which employment as an FLTYL may be sought. Still, my
impression is, as emphasised many times throughout this work, that a general ‘philosophy’
exercised by policy makers is ‘the younger, the less.” Namely, the professional
qualifications required from teachers at primary level (i.e. grades 1-6), especially with
regard to FL proficiency, are higher than those which are specified as essential for

teaching only in classes 1-3 (compare bullet point 1 and 2 above) .

In general from the number of Ministerial and Parliamentary acts on education, it can be
concluded the system is in a state of flux. The Teacher’s Charter itself has been amended
43 times since 1982 including 15 major amendments passed after September 1, 1999 when
the 1999 educational reform brought to life!). Even though the long-awaited New Act on
Higher Education has not been passed yet (there are three competing draft projects being
discussed at present), numerous changes have been implemented recently. Most of them
(e.g. popularising the European Credit Transfer System (ECTS), developing two-stage
studies, the introduction of the so called Diploma Supplement documenting the profile of
studies covered) implement the assumptions of the Bologna Declaration (see MoNE,
2002a). We may therefore hope that at some time in the future, adequate measures will
also be taken which will consider the professional training needs of FL teachers involved

in early FL instruction.

Curricular changes

As for other changes implemented, the MoNE has managed to respond to the need for
approved syllabuses and textbooks for the early FL teaching in elementary schools (see
MONE, 2000a). All the same, the Core Curriculum still says nothing whether and how the
minimum programme for classes 4-6 (compulsory teaching) should be adjusted if children
learn an FL at the lower stage. Neither it is explicit about the objectives of FL teaching nor
what attainment targets should be reached and then built upon by the FL teacher in classes
4-6. The teaching of FL in grades 1-3 still not compulsory, though a considerable number
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of schools use either of the three additional hours in the curriculum or allocate extra hours

to FL teaching.

As a general conclusion it may be argued that the issue of whether or not FL provision
should be included at the EY, or even at pre-school levels still generates a great deal of
heated debate in Poland. Regretfully, however, in decision-making and political circles the
topic seems to surface only occasionally, and apparently correlate with various political
events. It received much media coverage in 2001 when some parties made an early FL start
a part of their electoral agenda, and to a lesser extent in 2004 when Poland was about to
join the EU. In September 2004, with the 2005 Parliamentary elections looming near, the

topic emerged again.

At the beginning of September, a much debated article was published in Wpost , a Polish
weeklies, and generated a radio live discussion (Polish Radio Channel 3’s Za a nawet
przeciw, September 5, 2004) and a TV chat-show (Warto rozmawia¢, TVP 1, September
14, 2004). The article argued against two myths still prevailing in Polish education: 1)
‘carefree childhood’ and 2) ‘education for all’ philosophy that mainstreams all children,
regardless of abilities and aspirations, into regular school classes. In the authors’ opinion,
in the name of ‘equality’ we are depriving the most gifted children quality education. The
authors also cite research done by dr Sabine Pauen of Haidelberg University, confirming
that “up till the age of two children acquire their native language(s) while a three-year-old
can read, fluently speak a couple of foreign languages, and add up,” and prof. Barbara
Kisielewski’s (Queen’s University of Canada) opinion that ‘an ability to acquire foreign
languages are triggered in the womb, thus learning a foreign language from birth produces
best results’ (Cieslik, Florek, Szafraniska and Rusak, 2004: 26). The article also reprints a
recent opinion poll among the parents on the inclusion o early FL teaching into pre-school
education (Figure 5-1). The survey confirmed a high demand for this type of provision

(almost 60% of affirmative answers).

Yet as argued throughout the thesis, articles like that create a false picture of children
possessing some miraculous abilities enabling them to acquire an FL effortlessly and fast.
They do not caution the parents against many pitfalls of early FL study, for example that it
may have a reverse effect if instruction is of dubious quality. They provide neither
guidelines for parents on how this instruction should be organised nor what qualifications

teachers involved should possess. Ironically, these two points are discussed some weeks
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alter, in still another article, and no connection between the two—the demand for

instruction and staff needed for this—is made.

Figure 5-1 Opinion poll among parents on early FL learning and teaching

Czy Panali) zdaniem dziecko Do you think that your child
juz w wieku przedszkolnym should learn foreign languages

owinno sie uczyc . d
jPQZVk()W ob?:yci??l in the kindergarten?

8,2% 08%  513%

definitely yes [l sdecydowarse tak

yes [ ezt 13,5%
females
no | racre) rae
definitely N0 [l :docydowarse N 26%

| don't know tradno powiediiec

SOURCE: Cieslik et al. 2004:25

5.5. Closing remarks

Writing a comprehensible, all-encompassing conclusion to a document of this length and
magnitutude is a rather difficult proposition. Therefore, no such attempt is made here.

Instead, I will provide a more personal reflection of why I have embarked on this research

and what [ have learnt from it.

This study has grown from my own experience as a FL learner, an FL teacher and teacher
trainer. In particular, there were four events that marked my way towards this thesis. The
first one happened when I was eight and I developed a very bizarre friendship with three
penpals in Norway, Germany and Holland. I am saying ‘bizarre’ because at that time I

spoke no English and in fact I had had just sufficiently mastered my literacy skills in
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Polish. Yet, I cannot recollect any other time when my interest in English was so immense
and learning it seemed so easy and fascinating. I particularly remember my attempts to
sing along with my favourite All the pretty little horses song. It must have been very
awkward since my singing was totally phonic and I had no comprehension whatsoever of

what the song was about.

Another vivid memory from that time was my letter writing itself. What I did was to copy
entire paragraphs from a book that comprised letter templates on any major topic, changing
only relevant details such as people’s and places’ names. At some point I even got
adventurous and with the aid of a dictionary I started adding some new things preserving
the original sentence structure. However, not being able to read the replies was another
problem. At the beginning I managed to solve it with the help of my sister, a newcomer to
English herself. Yet with letters getting more personal having a third person to read them
and having a good laugh at them, was a bit too embarrassing so in the end I demanded that
my parents enrolled m in an English course. At that time, however, FL courses for kids
were non-existent, the official age for Russian was 12 and for other FLs 15, and apart from
private tuition the opportunities were scarce. Hence I had to wait three more years to be
admitted to an English course at a youth club, and at that time my interest in it had shrunk

considerably. I had no penpals to write to or visit anymore and my cassette with English

folk songs had got lost somewhere.

How different my childhood experiences are from those twelve years later when starting
FL early seemed to be a must in Poland. The second story starts when I was a still a student
of English and begun my career as a teacher. While lessons with teenagers were going
relatively smoothly, my work in the kindergarten and private tuition with young children
were really painful and discouraged me from this type of work. Not for long though,
because three years later my sister made me teach her own younger daughter because after
a year of attending an English course she refused to have anything do with it since ‘the
lessons were boring and our Miss stupid’. So we set up a group—three 7 and 8-year old
girls and myself. And it was then, in my own kitchen-dining room where we used to meet
when I had my moments of ‘Eureka!’ and when I discovered some of the principles of
teaching to young children. And even though the private tuition setting that I used to be
involved in was very much different: here and there I used to teach at somebody’s home,
but for the first time I decided to take a very ‘unprofessional’ approach: I decided not to

teach. Instead, we had a lot of talking and plenty of hands-on activities, such as cooking,
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cleaning, getting to know my home plants, puppet making and preparing for stage

performances, reading the flap books Where’s Spot? and making ones ourselves.

After two years of these extraordinary lessons, I discovered that some of my adult students
had not learnt even half of the things that these three little girls had. The bizarre feeling
was that I should have expected that this would happen. Yet, I did not. I even was not
certain whether it was my teaching or extraordinary linguistic aptitude of these children
that made it all happen. Even though I was doing quite extensive reading on different
aspects of child learning and early FL teaching, it often felt to me like experimental
teaching which I was not very sure of. It frequently occurred to me that as an FL Philology
graduate and a teacher trainer, I should not have relied so much on intuition,
experimentation, and post factum learning; rather these should only have complemented
my sound knowledge of what worked in primary FL classroom best. I also remember
wondering how many other philology graduates feit as I did when I discovered that my

philological training was not of much use while working with 3 to 11-year-olds.

The answer to this question came from the third story, which is related to my involvement
in supervising the school experience period of my trainees. One of our best students had
chosen to have her practice period in a kindergarten. The lesson that I observed was a real
disaster from an organisational point of view: so disruptive were the children and so lost
the teacher. And then I had an opportunity to see her mentor in action, who was a qualified
kindergarten teacher. And again, surprise! The lesson was packed with very imaginative
activities, aimed at building children’s linguistic skills, but at the same time fun-filled and
engaging. The teacher herself seemed to be perfect: committed, enthusiastic about her job
and with fantastic ability to establish good rapport with children. And yet, my eyes were
wide open by ghastly linguistic mistakes the teacher kept making. Not only did I see the
children learning language errors but I saw them doing so with enthusiasm and joy. It
occurred to me that the teacher was indeed basically just one step ahead of her pupils in
terms of language proficiency. It turned out later that indeed the teacher lost her job as a
regular kindergarten teacher but was offered a post of a French teacher. Two years later the
parents at her school opted for their children to learn English and because the principal
could not find an English specialist and she had already had some experience she was
made to ‘shape up’ her rather minimal skills in English. Also, both my student and her
mentor seemed perfectly aware of what the weaknesses in their education were, and yet

regrettably no teacher training offer suitable for them was available.
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Thus this research was my personal quest to find an answer to three critical questions. The
learner in me was asking whether an unintentional late start to FL learning did any
irreparable damages. The teacher in me was wondering what I should learn, unlearn and
‘uplearn’ (McLaughlin, 1992) in order to teach children in a better way. And finally, the
teacher trainer in me wanted to know how current teacher training provision might be

improved to cater for professional needed of teachers like the ones described above.

This journey towards answering these questions took an unexpected turn on May 20, 1998
when I received the offer for a doctoral programme at the University of Nottingham, and
later, on June 4, when the notification of receiving the full tuition fee scholarship helped
me to make up my mind about packing my suitcases, leaving my husband and family at
home, and undertaking studies abroad. From this perspective, I think I took the right
decision. Even though it was hard at times to cope with both the demands of the study and
the hardships of living alone in a foreign country. Even though overwhelmed by the
volume of the study, I was almost convinced that my writing-up would never come to an
end. Several health problems that I was experiencing one after another at that time seemed
to support this notion. Would completion and submission ever really happen? Despite all
these, I may wholeheartedly admit now: ‘It was worth it!” It was worth setting off on my

personal quest looking for answers to original research questions and new ones which

emerged on the way.

And yet, the answers are not now so crucial. It is a journey towards them that counts more.
From the very first idea about the problem worth investigating, through reading of the
relevant literature and reading it again; grappling with theoretical and methodological
questions; doing my first survey, my first interview, and the next ones; writing and re-
writing, till reporting on the main findings and their implications. What is left is learning
gained on the way and a sense of achievement, both of which would not have been felt

unless the journey had been undertaken.
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Appendix C. Research tools

1. Elementary school headteacher questionnaire

la. Elementary school headteacher questionnaire cover letter — Polish version
1b. Elementary school headteacher questionnaire — Polish version

Ic. Elementary school headteacher questionnaire cover letter — English version
1d. Elementary school headteacher questionnaire — English version

2. Language school headteacher questionnaire

2a. Language school headteacher questionnaire cover letter — Polish version
2b. Language school headteacher questionnaire — Polish version

2c. Language school headteacher questionnaire cover letter — English version
2d. Language school headteacher questionnaire — English version

3. Elementary school teacher questionnaire

3a. Elementary school teacher questionnaire cover letter — Polish version
3b. Elementary school teacher questionnaire — Polish version
3c. Elementary school teacher questionnaire cover letter — English version
3d. Elementary school teacher questionnaire — English version

4. Language school teacher questionnaire

4a. Language school teacher questionnaire cover letter — Polish version
4b. Language school teacher questionnaire — Polish version

4c. Language school teacher questionnaire cover letter — English version
4d. Language school teacher questionnaire — English version

5. Parent questionnaire

5a. Parent questionnaire cover letter — Polish version
5b. Parent questionnaire — Polish version
5c. Parent questionnaire cover letter — English version
5d. Parent questionnaire — English version

6. Teacher student questionnaire

6a. Teacher student questionnaire cover letter — Polish version
6b. Teacher student questionnaire — Polish version

6¢c. Teacher student questionnaire cover letter — English version
6d. Teacher student questionnaire — English version

7. Teacher interview schedule

8. Teacher trainer interview guide

8a. Teacher trainer interview guide — Polish version
8b. Teacher trainer interview guide — English version
8d. Results summary of Phase I of the research — Polish version.

Note: With the exception of the teacher interviews, the Polish versions of the surveys and
interview guides were used for data collection. For the sake of comparison both
language versions have been copied, with the Polish version reprinted first.
The original A4 paper formatting of the surveys has been resized to allow for thesis
binding.
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Szanowna Pani Dyrektor / Szanowny Panie Dyrektorze!

W zwiazku ze zmianami w ramowych planach nauczania i stworzonej mozliwo$ci nauczania
jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3, Wyzsza Szkota Pedagogiczna w Bydgoszczy zastanawia si¢ nad ‘
powolaniem dwuspecjalizacyjnych studiéw nauczycielskich w zakresie edukacji wczesnoszkolnej i
filologii obcej. Celem prowadzonych przeze mnie badan jest ustalenie jakie sa potrzeby powolania
takich studiow, a takze zoptymalizowanie ich struktury i planéw nauczania, tak by przyszli absolwenci
byli jak najlepiej przygotowani do pracy z dziemi w mlodszym wieku szkolnym.

LU R S e s ekt

PR O

W zwiazku z tym chcialabym skorzysta¢ z doswiadczen z prowadzonego w latach 1990-98
obowiazkowego lub nadobowiazkowego nauczania jezykéw obcych w klasach 1-3 w bydgoskich
J szkotach publicznych i niepublicznych. Panstwa wypowiedzi zostana uzupetnione o opinie
2 nauczycieli, ktorzy ucza lub uczyli jezykéw obcych w klasach 1-3, a takze opinie rodzicow.

o 2 i ihs

Badania uzyskaly aprobat¢ Kuratora Oswiaty i Wychowania w Bydgoszczy, a takze dyrektora
Wydziatu Oswiaty Urzedu Miejskiego w Bydgoszczy. Wyniki badan w formie uogélnionego raportu
zostana przekazane w/w instytucjom i udostgpnione zainteresowanym szkotom i nauczycielom. Raport
zostanie takze udostgpniony Ministerstwu Edukacji Narodowej i innym instytucjom zajmujacym sig¢
reforma ksztalcenia nauczycieli w Polsce. &

T e T P e e

Do ankiety dla Panstwa, dotaczone sg trzy ankiety dla nauczycieli uczacych jezykow obcych w
klasach 1-3. W zwiazku z faktem, ze nauczanie takie bylo czgsto prowadzone w ramach dzialalnosci
innowacyjnej szkoty i nie mam mozliwosci ustalenia pelne;j listy os6b, ktére sa lub byty zaangazowane
w nauczanie jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3, zwracam si¢ z prosba do Panstwa o przekazanie tych
kwestionariuszy trojgu dowolnie wybranym nauczycielom.

: Dane o szkotach i nauczycielach sg poufne i nie beda udostgpnione osobom trzecim. Prosz¢ zatem
z o pelna szczero$¢ w udzielaniu odpowiedzi.

Bardzo prosz¢ o wystanie wypetnionych ankiet w zalaczonych kopertach zwrotnych w ciagu
dwéch tygodni od otrzymania tego listu.

B o

Wierzac, ze zechca Panstwo wzia¢ udzial w badaniach, bardzo dzigkuje za wspolprace.

Sylwia Wisniewska :
- autorka badan,

pracownik Katedry Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogolnego

# WSP w Bydgoszczy

Tel. kontaktowy: 3631038
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Elementary school headteacher questionnaire
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ANKIETA 4
DLA DYREKTORA SZKOLY PODSTAWOWE] &
Ll v
7 i
1 Ankieta wypelniona przez (nazwisko i imig, stanowisko) ¥
¥ 1. Nazwa szkoly _
‘ . — =
¥ 2. Liczba uczniow w roku szkolnym 1998/99
A
P —
F-]
#
? 3. Liczbauczniow wklasach1-3 ztego — —_ Wwklasach |
% o w klasach 2 i
i — w klasach 3 i
',‘, ¥ %
? — .
b 4. Szkola prowadzona przez Q  Jednostke administracji panstwowej
¥
& ) Q  Jednostke samorzadu terytorialnego
5 Prosz¢ zaznaczy¢ jedna opcje. )
i Q  Organizacj¢ spoleczny
Q  Organizacjg religijng
g
# Q  Osobe prywatng
;j" Q  Inne - proszg sprecyzowaé e »
% i
}‘ 5. Ilu jezykow obych ucza si¢ uczniowie w klasach 5-8 w Q  Zadnego
| A i 1 ?
7 Panstwa szkole (nauczanie obowiazkowe)’ Q Jednego
‘5 O Dwoch
g 6. Jakie jezyki obce sa nauczane w Panistwa szkole w klasach @ Jezyk angielski w___ klasach
5 ] i i 2 .
4 5-8 (nauczanie obowiazkowe)? Q  Jezyk francuski w__ klasach
Prosze zaznaczy( jezyk i liczbe klas, ktore sq objete Q  Jezyk niemiecki w klasach
% 2 da ka/jezykow. . o
i nauczamiem AanEEY JEEPNAEEYRow Q  Jezyk wloski w__ klasach
7 Q  Jezyk hiszpanski w__ klasach
§ Q  Jezyk rosyjski w__ klasach
£ Q  Inne - proszg okresli¢
w __ klasach §

5 . — T T T— Srpe— ol v 200y "
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7. Czy wlatach 1990/91 — 1997/98 w panistwa szkole prowadzone bylo nauczanie jezykéw obcych dla dzieci z klas

1-3 (w ramach obowiazkowych zaje¢, np. klas autorskich)?
Prosze opisaé wg. tabeli.

L RN

Jwis-9% tedna klasa (32 1

pplsy

fi
NN ML R
8. Czy Panstwa szkota prowadzi w biezacym roku szkolnym QO Tak gl_
nauczanie jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3? O Nie f
9. Jesli tak, to w jaki sposob jest to zorganizowane? e Jako przedmiot obowiazkowy b

Q  Zintegrowany z reszta ksztatcenia w kl. 1-3
Q  Jako osobny przemiot

e Jako przedmiot nadobowiazkowy (fakultatywny)
Q  Dla calej klasy
Q  Dla niektérych uczniéw z tej same;j klasy

e Jako ‘kotko zainteresowan’ lub kurs
Q  Dla uczniow z tej samej grupy wiekowej
Q  Dla uczniéw w réznym wieku

Prosze zaznaczy¢ opcje dostepne w Paristwa szkole.

e Inne - proszg okresli¢

10. Czy wybieraja Panstwo uczniéw do grup/klas jezykowych? QO Tak
Q Nie

P R s K R R R B T
S P T QoS = e
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11. Jesli tak, to na jakiej podstawie odbywa sie selekcja? Q  Wiek uczniow
Proszg zazmaczyé. Q  Znajomosé jezyka obcego
Q  Osiagnigcia w nauce
O Zyczenie rodzicow
Q Canakursu
Q  Inne - prosze okrelié
12. Tlu uczniéw z klas 1-3 jest objete nauczaniem jezykow I zczego ___ zklas 1
obcych prowadzionych przez Panstwa szkole?
__ zklas2
__zklas3
Q  doktadna liczba nie jest znana
13. Ktoére jezyki obce sq nauczane w klasach 1-3 w Panstwa Q  Jezyk angielski Q  Jezyk rosyjski
szkole? ! -
Prosze zaznaczyé. Q  Jezyk francuski Q  Jezyk rosyjski
Q  Jezyk niemiecki Q  Inne - prosze okresli¢
Q  Jezyk wioski
14. Na jakiej podstawie dokonali Panistwo wyboru nauczanego @  Zyczenie rodzicow
Jezyka chosgol O Mozliwos¢ zatrudnienia nauczyciela
Q  Polityka szkoty
O Mozliwosci kontynuacji w klasach 4(5)-8
Q  Inne - prosze okresli¢
15. Kto uczy jezyki obce w klasach 1-3? Q  Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 z kwalifikacjami do
nauczania j.ob. (np. paristwowy egzamin z j. obcego)
O Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 bez kwalifikacji do
nauczania j.ob.
Q  Nauczyciel j. obcego
Q  Nauczyciel bez kwalifikacji
Q  Inny - proszg okreslié
16. Jesli jezyk obcy nie jest nauczany przez nauczyciela klasy, Q  Pozytywny
jak ogolnie okreslit/a by Pani/Pan stusunek tego nauczyciela Q Obojetny
do nauczania j¢zyka obcego w jej/jego klasie?
Prosze zakresli¢ jednq opcje. O Negatywny
Q  Nie wiem
17. Czy uczniowie obecnie objeci nauczaniem jezyka obcegow Q@  Tak
klasach 1-3, beda mieli mozliwosé go kontynuowaé w Q Nie
klasach 4-6?
Q  Nie wiem
T
18. Jak dugo trwaja zajecia z jezyka obcego? W KLASIE 1 ‘ W KLASIE 2 ! W KLASIE 3
Q  10-15min Q1015 min Q  10-15min
Prosz¢ zaznaczyc. . | .
Jesli w szkole sq prowadzone réine formy zajel, prosze Q2030 min '@ 2030min Q2030 min
zaznaczy( wszystkie dostepne opcje. Q 35-45min '@ 35-45 min Q3545 min
Q  50-90 min Q  50-90 min Q  50-90 min
Q  100-120 min O 100120 min 1 Q' 100-120 min
Q  wigcejniz 120 Q  wigcej niz 120 Q  wigeej niz 120
min | min min
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gi 19. Jak czgsto odbywaja si¢ lekcje jezyka obcego? Q  Raz w tygodniu
i Prosze zaznaczyc wszyskie dostepne w szkole opcje. O 2-3 razy wtygodniu
Jesli jezyk obcy jest nauczany w formie zintegrowanej = QA  4-5 razy w tygodniu

AU

innymi  przedmiotami w klasie 1-3 i nie ma z gory

okreslonego planu lekcji, prosze zaznaczy¢ tutaj Q

20. Czy pobieraja Panstwo oplatg za zajecia jezyka obcego? O Nie
Q  Tak
Q  Optata jest wliczona w czesne za szkolg
21. Jesli tak, to ile wynosi roczna oplata? ______ Zotych
22. Jaki jest glowny powod, ze prowadza Panstwo zajecia z Q  Innowacja pedagogiczna
i -3?
jeykaiohioago w Kiassch. 1-37 Q  ‘Magnes’ przyciagajacy uczniow do szkoly
Q  Zyczenie rodzicow
Q  Zyczenie nauczyciela
Q  Inne - proszg okresli¢

RS
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23. W swietle reformy szkolnej i ramowych planow nauczania, @ Tak
trzy godziny do dyspozycji dyrektora/ wychowawcy w 0 Nie
klasach 1-3 moga by¢ przeznaczone na naukg¢ jezyka
obcego. Q  Nie wiem
Prosz¢ odpowiedzie¢ czy tak wlasnie zamierzajq Panstwo
wykorzystaé te godziny? .
24. Jaki bedzie glowny powdd, ze nie wprowadza Panstwo O Brak sal lekcyjnych i érodkow
o h 29 -
nauczania jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3? Q  Brak odpowiednich sesczycieli
Q  Brak zainteresowania wrod rodzicow uczniow
Q  Brak zainteresowania w szkole
Q  Inne - proszg okresli¢ -
25. Jakie Panstwa zdaniem sa optymalne kwalifikacje Q  Wyksztak vy2sze (‘_ jJat/mag edukacji
nauczyciela uczacego jezyki obce w klasach 1-3? wezesnoszkolne)) i kwalifikacje jezykowe
O Wyksztalcenie wyzsze jezykowe (licencjat/magister filologii
obcej) i szkolenie w zakresie nauczania dzieci
O Wyksztalcenie wyzsze dwuspecjalizacyjne (licencjat/magister
edukacji wezesnoszkolne; i filologii obcej)
26. Czy Panstwa zdaniem absolwenci studiow dwuspecjaliza- Q  Tak, z pewnoscia
cyjnych (w zakresie edukacji wczesnoszkolne; i filologii O Tak
obcej) znalezliby zatrudnienie w szkotach podstawowych?
Q Nie
Q  Napewno nie
Q  Nie wiem

Jezeli chciataby Pani/Pan co$ doda¢ do podanych informacji, proszg to uczyni¢ ponizej.

O©Q® Bardzo dzigkuje za wypelnienie ankiety.
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Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz
Department of English

Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz
Phone/Fax: (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-04-12

Dear Sir / Madam,

Recent changes in the new Framework Curriculum have created a possibility to start a
foreign language study from the first grade of the elementary school. We are afraid, however,
that this idea will not be widely introduced to schools due to a lack of suitably prepared
teachers. Consequently, the Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz is considering
launching a new double specialisation teacher training courses in the area of early years
education and FL teaching. The primary aim of the present research is to assess the demand
for such studies, and to obtain information on its optimal organisation and content.

We would be grateful if you could share your opinions with us on the subject of foreign
language learning, both curricular and extracurricular, provided by your schools in the years
1990-98. Your opinions will be supplemented by the information collected from teachers
involved in teaching young learners, as well as the parents of children from grades 1-3.

The research has been approved by the Director of the Local Educational Authority of
Bydgoszcz, and the director of the Bydgoszcz Commune Education Board. The research
results will be made available in the form of a generalised report to all parties involved in the
study, educational authorities, the Ministry of Education, and other institutions involved the
reform of teacher training in Poland.

Enclosed with your questionnaire, you will find three questionnaire forms intended for
teachers. Since early FL provision has frequently been done on the experimental basis, and
a list of schools and teachers involved is not available, could you please hand in these
questionnaires to three members of your staff who currently teach or taught in the past FL
teaching to children from graded 1-3 in your school.

Your answers will be completely confidential and will not be disclosed to any third party.

We would be grateful if you returned the questionnaire within two weeks in the
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

W
Sylwia Wisniewska

Research fellow at the Department of English,
Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz

My contact telephone number is: 3631038
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;
This questionnaire completed by (name and position)

g 1. Name of school

:‘?

; 2. Number of pupils in 199899

‘ 3. Number of pupils in classes 1-3 e __  ofwhich — are in Class 1

are in Class 2
are in Class 3

R R A P S TR S AT RR ¥

4. School run by Q state
QO commune
i Tick one. Q social organisation
§ Q religious organisation
§ Q private person
§ Q other, please specify
é — ,
§ 5. How many foreign languages are taught in Q None
. ¥ ing)?
§ classes 5-8 (compulsory teaching)? Q One
Q Two
? 6. What foreign languages are taught in your school Q English in classes
& as part of the compulsory curriculum in classes )
i 5-87 Q French N classes
| in classes
4 Please tick and indicate number of classes O German .
3 involved. Q Italian in__classes
r Q Spanish in classes
’L O Russian in____classes
Q Other - pl i .
er - please specify in____classes

et
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2
FOREIGN LANGUAGES IN 1990-98

6. What were the projects run by your school in the period from the school year 1990/91 to 1997-98 that
involved teaching foreign language in classes 1-3?
Please list.

e

SER S RS IR SR el
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“Example
1995-98 One class A

ENGLISH (32 pupils)

=

PRI P 2 AR S IV s R YRR e
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

i3 s

FOREIGN LANGUAGES IN THE SCHOOL YEAR 1998/99

e

7. Does your school currently provide foreign QO Yes
language teaching in classes 1-3? Q No

A
b 8. If yes, please specify how this is organised. e As a compulsory subject
i Please tick all that apply. Q As a part of ‘the integrated day’
% Q As a separate subject
! e As an extra-curricular subject
x Q Forthe whole class
: Q For some pupils attending the same class
g e As a ‘club’ activity
{ Q For pupils in the same age groups

y Q For pupils of different ages
e Other - please specify

A R R S SR S S R R T A A S i S AR T R I A S R AT
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9. Do you select students for foreign language Q Yes
ing?
learning? Q No
10. If yes, on what basis are pupils selected for Q Age
foreign language learning? . .
| Please tick all that apply. Q Foreign language ability
Q School performance
Q Parents’ wish
Q Ability to pay
¢ Q Other -pl specify
11. How many pupils from classes 1-3 are involved — of which __ __ from class 1
b . g
in foreign language learning? ___ fromclass 2
; ____fromclass 3
1 Q specific numbers not known
12. Which foreign languages are taught in classes 1- QO English QO Russian
3? ;
Please tick all that apply. O French Q Spanish
§ Q Gemman Q Other - please specify
£ Q ltalian
g 13. On what basis was the decision made aboutthe O Parents’ wish
1 i ?
foraign language:taoght? Q Teacher's availability
: Q School policy
] Q Accessibility of continuation in classes 5-8
1 Q Other - please specify
] v_,h‘,,
| 14. Who teaches foreign languages in classes 1-3? Q Class teacher with FL qualifications
Q Class teacher without FL qualifications
Q Foreign language specialist
i Q Teacher without qualifications
Q Other - pl specify
i 15. If a regular class teacher does not teach a Q Favourable
foreign language, how would you describe .
his/her attitude towards foreign language Q' Noncommittal
teaching? Please tick one. Q Negative
? 16. Will the pupils currently involved in the current Q Yes
& foreign language learning have the possibility of Q No
continuing the same language in classes 4-6?
L Q Ido not know
% 17. What is the amount of teaching time available for IN CLASS 1 INCLASS2 | |INCLASS3
a foreign language per week? Q 10-15min Q 1015min ‘ Q 10-15min
Please tick. If there are more options available on ' 20-30 min Q 2030 min Q  20-30 min
4 the same class level, please tick all that apply. O 3545 min Q 3545 min QO 3545 min
) |
g Q 50-90 min Q  50-90 min | Q@ 50-90 min
: |
# Q  100-120 min Q 100-120min | Q 100-120 min
Q morethan120 O morethan120 | O  more than 120
min min | min .
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18. How often are the lessons held? Q Once aweek
Please tick all that apply. O 2.51mes sivesk
If a foreign language is taught as part of an Q 4-5times a week
integrated early years curriculum and no specific
time is scheduled, please tick here Q
19. Is there a foreign language tuition fee? Q No
Q Yes
Q The fee is included in the overall school tuition fee
20. If there is a separate foreign language tuition fee, ___ Pz
please specify annual charge.
21. What was the main reason for making foreign Q Innovation
language provision in your school? Q ‘Magnet attracting pupils
Q Parents’ wish
Q Teachers’ wish
Q Other - please specify

FOREIGN LANGUAGES IN 1999~

22. In the light of the recent education reform the Q Yes
headteacher may use three additional hours in Q No
classes 1-3 for foreign language instruction.
Q Ido notknow
Please indicate if will be the case in your school.
20. What would be your main reason for not Q Shortage of classrooms and resources
providing foreign language instruction in classes O Shortage of teachers
1-3?
Q Lack of interest on the side of parents
Q Lack of interest on the side of the school
Q Other —pl specify
22. In your opinion, what are the necessary Q Early years (BA/MA) diploma and FL qualifications
qualifications for teachers involved in teaching O Forei )
. ; y gn language (BA/MA) diploma and some
f;)_ge)lgn languages to children aged 7-10 (classes early years training
Q Early years AND a foreign language (BA/MA)
diploma
23. Do you think that graduates from double- Q Yes, certainly
specialisation teacher training (early years Q Possibl
education and a foreign language) would find Y
employment in primary schools? Q No
Q Certainly not
Q | do not know

21. If you would like to add any comments, please feel free to do so.

QOO Thank you for participating in this survey.
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Katedra Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego
ul. Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz
Tel/fax. (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-06-07

Szanowna Pani Dyrektor / Szanowny Panie Dyrektorze!

W nawiazaniu do przeprowadzonej niedawno z Parstwem ankiety telefonicznej na temat
nauczycieli i nauczania jezykéw obych dzieci, zwracam si¢ z ogromna pro$ba o przekazanie

zataczonych ankiet nauczycielom uczacym dzieci w Pafistwa szkole.

Gléwnym celem badan jest zasiggnigcie opinii nauczycieli na temat celowosci powolania
dwukierunkowych studiéw nauczycielskich w Polsce, ktore miatyby jak najlepiej przygotowywaé
nauczycieli jezyk6w obcych do pracy z matymi dzieémi. Ze wzgledu na to, a takze na ograniczony ‘

charakter prowadzonych badan postanowiliSmy skierowa¢ ankiety tylko do nauczycieli-Polakéw.

Liczba zalaczonych ankiet odpowiada informacjom podanym naszemu ankieterowi, gdyby
jednak w Panstwa szkole bylo wiecej nauczycieli-Polakéw prowadzacych grupy jezykowe dla

dzieci, bardzo prosimy o telefon podany ponizej w celu uzupetnienia brakujacych ankiet.

Z gory bardzo dzigkuj¢ za wspélprace. i

W
Sylwia Wisniewska
- autorka badan,
pracownik Katedry Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogolnego

WSP w Bydgoszczy
Tel. kontaktowy: 3631038

&

Language school headteacher questionnaire



ANKIETA
DLA DYREKTORA SZKOLY JEZYKOWEJ

JEZYKI OBCE DLA DZIECI

Ankieta wypehiona w czasie rozmowy z Q dyrektorem

Q sekratarka

OPCJONALNIE: nazwisko 1 imig, stanowisko

1. Nazwa szkoly

2. Szkota dziata od 19

3. Ogolna liczba uczniéw w roku szkolnym 1998/99 (ok.)

4. Jakie jezyki obce sa nauczane w Panstwa szkole? Q  Jezyk angielski w__ grupach
Q  Jezyk francuski w_ grupach
Q  Jezyk niemiecki W grupach
Q  Jezyk wioski W ___ grupach
Q  Jezyk hiszpanski w__ grupach
Q  Jezyk rosyjski w__ grupach
Q  Inne - prosz¢ okresli¢
W grupach

5. Czy prowadza Panstwo specjalne kursy jezykowe dla dzieci & Tak

(ponizej 10 roku zycia)? Q Nie ——————————»  Jeéslinie, to na str.4
6. Liczba uczniéw wieku ponizej 10 lat (z klas 1-3) lub ilosé¢ _______ dzeci
grup dziecigcych —

Q doktadna liczba nie jest znana
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7. Czy w ostatnich latach zaobserwowali Panstwo wzrost
zainteresowania kursami dla dzieci?

0 O

Tak > Jesli tak to ile grup przybylo

Nie

8. Jaki jest glowny powdd, ze prowadza Panstwo zajecia z
jezyka obcego dla dzieci?

0o0oo000o

Innowacja pedagogiczna

‘Magnes’ przyciagajacy uczniow do szkoty
Zyczenie rodzicow

Zyczenie nauczyciela

Inne - proszg okresli¢

9. Ile jest grup dla dzieci w wieku ponizej 10 lat i jakich ucza
si¢ jezykow?

Prosze okresli¢ wszystkie dostepne opcje.

0O oo0oo0oo0oO

Jezyk angielski _grup
Jezyk francuski __grup
Jezyk niemiecki ___gmp
Jezyk wioski _ gp
Jezyk hiszpanski ____gp
Jezyk rosyjski ___ grup

Inne - i
e — proszg okresli¢ grup

10. Na jakiej podstawie dokonali Panstwo wyboru nauczanego
Jjezyka obcego?

Zyczenie rodzicow
Mozliwos¢ zatrudnienia nauczyciela

Polityka szkoty

Mozliwosci kontynuacji na wyzszych stopniach
Inne - proszg okresli¢

11. Czy wybieraja Panstwo uczniéw do grup/klas jezykowych?

Tak
Nie

12. Jesli tak, to na jakiej podstawie odbywa si¢ selekcja?
Prosze zaznaczyC.

Wiek uczniow
Znajomos¢ jezyka obcego
Osiggnigcia w nauce
Zyczenie rodzicow
Cena kursu

Inne — proszg okresli¢

13. Jakie poziomy jezykowe oferuja Panstwo dla dzieci?

o000 | 000000 |0D0|0OO0O00O0O

17 Poczatkujacy (beginners)
“2” Post-poczatkujacy (pre-int diate, false-begi s)

‘3 $rednio-zaawansowani (intermediate)

‘4’ Post-intermediate
‘5’ Zaawansowani (advanaced)

14. Czy dzieci obecnie objete nauczaniem jezyka obcego, beda
miaty mozliwos¢ jego kontynuacji?

0o0oo0oo

Tak, w grupach dziecigcych
Tak, w grupach ogélnych
Nie

Nie wiem
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15.

Jaki jest tygodniowy wymiar nauczanego j¢zyka obcego w
grupach dla dzieci?

Prosze zaznaczyc.
Jesli w szkole sq prowadzone rézne formy zajec, prosze
zaznaczy¢ wszysikie dostgpne opcje.

O0o0o0oO0oOo

Opcjal
10-15 min

Opcja

10-15 min Q

Opcja2
10-15 min

20-30 min 20-30 min 20-30 min

35-45 min 35-45 min 35-45 min

50-90 min 50-90 min 50-90 min

100-120 min 100-120 min

'Q
Q
Q
100-120 min o
Q

wigce) miz 120
min

wigce) niz 120 wigce) niz 120
min min

. Jak czesto odbywaja si¢ lekcje jezyka obcego?

Prosz¢ zaznaczy¢ wszystkie dostepne w szkole opcje.

00D

Raz w tygodniu
2-3 razy w tygodniu
4-5 razy w tygodniu

Jesli tak, to ile wynosi roczna optata?

____ Zotych

Od czego jest uzalezniona oplata za kurs?

O00OD

Wielkosé grupy
Czgtotliwos¢ i dhugoéé zaje¢

Nauczyciel (native speker drozszy)
Inne - proszg okreslié

. Ilu nauczycieli uczy w Paiistwa szkole grupy dla dzieci?

20.

Kto uczy jezykoéw obeych w klasach 1-3?

00 0O ©

(=]

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 z kwalifikacjami do
nauczania j.ob. (np. panstwowy egzamin z j. obcego)

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 bez kwalifikacji do
nauczania j.ob.

Nauczyciel j. obcego (np. anglista)

Naczyciel jezyka obcego ze specjalnymi kwalifikacjami do
nauczania dzieci

Proszg okresli¢

Native-speaker

kwalifikacje do nauczania?
Jakie? Q TEFL Inne

do nauczania dzieci? Jakie?

Nauczyciel bez kwalifikacji (np. student)

Inny - prosz¢ okresli¢

21.

Jakie Panstwa zdaniem sa optymalne kwalifikacje
nauczyciela uczacego jezykow obcych w grupach
dla dzieci?

(=)

Wyksztalcenie wyzsze (licencjat/magister) w zakresie
edukacji wezesnoszkolnej i kwalifikacje jezykowe

Wyksztalcenie wyzsze jezykowe (licencjat/magister filologii
obcej) i szkolenie w zakresie nauczania dzieci

Wyksztalcenie wyzsze dwuspecjalizacyjne (licencjat/magister
edukacji wezesnoszkolne; i filologii obcej)

22.

Czy Panistwa zdaniem absolwenci studiéw dwuspecjaliza-
cyjnych (w zakresie edukacji wezesnoszkolnej i filologii
obcej) znalezliby zatrudnienie w Panstwa szkole?

[ S =y =y =]

Tak, z pewnoscigq
Tak

Nie

Na pewno nie

Nie wiem

1}
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24 Cary jesli dotych nie prowadzili Pan g
Jeeykowych dla daeci to czy majq Passtwo w planach
ucrynit to w przysztym roky?

25 Od czogo bedaie uzalezniona Padstwa decyzya?

26 Czy w ostatnich latach zaobserwowali Passtwo wzrost
rainteresowania kursami dla daect?

27 Jakie Pafistwa zdaniem sa optymalng kwalifikacje
navcrycieln uczacego jezykow obeych w grupach
dla dasect?

28 Cazy Pafstwa sdaniom absolwenci studiow dwuspecjaliza-
cymych (w zakresie edukac)i wezesnoszkolne) | filologi
obeey) malezliby zatrudnienie w PaNstwa szkole”

Cary choialaby Pani/Pan cod dodad do podanych informacy”

C ©C clococ cocoococ,  cocolococoo

CCcCccCcecg

Brak sal lehoynyeh | srodhow

Rrak odpowsedamich naucrycioli

Brak ramteresowania wirid rodscow ucemiow

Prak sainteresowania w sehole (dyrekeji, nauceyvieli)
lane - prossg ohresli

Tak

Nie

Nie wiem

Dostgpnosoiy sal lehoyinyoh | srodkow
Dostgpnoseiq odpowsedasch naucryciels

Z wirOnd rod Cemow

Zainteresowaniem w ashole (dyreboji, nau sycreli)
Inne - prossg okresi

Tak
Nie

Wyksstaloenie wysase (loenciat/magister ) w sakresie
edukacy wosesnossholnes | hwalifikacie jgryhowe

Wiksstaloonie wybsse joayhowe (loenojat magister loko g
obcej) | sekolente w rakrosie nau sania deseci

Wykastalvonie wysere dwuspecializacyine (loencst magister
edukacy wosesnoaskolne) | filologi obxoed)

Tak, 7 pewnodosy

Tak

Nie

Na pewno fie

Nie wiem

QOO Bardro drigkujg wrigcie udzinty w badaniach.

&
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! Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz

ff“vl a EE ol Department of English
A\ ': 6

y ¢/ Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz

LR

Phone/Fax: (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-06-07

Dear Sir / Madam,

S BN SRR SRR L ST

With reference to the telephone survey asking for your views on early foreign language

# teaching, we are enclosing questionnaires forms, which as agreed, should be dispatched 5
among teachers involved in providing teaching to young children in your school. E

: The primary aim of the present research is to assess the demand for a new double
specialization teacher training courses in the area of Early Years education and FL teaching. i
Due to the limited scope of the study, we have decided to involve only teachers of Polish
citizenship. i

% The number of the questionnaire forms enclosed corresponds the information provided *
during the telephone survey. If by some chance there were more teachers in your school F{
involved in teaching children groups, please call me on the telephone number provided and 3

I will send you some extra copies.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

RS TITERIF R S A

Yours sincerely,

R

g ( ¥
¢ 3
i
f Sylwia Wisniewska
% Research fellow at the Department of English,
£ Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz
£ My contact telephone number is: 3631038
i %
s i
g
| .
i’
|
¢
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LANGUAGE SCHOOL HEADTEACHER
QUESTIONNAIRE

CRECRe

B AR

This questionnaire completed with Q school headteacher
Q secretary k

i

OPTIONAL: name and position of the interviewee 1
&

1. Name of school

2. School established in e

RS T AR e N

3. Number of pupils attending foreign language courses in 1998/99 (approx.) - ;

4. What foreign languages are taught in your Q English in groups 5

school? Q French - . i

Q Geman in groups |

§ Please tick and indicate number of groups involved. Q Italian in groups i

%‘ Q Spanish in groups i

O Russian in groups W

o

E Q Other - please specify i
: in groups

;

] .

5. Does your school currently provide early foreign Q0 Yes i

language instruction (i.e. for children younger 5 3

than 10 years old?) Q No if not, go to page 4 i

6. How many children from classes 1-3 are invoved — ——— pupils ?g

in foreign language instruction? ____groups z

Q specific numbers not known i

LU e SRR E ST




rmwsrm’ RS S RN SR
7. Have you observed increase in the interest in Q Yes
¢ early foreign provision in the last years? Q No
4k' 8. What was the main reason for making early Q Innovation
foreign language provision in your school? O ‘Magnet attracting pupils
Q Parents’ wish
Q Teachers’ wish
Q Other - please specify
9. What foreign languages are taught in your school QO English in_____groups
to young children? Q French In__ groups
Q Geman in_____groups
Please tick and indicate number of groups involved. Q ltalian in_groups
é Q Spanish in____groups
Q Russian in_____groups
\ Q Other - please specify
! in_____groups

DB

ST e

S SO e s

SRR B BN R AR F

S SRS G AR

10. On what basis was the decision made aboutthe O Parents’ wish
foreign language taught? Q Teacher's availability
Q School policy
Q Accessibility of continuation in classes 5-8
Q Other - please specify
11. Do you select students for foreign language Q Yes
learning? Q No
12. If yes, on what basis are pupils selected for Q Age
Lolfaigg l&r}(g:l? ?: alte: ;:';;97 Q Foreign language ability
Q School performance
Q Parents’ wish
Q Ability to pay
Q Other -please specify
13. What language level groups are available to Q Beginners
shilaren In your school? Q Pre-intermediate & false-beginners
Q Intermediate
Q Post-intermediate
Q Advanced
14. Will the pupils currently involved in the current Q Yes, in children groups
Q
a
Q

foreign language learning have the possibility of
continuing the same language in classes 4-6?

Yes, in general groups
No
| do not know

% S A T W e T N T s A A A Al e T R P A O A e L T e R 9 TR 410
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15. What is the amount of teaching time available for OPTION 1 OPTION 2 ‘ OPTION 3 T
a foreign language per week? Q 1015 min Q 1015mn O 1045min :
g Please tick. If there are more options available on 3 2030min 1 2030min | QO 2030 min
the same class level, please tick all that apply. O 3545 min QO 3545 min | O 3545 min
Q 5090 min 0 50-90 min ; Q 5090 min
Q  100-120 min Q  100-120 min | @ 100-120 min /
O morethan120 O more than 120 i Q  more than 120 i
min min | min oA
) | |
16. How often are the lessons held? OPTION 1 OPTION 2
. Please tick all that apply. QO Once a week O Once a week
g Q 2-3times a week Q 2-3times a week @
i Q  4-5times a week Q 4-5timesaweek
: 17. What is the annual tuition fee? _____PLZ
18. What does the fee depend on? Q Group size

Q Lesson frequency and length
Q Teacher (native speaker more expensive?)
Q Other, please specify

19. How many teachers are involved in teaching
foreign languages to young children in your

1 school?

5 20. Who teaches foreign languages young childrenin Q Class teacher with FL qualifications

p your school? O Class teacher without FL qualifications

: Q Foreign language specialist

f Q Foreign language specialist with special

S qualifications to teach children.

E§ Please specify

x Q Foreign language native speaker 3
f; without teaching qualifications i
Z with qualifications to teach a FL ?
% with qualifications to teach children i
? Q Teacher without qualifications
»5 Q Other - please specify
2 (i
) , ' —
| 21. In your opinion, what are the optimal Q Early years (BA/MA) diploma and some FL training
qualifications for teachers involved in teaching O Foreign language (BA/MA) di
; ! . ploma and some #
;; foreign languages to children? early years training
; Q Early years AND a foreign language (BA/MA)

% diploma

3 22. Do you think that graduates from double- Q Yes, certainly

i specialisation teacher training (early years ;

5 education and a foreign language) would find O Possibly

4 employment in primary schools? Q No

& Q Certainly not ;
| Q 1do not know ‘
| #
o N L s e SRS B T ST U A S R S O
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23. What are the main reasons for not providing

—
u@
sl B L AR I e

Shortage of classrooms and resources

Q
;cz\e:’%%language instruction to children in your O Shortage of teachers
Q Lack of interest on the side of parents
Q Lack of interest on the side of the school
Q Other - please specify
24. If you have not provided foreign language Q Yes
courses for young children this year, are planning a No
to do so in the coming year?
Q |do not know
25. Have you observed increase in the interest in Q Yes
early foreign provision in the last years? Q No
26. In your opinion, what are the optimal QO Early years (BA/MA) diploma and some FL training
qualifications for teachers involved in teaching ;
foreign languages to children ? a z::;'gyg;?:?;?r%ﬁ g(BNMA) diploma and some
Q Early years AND a foreign language (BA/MA)
diploma
27. Do you think that graduates from double- Q Yes, certainly
specialisation teacher training (early years Q Possibl
education and a foreign language) would find Y
employment in primary schools? O No
Q Certainly not
Q 1do not know

If you would like to add any comments, please feel free to do so.

This survey is a part of a wider research. We are planning to follow it and the surveys already conducted

headteachers and foreign language

teachers from elementary schools with a survey among foreign

among ) :
WWWW"’W,WW”M”WW‘
Will you agree to assist in questionnaire distribution among the teachers employed in your school?

Q Yes
Q No

@QQ® Thank you for participating in this survey.

SRR R LA AT R LA B
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g WYZSZA SZKOLA PEDAGOGICZNA W BYDGOSZCZY

3

f,‘ Katedra Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego

E‘ ul. Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz

g Tel/fax. (052) 33411797

5

& Bydgoszcz, 1999-04-12

Szanowne Kolezanki i Koledzy!

SRV

W zwiazku ze zmianami w ramowych planach nauczania i stworzonej mozliwosci nauczania jezykow
obcych w klasach 1-3, Wyzsza Szkola Pedagogiczna w Bydgoszczy zastanawia si¢ nad powolaniem
dwuspecjalizacyjnych studiéw nauczycielskich w zakresie edukacji wezesnoszkolnej i filologii obcej. Celem
prowadzonych przeze mnie badan jest ustalenie jakie sa potrzeby powolania takich studiow, a takze
zoptymalizowanie ich struktury i planéw nauczania, tak by przyszli absolwenci byl jak najlepiej przygotowani
do pracy z dzie¢mi w mlodszym wieku szkolnym.

Celem badan nie jest ocena jakosci nauczanych jezykéw obcych, lecz wykorzystanie opinii nauczycieli,
ktorzy zdecydowali si¢ na uczenie dzieci w miodszym wieku szkolnym. Poniewaz malo wiadomo na temat
sukces6w i porazek nauczycieli, a takze jak powinno wygladaé ksztatcenie nauczycieli jezykoéw obcych do
pracy z matymi dzie¢mi zwracam si¢ do Was z prosba o podzielenie si¢ swoimi do$wiadczeniami na temat
prowadzonego przez Was obowiazkowego lub nadobowiazkowego nauczania jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3 w
bydgoskich szkotach publicznych i niepublicznych w latach 1990-99. Wasze wypowiedzi zostang uzupetnione o
opinie dyrektorow szkot, a takze rodzicéw dzieci z obecnych klas 1-3 na temat potrzeb i ksztaltu nauczania
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jezykow obceych dzieci.

i Ze wzgledu na przewage kobiet wéréd nauczycieli klas 1-3 i by utrzymac¢ klarownos¢ ankiety, uzytam w
b niej formy "Pani". Z tego wzgledu przepraszam wszystkich Panéw nauczycieli, ktorzy wezma udziat w
o badaniach.

Niektore watki z ankiety zostang pogiebione poprzez wywiady z kilkunastoma nauczycielami. Do ankiety
g jest zatem dotaczona kartka ze zgoda na taki dodatkowy kontakt i szczeg6tami jak chea Panstwo by si¢ z nimi
& skontaktowaé. Przed ostateczna zgoda na udzielenie wywiadu przesle Panstwu list¢ zagadnien, ktore
chciatabym w nim poruszy¢. Prosz¢ zatem o przychylenie si¢ do mojej prosby i wziecie w nich udziatu.

§ Ankieta jest anonimowa i dane w nich zawarte zostang wykorzystane tylko do celéw naukowych. Prosze
zatem o peing szczero$¢ w udzielaniu odpowiedzi.
& Badania uzyskaly aprobat¢ kuratora Oswiaty i Wychowania w Bydgoszczy, a takze dyrektora Wydziatu
: Os$wiaty Urzedu Miejskiego w Bydgoszczy. Wyniki badan w formie uogélnionego raportu zostang przekazane
w/w instytucjom i udostgpnione zainteresowanym szkofom i nauczycielom. Raport zostanie takze udostepniony
Ministerstwu Edukacji Narodowej i innym instytucjom zajmujacym si¢ reforma ksztalcenia nauczycieli w
z Polsce.
2 Bardzo prosz¢ o wystanie wypemionych ankiet w zataczonych kopertach zwrotnych w ciagu dwéch
tygodni od otrzymania tego listu.
Wierzac, ze zecheg Panstwo wziac udziat w badaniach, bardzo dzigkuje za wspétprace.

7 Sylwia Wisniewska
) - autorka badan,
pracownik Katedry Anglistyki i Jgzykoznawstwa Ogolnego
WSP w Bydgoszczy
Tel. kontaktowy: 3631038

¥
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Elementary school teacher questionnaire




1
ANKIETA DLA NAUCZYCIELA
2
OBCE W KLASACH1-3 |
|
1. Ple¢ O Kobieta
Prosze¢ zaznaczyc. Q Mez %
. Q 1921 Q 36-40
% Wik Q 22 Q 4145 '
Q 25-27 Q 46-50 ‘ﬁ
Q 28-31 Q 51-55 |
Q 3235 Q 56-60
Q  ponad 60
3. Czy obecnie uczy Pani jezyka obcego w klasach 1-3? Q Tak ]
Q Nie
4. Jeslinie, to kiedy Pani uczyla? (Prosz¢ podaé lata) ;
5. Jakich jezykow obcych uczy/uczyta Pani? Q  Jezyka angielskiego $
Q  Jezyka francuskiego "f
Prosze zaznaczyé. Q  Jezyka niemieckiego &
Q  Jezyka rosyjskiego d
Q  Jezyka wloskiego
‘ Q Jezyka hiszpanskiego
g Q Inne - prosze okresli¢
&
B ;
g 6. Jakie kwalifikacje posiada Pani do %
g a) uczenia dzieci w klasach 1-3 &
|
f i
g b) uczenia jezykow obcych
' B
5 i
3



Jesli nie posiada Pani kwalifikacji do nauczania

jezykow obcych, czy zamierza Pani w
najblizszym czasie uzupetni¢ kwalifikacje?

Prosze zaznaczy¢ jednq opcje.

Tak
Mozliwe, ze tak
Najprawdopodobniej nie

Na pewno nie

0000O

Nie wiem

Ile lat wynosi Pani staz pacy?

Clat

Ile lat pracuje Pani w zawodzie nauczyciela?

Prosze okresli¢ .

____lat jako nauczyciel/ wychowawca w przedszkolu
____lat jako nauczyciel/wychowawca w klasach 1-3
____ lat jako nauczyciel j¢zykéw obcych w przedszkolu
____lat jako nauczyciel j¢zykow obeych w klasach 1-3
____lat jako nauczyciel jezykow obcych w klasach 5-8
____lat jako nauczyciel jgzykow obcych w szkole $redniej
____lat jako nauczyciel j¢zykéw obeych w szkole wyzsze)

____lat jako nauczyciel j¢zykow obeych na kursach dla
miodziezy i dorostych

____lat jako nauczyciel j¢zykow obceych dzieci (kursy i
korepetycje)

Inne — proszg okresli¢:
____latjako

. Jak ocenitaby Pani swoje kompetencje w

nauczanym jezyku obcym?

Prosze zakreslic.
Jesli uczy Pani wigcej niz jeden jezyk obcy prosze¢
okresli¢ jezyk i uzupetnic¢ sekcje 2.

Sekcja 2

Jezyk - SLABO  NIEZLE  DOBRZE
Mowienie 1
Rozumienie ze stuchu 1
Czytanie 1

Pisame 1

Poprawnos¢ gramat 1
Stownictwo 1
Wymowa 1

NN NNDNOND
- W W W W w
N -

B DOBRZE

Jezyk: SLABO  NIEZLE  DOBRZE
Mowienie 1
Rozumienie ze stuchu 1
Czytanie 1

Pisanie 1

Poprawnos¢ gramat. 1
Stownictwo 1
Wymowa 1

(SN SR SRS
- w W w
N

B .DOBRZE

11.

Czy zna Pani inne jezyki obce poza tym, ktorego
Pani naucza?

Prosze zakresli¢ stopien kompetencji jezykowej
(wg wlasnej oceny).

SLABO  NIEZLE  DOBRZE

Jezyk angielski
Jezyk francuski
Jezyk niemiecki
Jezyk rosyjski
Jezyk wloski
Jezyk hiszpanski
Inne

NRRDRDRRORDN
[FORE PRI SR TE RS
ENEE R

Inne
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B.DOBRZE
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12. Jak ocenitaby Pani swoje zdolnosci artystyczne?

taniec

aktorstwo

rysunek, malarstwo
teatrzyk kukietkowy
Spiew

gra na instrumencie
(na jakim?)

Inne zdolnosci

SLABO

1
1
1
1
1

T A e T L T D e

NIEZLE

[SRSWSENNNY

[S)

DOBRZE

W www

K71

B. DOBRZE

EAR N NS
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13. Jakie byty glowne powody, ze zajeta si¢ Pani

-
un‘coavou&un—

-
>

-
o

nauczaniem j¢zykow obcych dzieci?

ST

PSR

14. W tej czesci prosze wymz1¢ swoje zdanie na temat opinii czgsto
wyglaszanych o uczeniu jezykéw obeych dzieci.

Prosze zakreslic numer, kiory jest najblizszy Pani zdaniu.

Uczenie jezykow obcych dzieci przynosi ogromna satysfakcje.
UMMkwmmnmquwmnmmw
Uczenie jezykow obeych dzieci jest przyjemnoscia.
Imwcnbnejmzpomemmukuob tym lepiej uczen bedzie znat j. ob.
Dzieci sg bardziej zdolne mcemytbwobcwhnitmwuﬁm
Dzieci ucza si¢ jezykow obcych szybeiej niz dorosli.
MQWWMMWWMMMW
Dzieci uczs si¢ jezykow obeych bez
Wuysﬂuedneglgwmmyémmob@p
Ddeeinﬁqmﬂmwuﬂhedymﬂwqwnwkuobcm

Dzieci najlepiej ucza si¢ jezykow obcych kiedy sq aktywne.

Dzieci najlepiej ucza si¢ jezykow obcych kiedy sq zainteresowane tym co robig.

Dzieci najlepiej ucza si¢ jezykow obeych kiedy sa motywowane przez
rodzicow.

Dzieci ucza sig najlepiej kiedy nauka jezyka obeego jest powiazana z reszta ich
ksztalcenia w szkole.
W nauce jezykow obcych dzieci najistotniejszym elementem jest nauczyciel.

s NA PEWNO NIE

——
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15. Na co zwraca Pani najwigksza uwage w nauczaniu
jezykow obcych dzieci?

Prosze uporzqdkowaé od 1do 7, od *1’ obok tej
umiejetnosci, ktorej poswigca Pani najmniejszq uwage,
az do ‘7'- umiejetosci, ktdrej poswieca Pani najwigkszq
uwage.

0 0O0000O

Mowienie

Rozumienie ze stuchu
Czytanie

Pisanie

Poprawno$¢ gramatyczng
Rozwijanie stownictwa

Rozwijanie poprawnej wymowy

16. W jakim stopniu korzysta Pani z j¢zyka polskiego na
lekcjach?

Prosze zaznaczy¢ jednq opcje.

=]

Nigdy.

Rzadko, tylko by wyjasni¢ trudniejsze slownictwo lub
gramatyke.

Kiedykolwiek zachodzi taka potrzeba.

Wigkszos¢ lekcji odbywa si¢ w jezyku polskim.

17. W jakiej kolejnosci wprowadza Pani formy moéwione
(méwienie i stuchanie) i pisane (czytanie i pisanie)?

Prosze zaznaczy¢ jednq opcje .

Dzieci uczg si¢ form méwionych jezyka obcego zanim
poznaja formy pisane.

Dzieci ucza si¢ form mowionych jezyka obeego przed
formami pisanymi, ale zasadniczo ucza si¢ form
mowionych i pisanych jednoczesnie.

Dzieci ucza si¢ form pisanych jezyka obcego przed
formami méwionymi, ale zasadniczo uczg si¢ form
moéwionych i pisanych jednoczesnie.

Dzieci ucza si¢ czyta¢ i pisa¢ w jezyku obcym zanim
nauczg si¢ mowié i rozumiec.

18. W jaki sposob uczy Pani gramatyki jezyka obcego?

Prosze zakresli¢ opcje. ktéra najlepiej obrazuje Pani
metode.

FALE

Dzieci formalnie poznaja reguty gramatyczne, a
potem stosuja je w ¢wiczeniach, np. w thumaczeniu z
jednego jezyka na drugi.

Dzieci ucza si¢ mowic 1 rozumie¢ poprzez
nasladowanie nauczyciela; nasladujac poprawny
model ucza si¢ méwi¢ gramatycznie, tak samo jak
uczyly si¢ jezyka ojczystego.

Dzieci ucza si¢ gramatyki zarowno poprzez indukcje
jak i dedukcje; jezyk obey jest uczony poprzez
imitacj¢ i ¢wiczenia, zaraz potem dzieci poznaja
odpowiednie reguty gramatyczne, ktorych celem jest
wspomozenie poprawnosci gramatyczne;.

19. Jak uczy Pani poprawnej wymowy?

e Sl

Prosze zakresli¢ opcje, kidra najlepiej obrazuje Pani
metode.

i lacs o 2

PR
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Poprzez powtarzanie (za mng lub kaseta) dzwigkow,
stow lub zdan.

Poprzez powtarzanie oraz wyjasnianie jak wymawia¢
poszczegolne dzwigki, stowa lub zdania.

Poprzez nauke piosenek, wierszykow i czytanie na
glos.

Nie poswigcam nauce wymowy specjalnego czasu.
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21.

20.

Z jakich pomocy dydaktycznych korzysta
Pani na lekcjach jezyka obcego?

Prosze zakreslic.

Tablica i kreda
Podrecznik

Karty pracy

R i de‘ . . .
Rekwizyty (np. u!;av&i, ubrania, jedzenic)
Ksiazki informacyjne (np. encyklopedie, stowniki)
Filmy (np. kreskowki)

Marionetki i kukietki

Nagrania piosenck i wierszykow
Ksiazeczki dla dzieci ( w j. ob.)

Gry planszowe

Specjalnie przygotowane gry (Bingo, krzyzowki, itp.)
Plansze i tablice

Liczmany

Ukladanki

Instrumenty muzyczne

Magazyny i czasopisma dla dzieci ( w j. ob.)

Komputery wraz z oprogramowaniem (prosz¢ poda¢ przyklady)

1 wogoble nie korzystam

2  czasami, sporadycznie

3 czesto, kiedy tylko mam potrzebe lub mozliwosei
4 bardzo czgsto, jako integralna czgé¢ mojej pracy

NIGDY CZASAMI CZESTO B. CZESTO

e e e e et b —
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Inne - proszg okresli¢
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Jakie elementy zwigzane z osobg nauczyciela
jezyka obcego w klasach 1-3 uwaza Pani za
najwazniejsze ?

Prosze umiescic cyfry od 1 do 5, z *5’ jako
najwazniejszym, Pani zdaniem, elementem.

0000 O

Doswiadczenie

Osobowos¢

Znajomos¢ jezyka obcego

Kompetencja w pedagogice wezesnoszkolne)

Znajomo$¢ faz rozwojowych dziecka i psychologii
wczesnoszkolnej

Znajomos¢ i uzycie odpowiednich metod i technik pracy
Znajomos¢ 1 uzycie odpowiednich pomocy dydaktycznych
Zdolnosci artystyczne (umiejgtnosci wokalne, plastyczne, itp.)
Umiejgtno$¢ nawigzania kontaktu z dzie¢mi

Umiejetnos¢ nawigzania kontaktu z rodzicami dzieci

Inne - prosze okresli¢

=

e e
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22.

Kto, Pani zdaniem, posiada najlepsze kwalifikacje
do nauczania j¢zykow obcych w klasach 1-3?

000|000 00D

Prosze zakresli¢ jedng opcje.

0o

]
T R D T

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3
Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 znajacy jezyk obcy

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 z kwalifikacjami do
nauczania jezyka obcego

Nauczyciel jezyka obcego
Nauczyciel jezyka obcego przeszkolony do pracy z dzieémi

Nauczyciel j¢zyka obcego z kwalifikacjami do nauczania w
klasach 1-3

Rodzimy uzytkownik jezyka (native speaker)
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23. Czy mysli Pani, ze powotanie studiow Q Tak
dwuspecjalizacyjnych (w zakresie pedagogiki Q Ni
wezesnoszkolnej i filologii obcej) to dobry e
pomyst?
24. Prosze zakresli¢ wszystkie NAJWAZNIEJSZE przedmioty, ktore Pani zdaniem powinny sig znalez¢ w programie
studiow dwuspecjalizacyjnych (w zakresie pedagogiki wczesnoszkolne; i filologii obcej).
JEZYK OBCY PEDAGOGIKA WCZESNOSZKOLNA OGOLNE
O  Mowienie Q  Pedagogika wezesnoszkolna Q  Historia edukacji
O Rozumienie ze stuchu Q  Edukacja jezykowa Q  Teoria edukacji
O  Czytanie O Edukacja matematyczna O Teoria wychowania
O  Pisanie O Edukacja ekologiczna Q' Podstawy edukacji
Dnmm u-;j-n. Aechackd .L.I‘ omow
O  Gramatyka O Metodyka ksztalcenia polonistycznego Q  Filozofia edukacji
O  Slownictwo Q  Metodyka ksztalcenia matematycznego Q  Socjologia
O  Wymowa (fonetyka i fonologia) 0 Metodyka srodowiska spol-przyrod Q  Prawo a edukacja
D J‘* u BAul. '- y 7 _i;_l_‘ 0 I'!'IIL FIRG Ny wl 1 ot .po'
O Akwizycja (uczenie sig) j. ob. w O  Edukacja muzyczna z metodyka Q  Diagnoza i terapia pedagogi
e
Q  Edukacja techniczna z metodykg Q  Informatyka (w edukacji)
0  Historia literatury ; : 3 ik
0o i 0 Edukacja wychowania fizycznego QO Biomedyczne podstawy rozwoju i
Lnuntundnecwu ; Q ; N . wychowania
Q Hmt'anahqbwo‘beqczymyeh Q i ik Warsztaty muzyczne
o Rulwmmnkuhn O i Q  warsztaty plastyczne
Q  Lingwistyka G o ORI 2 Ak gwmm
QO Jezykoznawstwo B e Inne
Eé Q  inne
25. Jezeli miataby Pani oceni¢ swoje wlasne 1
przygotowanie w szkole wyzszej do pracy z dzie¢mi
w klasach 1-3, jakich waznych elementéw zabrakto 2
¢ w Pani ksztatceniu?
i 3
’ Prosze okresli¢ pie¢ najwazniejszych.
; 4
:
5
_‘1
8 26. Jezeli chciataby Pani co$ doda¢ do podanych informacji, proszg to uczyni¢ ponize).
&
|
&
¥
g
#
¥ s
g
B
é ©OQ® Bardzo dzigkuj¢ za wypelnienie ankiety.
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Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz
Department of English

Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz
Phone/Fax: (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-04-12

Dear colleagues,

Recent changes in the new Framework Curriculum have created a possibility to start a
foreign language study from the first grade of the elementary school. We are afraid, however,
that this idea will not be widely introduced to schools due to a lack of suitably prepared
teachers. Consequently, the Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz is considering g'“_,
launching a new double specialization teacher training courses in the area of early years ‘%
education and FL teaching. The primary aim of the present research is to assess the demand ¢
for such studies, and to obtain information on its optimal organization and content. ;

The aim of this research is not to assess the quality of current provision, but to make use
of experiences of teachers who currently are or were in the past involved in teaching foreign
languages to younger learners. Hardly anything is known about their successes and
disappointments, as well as the forms of teacher education which would suit their needs best, E
thus we would be grateful if you could share your views on this topics. Your opinions will be

supplemented by the information collected from elementary and language schools |
headteachers, as well as the parents of children from grades 1-3.
Due to the fact that most Early Years teachers are women, we have decided to refer to »

you as ‘Mrs’. Consequently our sincere apologies go to all male-teachers who happen to reply
to the questionnaire.

We wish to deepen some of the themes address by the present questionnaire in a follow-
up individual interview. Should you wish to take part in it, please fill in the attached slip.
Before you make a final consent to an interview, you will be sent a list of questions which we
would like to address.

The survey is anonymous and all information provided by you will be treated as
i confidential. Therefore you are asked to complete this questionnaire sincerely.

' The research has been approved by the Director of the Local Educational Authority of 3
Bydgoszcz, and the director of the Bydgoszcz Commune Education Board. The research %
results will be made available in the form of a generalized report to all parties involved in the ¥
@ study, educational authorities, the Ministry of Education, and other institutions involved the
| reform of teacher training in Poland. i
’ We would be grateful if you returned the questionnaire within two weeks in the i
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided.

fé Thank you very much for your assistance.

R A BN R

b
*
3

Yours sincerely, ;

Sylwia Wisniewska
Research fellow at the Department of English,
Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz

B IGE 23

My contact telephone number is: 3631038

TR B R Y

A TR P RN D TR A R T R A L GO LR AR SO AN GO PR AR R



ARSI YR S TR,

S Sy S R T

e

COLE

T SRR

PR R

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR TEACHERS OF

FOREIGN LANGUAGES [N CLASSES 13

This questionnaire completed by (name and title)

Are you currently involved in teaching a foreign language in classes 1-3? Q Yes Q

If not, when were you involved? (Please give dates)

No

Would you like to participate in a follow-up interview?

ABOUT YOU

1.

Are you
Please tick.

Q Yes Q

A female
A male

What is your age?

00000 | 0 O

19-21
22-24
25-27
28-31
32-35

41-45
46-50
51-55
56-60
over 60

Cooooo |

What foreign languages do you teach?

Please tick ALL that apply.

O 0000ooco

English
French
Geman
Russian
Italian
Spanish

Other — please specify

What formal qualifications do you have

a) to teach children

No

36-40

b) to teach foreign languages
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4. If you do not have full teaching qualifications Q Very likely

to teach a foreign language, how likely it is Q Likel %

that you will supplement your qualifications Yy

in the near future? Q Unlikely :

Please tick one Q Very uniikely :‘

Q | do not know ¢

3. How many years of teaching experience ____years 1

have you had? s

b 4. What teaching experience have you had? __ __Yyears of teaching in the kindergarten *
% __ __years of teaching mainstream subjects in classes 1-3 5
Please specify ALL your teaching experiences. __ __Yyears of teaching a foreign language in the ('
kindergarten g

__ __vyears of teaching a foreign language in classes 1-3 %

_____Yyears of teaching a foreign language to classes 5-8
__ __Yyears of teaching a foreign language in the

]

g secondary school

¥

__ __years of teaching a foreign language to adults it

: (university) ¢

2 __ __years of teaching a foreign language to older P

; learners (extra-curricular courses) §

__ __Years of teaching a foreign language to children ,i‘;

(private or extra-curricular courses) #

it

Other teaching experience — please specify i

5 ____years :

| b

: 5. How would you evaluate your level of language: ________ POOR FAR GOOD V. GOOD ¢

competence in the foreign language that you Speaking skills 4 5 5 4 5

teach? Listening skills 1 2 3 4 5

Reading skills 1 2 3 4 =

Writing skills 1 2 3 4 -

;‘ Please circle. VGra;m;nar : g g 4 i

] If you teach two foreign languages please fill ‘ocabulary 4 %
! in section 2 and specify the second Pronunciation 1 2 3 4

language.

i

Section2  Languag POOR  FAIR GOOD V. GOOD

Speaking skills 1 2 3 4 ,{

Listening skills 1 2 3 4 ]

Reading skills 1 2 3 4 =

Writing skills 1 2 3 4 &

Grammar 1 2 3 4

Vocabulary 1 2 3 4 =

Pronunciation 1 2 3 4 &

&

s

: 6. Do you know any other foreign languages POOR FAIR  GOOD V. GOOD 5

: apart from the one that you teach? i

I English 1 2 3 4 &

# Please evaluate the degree to which you G':renchm : g g : g

’E think you are proficient in a given language. fallan 1 2 3 p

2 Russian 1 2 3 4 &

4 Spanish 1 2 3 4 &

3 Other 1 2 3 4 i

f Other 1 2 3 4 B

| ¥

A 2

4

! -
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g 7. How would you evaluate your artistic skills? POOR FAIR GOOD V. GOOD
b dancing 1 2 3 4

g drama 1 2 3 4

g drawing and painting 1 2 3 4

‘l puppet making 1 2 3 4

g singing 1 2 3 4

4 1 2 3 4

g playing an instrument

# Please specify 1 2 3 4
% 2 3 4

? Other skills

4 1 2 3 4

i 10. Can you describe what was the main reason

for you to undertake foreign language

¥ teaching to young children?

|

i

#

|

;}:‘.

2{‘ TEACHING FOREIGN LANGUAGES TO CHILDREN

F

E 11. This section invites you to offer your views on teaching foreign

y languages to young children. > > é
‘1 Please circle the response that most closely describes your

¥ opinion on each statement §
© 1 Teaching children is very rewarding. 1 2 3 4 ?
& 2 Teaching children is more difficult than older learners. 1 2 3 4 ?
.3 Teaching languages to children is fun. 2 3 4 ?
z 4 The earlier children are introduced to a foreign language the higher their

| eventual proficiency is. 1 2 3 4 ?
5 5 Children are more capable of learning languages than older learners. 1 2 3 4 ?
@ 6 Children learn foreign languages faster than older learers. 1 2 3 4 ?
g 7 Children are better in learning pronunciation than older learners. 1 2 3 4 ?
g 8 Children learn foreign languages effortlessly. 1 2 3 4 ?
g 9 All children are capable of learning a foreign language 1 2 3 4 ?
4 10 Children have less inhibition when speaking a foreign language. 1 2 3 4 ?
8 11 Children learn best when they are involved in an activity. 1 2 3 4 ?
B 12 Children learn best when they are interested in what they are doing. 1 2 3 4 ?
© 43 Children leam best when their parents motivate them. 1 2 3 4 ?
o 14 Children learn best if FL learning is linked with the rest of their

2 education. 1 2 3 4 ?
& 15 In teaching foreign languages to children a crucial component is the

s teacher. 1 2 3 4 ?
s A R T R N S S S B R N TN B G0 A SRS, & s Vb
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12. In teaching a foreign language to children, what

relative emphasis do you think should be placed

on each of the skills?

In the list opposite, place ‘1’ next to the skill you
emphasise least, ‘2’ to the skill you emphasise
more, and so forth, up to a ‘5’ for the skill you
emphasise most.

ooooooo

i L S Sl R T

Speaking fluency
Listening comprehension
Reading comprehension
Ability to write
Grammatical correctness
Vocabulary

Correct pronunciation

By

13. To what extent, if any, do you think the Polish

language should be used in the foreign language

classroom?

Please tick one.

0o

o

Never.

Seldom, only to explain word-meanings and
grammar.

Whenever needed.
Most of the time, as the language of instruction.

14. In what order do you introduce the spoken and

written forms of the foreign language (FL)?

Tick one statement that best applies.

The spoken form of the FL is learned before the
written forms (reading and writing) are presented.

Spoken forms are presented generally before the
corresponding written forms are presented, but
the spoken and written forms of the language are
learned together.

Written forms are presented generally before the
corresponding spoken forms are presented, but
the spoken and written forms of the language are
learned together.

Reading and writing are learned before speaking
and understanding are learned.

15. How do you teach grammar?

Tick one statement that best describes your method.

The children learn rules of grammar formally and
then apply them in exercises, i.e. in translating
sentences from one language to the other.

The children learn to speak and understand by
imitating the teacher; from this, they leamn to
speak grammatically, just as they learn their
native language.

| use a combination of inductive and deductive
methods; the foreign language is learned by
imitation and practice’ after which grammar rules
are explained to help in forming correct speech.

16. How do you teach your students the correct

pronunciation of the foreign language?

Tick one statement that best describes your method.

By making the children listen carefully and imitate
sounds, words or sentences.

By giving practice in imitation, supplemented with
explanations about how the sounds are made.

By giving practice in singing songs, reciting and
reading aloud.

| do not give special attention to teaching to
correct pronunciation.
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17. What teaching aids do you use? gg:;g
Please circle. HIGH
MAJOR

no usage at all

occasional

regular, as an integral part of my work
heavy, | now depend on them

SN -

NONE SOME HIGH MAJOR

The blackboard

The coursebook

Worksheets

Pictures: drawings, photographs and flashcards

‘Props’ (various real objects, e.g. toys, food, clothes)
Reference books (picture dictionaries, encyclopaedias, etc.)
Film strips (e.g. cartoons)

Puppets

Tape recordings (songs, poems, stories)

Story books (in a foreign language)

Board games

Specially prepared games (Bingo, crosswords, etc.)
Posters and charts

14 Counting rods

£ 15 Jigsaws

16 Musical instruments

17 Foreign language children magazines and journals
Computers and computer software; please give examples

19 Other - please specify

FOREIGN LANGUAGE TEACHERS OF CHILDREN

18. As far as the teacher of foreign languages to O Teacher's experience
children is concerned, which are the most
important elements? O Teachers personality

= D2 OPNDODNEWN -
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Please list the five most important, with ‘5’ being 00 Teachers FL competence

the highest. O Teachers early years pedagogy competence

] O Teachers knowledge of child psychology and development.
O Tteachers use of appropriate methods

[ Teachers use of appropriate teaching aids

D Teacher's artistic skills (drawing, singing, etc.)

O Teachers ability to establish a good rapport with children.

O Teachers ability to establish good relationships with
parents.

O other- please specify

19. Who do you think is the best-qualified person Regular class teacher

i iidren?
to teach foreign languages to children? Regular class teacher with some FL competence

Please tick one. Regular class teacher with FL qualifications

Foreign language specialist

OO0 O0O0Oo

Foreign language specialist with some early years
training

(=]

Foreign language specialist with early years
qualifications

Q Native speaker of a FL

N R T PR
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20. Do you think that a double specialisation Q Yes ;
course with teachers qualifying in early years a N i
and a foreign language is a good idea? 0 ¢

21. Can you tick ALL most important courses that such a double specialisation course should cover.

FOREIGN LANGUAGE EARLY YEARS PEDAGOGY GENERAL
O  Speaking skills Q Early years pedagogy Q  History of education
@ Listening skills QO  Language and literature education Q  Theory of education i
Q  Reading skils Q  Mathematical education Q@ Theory of upbringing
Q  Writing skils Q  Ecological education Q  Principles of education f
Q  Translation skilis Q  Pre-school pedagogy and didactics QO  Educational psychology
Q@ Grammar Q Didactics of teaching Polish lang. arts 0 Educational philosophy
O Vocabulary Q Didactics of teaching maths Q  Sociology of education o
Q  Pronunciation O Didactics of teaching science Q  Legal rights of children B
O  FL teaching methodology Q  Didactics of teaching arts Q  Educating children in social ¥
O  FLlanguage acquisition in childhood @ Didactics of teaching music SaTaunding ;
O History of the FL literature Q Didactics of teaching crafts 1 Oiacnosls and pedagagic therpy
O FL chidren's fterature O Didactics of teaching PE v (1% bompiig (i1 edcoeton)
O History of the FL countries O Testing and assessment W, Sk coimed ey
D  Culture and society of the FL countries [  Cumriculum and planning O Music workshops
O  FL Linguistics Q  Class management Q  Arts workshops
8 O Teaching aids O  Drama workshops
. @ omer Q Other O e
22. If you were to judge from your own teaching 1
perspective, what are the elements that your own
é pre-service teaching training lacked? 2
% Please list five most important ones. 3
4
g 5
23. If you would like to add any comments, please feel free to do so.
H g
: S
1.1 Thank you for partlcipatlng in this survey.
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Ef WYZSZA SZKOLA PEDAGOGICZNA W BYDGOSZCZY SRS

Katedra Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego

| ul. Grabowa 2, 85601 Bydgoszez |
Tel/fax. (052) 33411797 §

|

i Bydgoszcz, 6 czerwea 1999 r. “;
Szanowne Kolezanki i Koledzy!

W zwiazku ze zmianami w ramowych planach nauczania i stworzonej mozliwosci nauczania jezykéw 1

obcych w klasach 1-3, Wyzsza Szkola Pedagogiczna w Bydgoszezy zastanawia si¢ nad powotaniem ﬁ

dwuspecjalizacyjnych studow nauczycielskich w zakresie edukacji wezesnoszkone;j i filologii obcej. Celem :
prowadzonych przeze mnie badax} jest ustalenie jakie sa potrzeby powotania takich studow, a takze ,
zoptymalizowanie ich struktury i planéw nauczania, tak by przyszli absolwenci byli jak najlepiej g
przygotowani do pracy z dzieémi w miodszym wieku szkolnym (przedszkolnych i z klas 1-3).

Badania nie majg za zadanie oceni¢ jakosci nauczanych jezykéw obcych, lecz wykorzystanie opinii
nauczycieli, ktérzy zdecydowali sie na uczenie matych dzieci i ktorzy z perspektywy swych sukcesow i ,
porazek potrafia oceni¢ wiasne przygotowanie w szkole wyzszej do nauczania jezykow obcych i do pracy z ¥
matymi dzieémi, a takze doradzi¢ jak takie ksztalcenie powinno wyglada¢. Zwracam sie wigc do Was z &
prosba o wzigcie udzialu w prowadzonej przeze mnie ankiecie i podzielenie sig swoimi opiniami.

Wasze wypowiedzi zostana uzupetnione o opinie dyrektorow szkot podstawowych, szkot jezykowych, a
takze rodzicow dzieci z obecnych klas 1-3 na temat potrzeb i ksztaltu nauczania jgzykow obcych dzieci.
Ponadto nicktére watki z ankiety zostang poglebione poprzez wywiady z kilkunastoma nauczycielami
jezykoéw obcych (X-XI’99). Do ankiety jest zatem dofaczona kartka ze zgoda i szczegbtami jak chca
Panstwo by sie z nimi skontaktowa¢. Przed ostateczng zgoda na udzielenie wywiadu przeslg Pafstwu liste
zagadnien, kt6re cheialabym w nim poruszy¢. Prosz¢ zatem o przychylenie si¢ do mojej prosby i wzigcie w
nich udziatu. é

Ze wzgledu na przewage kobiet wérod nauczycieli matych dzieci i by utrzyma¢ klarownos¢ ankiety, B
uzylam w niej formy "Pani". Z tego wzgledu przepraszam wszystkich Panow nauczycieli, ktorzy wezma 3
udziat w badaniach.

Ankieta jest anonimowa i dane w nich zawarte zostana wykorzystane tylko do celéw naukowych.
Prosze zatem o pelna szczeros¢ w udzielaniu odpowiedzi.

Badania uzyskaty aprobate kuratora Oswiaty i Wychowania w Bydgoszczy, a takze dyrektora Wydziatu
Oswiaty Urzedu Miejskiego w Bydgoszezy. Wyniki badan w formie uogdlnionego raportu zostang
przekazane w/w instytucjom i udostgpnione zainteresowanym szkotom i nauczycielom. Raport zostanie :
takze udostepniony Ministerstwu Edukacji Narodowej i innym instutucjom zajamujacym si¢ reforma ]
ksztatcenia nauczycieli w Polsce.

Bardzo prosze o wystanie wypetnionych ankiet w zataczonych kopertach zwrotnych w ciagu dwéch
tygodni od otrzymania tego listu.

Wierzac, ze zechca Panstwo wzia¢ udziat w badaniach, bardzo dzigkuje za wspéiprace.

Sylwia Wisniewska

SEEERIRSREAS
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& - autorka badan,
pracownik Katedry Anglistyki 1 Jezykoznawstwa Ogdlnego

WSP w Bydgoszczy :
£ Tel. kontaktowy: 3631038 ]
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ANKIETA DLA NAUCZYCIELA UCZACEGO

JEZYKI OBCE DLA DZIECI

Ple¢ Q Kobieta
Prosze zaznaczy¢. O Mexzyzia
: Q 1921 Q 36-40
Wiek Q 224 Q 4145
Q 2527 Q 46-50
Q 28-31 Q 51-55 :
Q 3235 Q 56-60 1
Q ponad 60 {
Jakich jezykow obcych uczy Pani? Q  Jezyka angielskiego &
Q  Jezyka francuskiego N
Prosze zaznaczy¢. Q  Jezyka niemieckiego é
Q  Jezyka rosyjskiego #
Q  Jezyka wioskiego £
Q  Jezyka hiszpanskiego Fx;
Q Inne - proszg okresli¢ #
g
Jakie kwalifikacje posiada Pani do ak
[
a) uczenia dzieci g
o
]
%
%
b) uczenia jezykow obcych %
5
¢
Jesli nie posiada Pani kwalifikacji do nauczania Q Tak z
Jjezykow obcych, czy zamierza Pani w . 3
najblizszym czasie uzupetni¢ kwalifikacje? Q  Mozliwe, 2¢ tak 2
Q Najprawdopodobniej nie 'I
Prosze zaznaczy¢ jednq opcje. B Napewnomie ‘
Q Nie wiem |
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6. Ile lat wynosi Pani staz pacy?

_ lat

7. lle lat pracuje Pani w zawodzie nauczyciela?

Prosze okresli¢ wszystkie opcje, ktore Paniq
dotyczq.

____lat jako nauczyciel/ wychowawca w przedszkolu

____lat jako nauczyciel/wychowawca w klasach 1-3

____lat jako nauczyciel j¢zykow obeych w przedszkolu

____latjako nauczyciel jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3
____lat jako nauczyciel jezykow obcych w klasach 5-8
____lat jako nauczyciel jezykow obcych w szkole sredniej
____lat jako nauczyciel jgzykow obcych w szkole wyzszej
__ __lat jako nauczyciel jgzykéw obcych na kursach dla

miodziezy i dorostych
____lat jako nauczyciel jezykow obceych dzieci (kursy i
korepetycje)
Inne - prosz¢ okresli¢:
____latjako
8. Jak ocenitaby Pani swoje kompetencje w Jezyk:__ SLABO NIEZLE DOBRZE  BDOBRZE
nauczanym j¢zyku obcym? Mowienie I 2 3 "
Rozumienie ze stuchu 1 2 3 4
s Czytanie 1 2 3 4
Prosze zakreslic. Pisanie 1 2 3 4
Jesli uczy Pani wigcej niz jeden jezyk obcy prosze Poprawnos¢ gramat. 1 2 3 4
i¢ j ] tnié sekcje 2. Stownictwo 1 2 3 )
okresli¢ jezyk i uzupetnic¢ sekcje Wymmowe . : : :
Sekcja2  Jezyk: SLABO NIEZLE  DOBRZE B DOBRZE
Mowienie 1 2 3 4
Rozumienie ze stuchu 1 2 3 4
Czytanie 1 2 3 4
Pisanie 1 2 3 4
Poprawnos¢ gramat. 1 2 3 4
Stownictwo 1 2 3 4
Wymowa 1 2 3 4
9. Czy zna Pani inne jezyki obce poza tym, ktérego SLABO  NIEZLE  DOBRZE B DOBRZE
Pani naucza?
Jezyk angielski 1 2 3 4
; i 0 ; Jezyk francuski 1 2 3 4
Prosze zab-g.fhé stopien kompetencji jezykowej Ik niemieoki : 5 g :
(wg wilasnej oceny). Tezyk rosyjski 1 2 3 4
Jezyk whoski 1 2 3 4
Jezyk hiszpanski 1 2 3 4
Inne 1 2 3 4
Inne 1 2 3 4
10. Jak ocenitaby Pani swoje zdolnosci artystyczne? SLABO  NIEZLE DOBRZE B DOBRZE
taniec 1 2 3 4
aktorstwo 1 2 3 4
rysunek, malarstwo 1 2 3 4
teatrzyk kukietkowy 1 2 3 4
$piew 1 2 3 a
gra na instrumencie
(na jakim?)
1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

Inne zdolnosci




11. Jakie byty gtowne powody, ze zajeta si¢ Pani

nauczaniem j¢zykéw obcych dzieci?

12. Wtej czcécn prosze wymzlé swoje zdanie na temat opinii czesto
wygtaszanych o uczeniu jezykow obcych dzieci.

CONDOEWN =

Prosze zakresli¢ numer, ktory jest najblizszy Pani zdaniu.

Uczenie jezykow obcych dzieci przynosi ogromna satysfakcje.
Ummmmmmmmmm
Uczenie jezyk6ow obeych dzieci jest przyjemnoscia.

Im wczesniej rozpocznie si¢ nauke j.ob., tym lepiej uczen bedzie znat j. ob.
Dzieci s bardzie) zdolne w nauce jgzykow obcych niZ starsi uczniowie.
Dzieci ucza sig jezykow obcych szybciej niz doroshi.
Dnmthuewummwwmwymyhobupmmmm
Dazieci ucza si¢ jezykow obcych bez trudu.

Wszystkie dzieci sq w stanie nauczy¢ si¢ jezyka obcego.

Dzieci maja mniej zahamowan kiedy méwia w jezyku obcym.

Drzieci najlepiej ucza si¢ jezykéw obcych kiedy s aktywne.

mmmnmmwumwwm

Dzieci najlepiej ucza si¢ jezykéw obeych kiedy sa motywowane przez
Duamuwwwmﬂnmmmnmmzmwh
Wmmmmmm»nmﬂ
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13. Na co zwraca Pani najwigksza uwage w nauczaniu ___ Moéwienie
jezykow obeych dzieci? Rozumienie ze stuchu

Prosze uporzqdkowac¢ od 1 do 7, od ‘1’ obok tej __ Czytanie

umiejetnosci, ktorej poswigca Pani najmniejszq uwage, Pisanie

az do ‘7'- umiejetnosci, ktérej poswieca Pani najwiekszq ——

uwage. ___ Poprawnos¢ gramatyczng
___ Rozwijanie stownictwa

Rozwijanie poprawnej wymowy

14. W jakim stopniu korzysta Pani z jezyka polskiego na Q  Nigdy.
lekcjach? Q Rzadko, tylko by wyjasni¢ trudniejsze stownictwo lub
gramatyke.

Q Kiedykolwiek zachodzi taka potrzeba.

Q  Wigkszos¢ lekcji odbywa si¢ w jezyku polskim.

Prosze zaznaczyé jednq opcje.

15. W jakiej kolejnosci wprowadza Pani formy mowione [  Dzieci ucza si¢ form méwionych jezyka obeego zanim

(mowienie i stuchanie) i pisane (czytanie i pisanie)? poznaja formy pisane.
L ) Q Dzieci ucza si¢ form méwionych jezyka obeego przed P):
Prosze zaznaczy¢ jednq opdje - formami pisanymi, ale zasadniczo ucza si¢ form |
mowionych i pisanych jednoczesnie. 4

Q Dazieci ucza si¢ form pisanych jezyka obcego przed
formami méwionymi, ale zasadniczo uczg si¢ form
mowionych 1 pisanych jednoczesnie.

Q Duzieci ucza si¢ czytac i pisa¢ w jgzyku obcym zanim
naucza si¢ mowi¢ 1 rozumieé.

16. W jaki sposob uczy Pani gramatyki je¢zyka obcego? Q Dzieci formalnie poznajg reguly gramatyczne, a i
potem stosujg je w ¢wiczeniach, np. w tlumaczeniu z %

Prosze zakresli¢ opcje, kiora najlepiej obrazuje Pani jednego jezyka na drugi. g:
metode. Q Dzieci ucza si¢ mOWIC i rozumie¢ poprzez &

nasladowanie nauczyciela; nasladujac poprawny
model ucza si¢ mowi¢ gramatycznie, tak samo jak
uczyly si¢ jezyka ojczystego.

Q Dzieci ucza si¢ gramatyki zaréowno poprzez indukc)¢
jak i dedukcje; jezyk obcy jest uczony poprzez
imitacj¢ i ¢wiczenia, zaraz potem dzieci poznaja
odpowiednie reguty gramatyczne, ktorych celem jest
Wspomozenie poprawnosci gramatycznej.

RSN

Q Poprzez nauke piosenek, wierszykow i czytanie na
glos.

17. Jak uczy Pani poprawnej wymowy? QO  Poprzez powtarzanie (za mng lub kaseta) dzwigkow, 14
stow lub zdan. @

Prosze zakresli¢ opcje. kiéra najlepiej obrazuje Pani Q  Poprzez powtarzanie oraz wyjasnianie jak wymawia¢ &
metode. poszczego6lne dzwigki, stowa lub zdania. %

-

Q Nie poswigcam nauce wymowy specjalnego czasu. E

i

¥



18.

VNN E WN -

. Jakie elementy zwiazane z osobg nauczyciela
jezyka obcego uczacego dzieci uwaza Pani za
najwazniejsze ?

Z jakich pomocy dydaktycznych korzysta
Pani na lekcjach jezyka obcego?

Prosze zakreslic.

Tablica i kreda
Podrecznik
Karty pracy

W(Q.MMM)
Ksiazki informacyjne (np. encyklopedie, stowniki)

Magazyny i czasopisma dla dzieci ( w j. ob.)
Komputery wraz z oprogramowaniem (prosz¢ poda¢ przyklady)

1 wogéle nie korzystam
2 czasami, sporadycznie
3 czesto, kiedy tylko mam potrzebg lub mozliwosci
4 bardzo czgsto, jako integralna czgs¢ mojej pracy
CZASAMI CZESTO

NIGDY B. CZESTO

e T T e L R S

—

Inne - proszg okreslic

(SHSE S NRRNMENNRNODONNNNNNNNDNOND
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Prosze umiesci¢ cyfry od 1 do 5, z 5’ jako
najwazniejszym. Pani zdaniem, elementem.

Doswiadczenie

Osobowosé

Znajomos¢ jezyka obcego

Kompetencja w pedagogice wezesnoszkolnej

Znajomos¢ faz rozwojowych dziecka 1 psychologii
wezesnoszkolnej

Znajomos¢ i uzycie odpowiednich metod i technik pracy
Znajomos¢ i uzycie odpowiednich pomocy dydaktycznych
Zdolnosci artystyczne (umiejetnosci wokalne, plastyczne, itp.)
Umiejetno$é nawigzania kontaktu z dzie¢mi

Umiejetnos¢ nawiazania kontaktu z rodzicami dzieci

Inne - proszg okresli¢

20.

Kto, Pani zdaniem, posiada najlepsze kwalifikacje
do nauczania jezykow obcych w klasach 1-3?

0O 0o

Prosze zakresli¢ jednq opcje.

0O 0o

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3
Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 znajacy jezyk obcy

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 z kwalifikacjami do
nauczania j¢zyka obcego

Nauczyciel jgzyka obcego
Nauczyciel j¢zyka obcego przeszkolony do pracy z dzie¢mi

Nauczyciel j¢zyka obcego z kwalifikacjami do nauczania w
klasach 1-3

Rodzimy uzytkownik j¢zyka (native speaker)
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21. Czy mysli Pani, ze powolanie studiéw QO Tak #

dwuspecjalizacyjnych (w zakresie pedagogiki : E

wczesnoszkolnej i filologii obcej) to dobry Q Nie d
pomyst?

22. Pros;e zakresli¢ wsgystkie NAJWAZNIEJSZE przedmioty, ktore Pani zdaniem powinny si¢ znalez¢ w programie
studiow dwuspecjalizacyjnych (w zakresie pedagogiki wczesnoszkolnej i filologii obcej).

ST S N Ay S I

JEZYK OBCY PEDAGOGIKA WCZESNOSZKOLNA OGOLNE i
g e ] e i ‘
O Rozumienie ze shichu O Edukacja jezykowa Q  Teoria edukacji
Q  Czytanie O  Edukacja matematyczna @ Teoria wychowsnis i
Q  Pisanie Q  Edukacja ekologiczna Q  Podstawy edukacii &
O Twmaczenie O Pedagogika przedszkolna z metodykg Q@  Psychologia ;
Q  Gramatyka O Metodyka ksztatcenia polonistycznego Q  Filozofia edukacji i
Q  Slownictwo O Metodyka ksztalcenia matematycznego Q@  Socjologia &
O Wymowa (fonetyka i fonologia) [ Metodyka érodowiska spol-przyrod Q  Prawo a edukacja
O  Metodyka nauczania j.ob. Q e plastyczna z metodyka O Wychowanie dziecka w $rod ol A
ol o s s Q  Edukacja muzyczna z metodyka O Diagnoza i terapia pedagogiczna 4
O Edukacja techniczna z metodyka Informatyka (w edukacji 8
Q  Historia literatury v . n o "
a 38 Q  Edukacja wychowania fizycznego QO  Biomedy : oju i ;
& LIWI' w' ; o K lai il 2 wychowania
i Himlaudwoboomymwh Q r ArdieE . Q  Warsztaty muzyczne ;
R.ulnimmwollmlm O i Q  Warsztaty plastyczne :
g Lingwistyka O T Cukyomn irodi dydukayosyoh O Warsztaty teatralne ’
Jezykoznawstwo 0 ey Q inne 2
23. Jezeli miataby Pani oceni¢ swoje wiasne 1 %'
przygotowanie w szkole wyzszej do pracy z matymi #
dzie¢mi, jakich waznych elementow zabrakto w Pani 2 i
ksztatceniu? ’

3
Prosze okresli¢ pie¢ najwazniejszych.
4 :{
5 §
e g
24. Jezeli chciataby Pani co$ doda¢ do podanych informacji, proszg to uczyni¢ ponize;j. i
i
i
OO0 Bardzo dzigkuje¢ za wypelnienie ankiety.
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Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz
Department of English

Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz
Phone/Fax: (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 6 June 1999,

Dear colleagues,

Recent changes in the new Framework Curriculum have created a possibility to start a
foreign language study from the first grade of the elementary school. We are afraid, however,
that this idea will not be widely introduced to schools due to a lack of suitably prepared
teachers. Consequently, the Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz is considering
launching a new double specialization teacher training courses in the area of early years
education and FL teaching. The primary aim of the present research is to assess the demand
for such studies, and to obtain information on its optimal organization and content.

The aim of this research is not to assess the quality of current provision, but to make use
of experiences of teachers who currently are or were in the past involved in teaching foreign
languages to younger learners. Hardly anything is known about their successes and
disappointments, as well as the forms of teacher education which would suit their needs best,
thus we would be grateful if you could share your views on this topics. Your opinions will be
supplemented by the information collected from elementary and language schools
headteachers, as well as the parents of children from grades 1-3.

Due to the fact that most Early Years teachers are women, we have decided to refer to
you as ‘Mrs’. Consequently our sincere apologies go to all male-teachers who happen to reply
to the questionnaire.

We wish to deepen some of the themes address by the present questionnaire in a follow-
up individual interview (in October-November 1999). Should you wish to take part in it,
please fill in the attached slip. Before you make a final consent to an interview, you will be
sent a list of questions which we would like to address.

The survey is anonymous and all information provided by you will be treated as
confidential. Therefore you are asked to complete this questionnaire sincerely.

The research has been approved by the Director of the Local Educational Authority of
Bydgoszcz, and the director of the Bydgoszcz Commune Education Board. The research
results will be made available in the form of a generalized report to all parties involved in the
study, educational authorities, the Ministry of Education, and other institutions involved the
reform of teacher training in Poland.

We would be grateful if you returned the questionnaire within two weeks in the
stamped, self-addressed envelope provided.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

V/IMM
Sylwia Wisniewska

Research fellow at the Department of English,
Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz

My contact telephone number is: 3631038
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LANGUAGE SCHOOL TEACHER
QUESTIONNAIRE

Are you Q Afemale
Please tick. Q Amale
; Q 19-21 Q 36440
What is your age? Q 2224 O 4145
Q 2527 Q 46-50
Q 28-31 Q 51-55
Q 3235 Q 56-60
Q over60
Which foreign languages do you teach? Q English
Q French
Please tick ALL that apply. Q German
Q Russian
Q Italian
Q Spanish
Q Other - please specify
What formal qualifications do you have
a) to teach children
b) to teach foreign languages
If you do not have full teaching qualifications Q Very likely
to teach a foreign language, how likely it is Q Likel
that you will supplement your qualifications y
in the near future? Q Unlikely
Please tick one Q Very uniikely
Q 1do not know
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7. How many years of teaching experience have you had? ____years ‘:
B

8. What teaching experience have you had? __ __Years of teaching in the kindergarten &
__ ___vyears of teaching mainstream subjects in classes 1-3 wj

Please specify ALL your teaching experiences. ____years of teaching a foreign language in the %
kindergarten 4

. 4

Blease note: __ __years of teaching a foreign language in early years i
Kindergarten = any pre-school instruction EA— A - a8 %
G 1.3 = infant ciasses, early years (below __ ___Years of teaching a foreign language to classes 4- o
the age of 10) __ __Years of teaching a foreign language in the b

Classes 4-8 = primary school (age 11-15 years) secondary school ft
Secondary school = high school (age 15-19 years) __ __Yyears of teaching a foreign language to adults (e.g. ‘
university) &

&

__ __Yyears of teaching a foreign language to older
learners (extra-curricular courses)

__ __years of teaching a foreign language to children
(private or extra-curricular courses) 2

Other teaching experience — please specify
____years

9. How would you evaluate your level of language: ____ POOR FAR GOOD V.GOOD
competence in the foreign language that you Speaking skils 2
teach? Listening skills

Reading skills
Writing skills
Please circle. Grammar

z i Vocabulal
If you teach two foreign languages please fill in Promsncieton

section 2 and specify the second language.

[ G U Qi Qi O gy
LSRR SRS NN

LLULLWLWLW
sdbhanbaa

Section2  Language: POOR FAR GOOD V. GOOD &
Speaking skills 2

Listening skills
Reading skills
Writing skills
Grammar
Vocabulary
Pronunciation

-
NNNNNDN
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10. Do you know any other foreign languages POOR FAR GOOD V. GOOD
apart from the one that you teach?
English

Please evaluate the degree to which you Wi

think you are proficient in a given language. \talan
Russian
Spanish

N NN
NRNNNNNNNNN
LLLLWLLWWW
Ahrababnan

11. How would you evaluate your artistic skills? POOR FAIR GOOD V. GOOD L

dancing

drama

drawing and painting
puppet making
singing

-

e e

playing an instrument
Please specify.

LSRN NNNNNNON
ww WLwwwww
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Other skills
1 2 3 4
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13. Can you describe what were the main
reasons for you to undertake foreign
language teaching to young children?

IS

—55
§

14. This section invites you to offer your views on teaching foreign
languages to young children.

> > é
Please circle the response that most closely describes your g g ég §

opinion on each statement §

il

B

1 Teaching children is very rewarding. 1 2 3 4 R
2 Teaching children is more difficult than older learners. 1 2 3 4 ? g
3 Teaching languages to children is fun. IR v 1
4 The earlier children are introduced to a foreign language the higher their %
eventual proficiency is. ’ 1 2 3 4 . X

5 Children are more capable of learning languages than older leamers. 1 2 3 4 R
6 Children learn foreign languages faster than older learners. R T S T
7 Children are better in learning pronunciation than older leamers. 1 2 3 4 »  d
8 Children lean foreign languages effortiessly. 1 2 3 ‘ 3 r‘
9 Al children are capable of leaming a foreign language 1 2 3 4 ? g
10 Children have less inhibition when speaking a foreign language. 1 2 3 4 ? ¢
11 Children learn best when they are involved in an actvity. b s e e ]
12 Children learn best when they are interested in what they are doing. 1 2 3 4 2 :
13 Children learn best when their parents motivate them. 1 2 3 4 o |
14 Children leam best if FL learning is linked with the rest of their
education. 1 2 3 4 ? b
15 In teaching foreign languages to children a crucial component is the i
teacher. ‘ ' 1 2 3 4 ? i

|
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15. In teaching a foreign language to children, what

relative emphasis do you think should be placed

on each of the skills?

In the list opposite, place ‘1’ next to the skill you
emphasise least, 2’ to the skill you emphasise
more, and so forth, up to a ‘5’ for the skill you
emphasise most.

Speaking fluency
Listening comprehension
Reading comprehension

___ Ability to write

Grammatical correctness
Vocabulary
Correct pronunciation

16. To what extent, if any, do you think the Polish

language should be used in the foreign language

classroom?

Please tick one.

Never.

Seldom, only to explain word-meanings and
grammar.

Whenever needed.
Most of the time, as the language of instruction.

17. In what order do you introduce the spoken and

written forms of the foreign language (FL)?

Tick one statement that best applies.

The spoken form of the FL is learned before the
written forms (reading and writing) are presented.

Spoken forms are presented generally before the
corresponding written forms are presented, but
the spoken and written forms of the language are
learned together.

Written forms are presented generally before the
corresponding spoken forms are presented, but
the spoken and written forms of the language are
learned together.

Reading and writing are learned before speaking
and understanding are learned.

18. How do you teach grammar?

Tick one statement that best describes your method.

The children learn rules of grammar formally and
then apply them in exercises, i.e. in translating
sentences from one language to the other.

The children learn to speak and understand by
imitating the teacher; from this, they learn to
speak grammatically, just as they learn their
native language.

| use a combination of inductive and deductive
methods; the foreign language is leamed by
imitation and practice’ after which grammar rules

are explained to help in forming correct speech.

19. How do you teach your students the correct

pronunciation of the foreign language?

Tick one statement that best describes your method.

By making the children listen carefully (to me or a
tape) and imitate sounds, words or sentences.

By giving practice in imitation, supplemented with
explanations about how the sounds are made.

By giving practice in singing songs, reciting and
reading aloud.

| do not give special attention to teaching to
correct pronunciation.
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20. What teaching aids do you use?
Please circle.

i
g
g
i
g
3
g

The blackboard

The coursebook

Worksheets )

Pictures: drawings, photographs and flashcards

‘Props’ (various real objects, e.g. toys, food, clothes)
Reference books (picture dictionaries, encyclopaedias, etc.)
Film strips (e.g. cartoons)

Puppets

Tape recordings (songs, poems, stories)

10 Story books (in a foreign language)

Board games
12 Specially prepared games (Bingo, crosswords, etc.)
13 Posters and charts
14 Counting rods
15 Jigsaws
16 Musical instruments
17 Foreign language children magazines and journals
18 Computers and computer software; please give examples

19 Other - please speciy

21. As far as the teacher of foreign languages to ___ Teacher's experience
children is concerned, which are the most
important elements? aem TORCHOr'S porsonaity
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Teacher's FL competence

Please list the five most important, with ‘5’ being
the highest. __ Teachers early years pedagogy competence
___ Teacher's knowledge of child psychology and
development.

Teacher's use of appropriate methods

Teacher's use of appropriate teaching aids
Teacher's artistic skills (drawing, singing, etc.)

Teacher's ability to establish a good rapport with children

___ Teacher's ability to establish good relationships with [
parents.
Other - please |poclfy

22. Who do you think is the best-qualified person O Regular class teacner
to teach foreign languages to children? Regular class teacher with some FL competence

-,.
¥
o
¢

Please tick one. Regular class teacher with FL qualifications

Foreign language specialist 8

C0DOoOCoC

Foreign language specialist with some early years
training

AT T

C

Foreign language specialist with early years
qualifications

Q Native speaker of a FL £
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.
. Do you think that a double specialisation Q Yes §
course with teachers qualifying in early years a N i
and a foreign language is a good idea? 0 %
. Can you tick ALL most important courses that such a double specialisation course should cover. ,'
FOREIGN LANGUAGE EARLY YEARS PEDAGOGY GENERAL
0  Speaking skills Q  Early years pedagogy Q  History of education
O Listening skills Q Language and literature education Q  Theory of education
O  Reading skills Q  Mathematical education QO Theory of upbringing §
O Writing skills Q  Ecological education ; Q Principles of education g
Q  Transtation skills Q Pre-school pedagogy and didactics 0 Educational psychology {,(
Q Grammar Q Didactics of teaching Polishlang. arts (3 Educational philosophy ?1
O  Vocabulary Q Didactics of teaching maths O  Sociology of education &
O Pronunciation QO Didactics of teaching science QO  Legal rights of children ;
O FL teaching methodology Q Didactics of teaching arts Q@  Educating children in social é':‘
O FL language acquisition in childhood @ Didactics of teaching music ST 3
Q  History of the FL iterature O Didactics of teaching crafts #., agosis st pesagogie herepy &
D FL children's literature O Didactics of teaching PE WS N0 (1 oo 3
Q@  History of the FL countries Q@ Testing and assessment 7y s T emeow
O  Culture and society of the FL countries O Cumiculum and planning . Soske workshops £
O Applied Linguistics Q  Class management O At workshope ',
QO  General Linguistics QO  Teaching aids O Orama workshops
25. If you were to judge from your own teaching 1 ’
perspective, what are the elements that your &
own teacher training lacked? 2 ?.
Please list five most important ones. 3 ‘f
4
é
5 &
If you would like to add any comments, please feel free to do so. :a
g 5
| @00 Thank you for participating in this survey. {



Wyzsza Szkola Pedagogiczna w Bydgoszczy
H Katedra Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego
7 ul. Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszez
- Tel/fax. (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-08-25

Szanowni Panstwo!

W zwiazku ze zmianami w ramowych planach nauczania zostala stworzona mozliwos¢
rozpoczecia nauki pierwszego jezyka obcego juz od pierwszej klasy szkoly podstawowe;j.
Obawiamy si¢ jednak, ze idea ta nie zostanie szeroko wprowadzona do szké! ze wzgledu na
brak odpowiednio przygotowanych nauczycieli. W zwiazku z tym Wyzsza Szkola
Pedagogiczna w Bydgoszczy zastanawia si¢ nad powolaniem dwuspecjalizacyjnych studiow
nauczycielskich w zakresie edukacji wczesnoszkolnej i filologii obcej. Celem prowadzonych
przeze mnie badan jest ustalenie jakie sa potrzeby powolania takich studiéw, a takze
zoptymalizowanie ich struktury i planéw nauczania, tak by przyszli absolwenci byli jak
najlepiej przygotowani do pracy z dzie¢mi w mlodszym wieku szkolnym.

Zwracamy si¢ z prosba do Paristwa o podzielenie si¢ z nami swoimi opiniami na temat
ksztalcenia jezykowego Waszych dzieci. Wigkszos¢ pytan niniejszej ankiety dotyczy nauki
jezykow obcych przed rozpoczgciem szkoty podstawowej i obecnie, w klasie 1-3. Nasze
szczegblne zainteresowanie dotyczy wieku w jakim dzieci, Panstwa zdaniem, powinny
rozpoczyna¢ naukg je¢zyka obcego, a takze formy organizacyijnej i miejsca w jakim nauka ta
powinna si¢ odbywac.

Ankieta jest anonimowa i dane w niej zawarte zostana wykorzystane tylko do celow
naukowych. Po wypehnieniu ankiety bardzo prosz¢ o wlozenie jej do dotaczonej koperty,
zaklejenie i wrzucenie do zalakowanego pudlta dostarczonego nauczycielowi. Zaréwno
wychowawca Pafistwa dziecka jak i dyrektor szkoty nie beda mieli mozliwosci weladu w
ankiety. Po zakonczeniu badan ich wyniki zostana udostgpnione szkolom w formie
uogolnionego raportu z calej proby rodzicéw, dyrektoréw, nauczycieli jezykow obcych z
réznych bydgoskich szkél. Proszg zatem o pelng szczero$é w udzielaniu odpowiedzi.

Badania uzyskaly aprobat¢ kuratora O$wiaty i Wychowania w Bydgoszczy, a takze
dyrektora Wydziatu O$wiaty Urzedu Miasta Bydgoszczy.
Wierzac, ze zechca Panstwo wzia¢ udzial w badaniach, bardzo dzigkuje za wspélprace.

ol

Sylwia Wisniewska

- autorka badan,
pracownik Katedry Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego
WSP w Bydgoszczy

Tel. kontaktowy: 3631038




ANKIETA DLA RODZICOW

JEZYKI OBCE W KLASACH 1-3
S0 mIYKT 0BCE L FARSTWA vuipcko

Ta czes¢ dotyczy dziecka, ktdre obecnie uczeszcza do Klasy 1. 2 lub 3 szkoly podstawoweyj.
Jesli majq Panstwo wigcej dzieci w tym wieku, prosze podaé informacje prawdziwe dla jednego z dzieci.
Jesli nie podano inaczej. prosze zaznaczaé tylko jedng opcje.

1. Ple¢ dziecka

2. Czy Panstwa dziecko uczylo si¢ jezyka obcego
zanim rozpoczeto nauke w szkole podstawowe)?

3. Jesli tak, to jakiego jezyka/ow si¢ uczyto?

Prosze zakresli¢ jednq lub wiecej opcji.

4. W jaki sposob bylo to zorganizowane?

Prosze zakresli¢ jednq lub wigcej opgji ( jesli dziecko
uczylo sie wigcej niz jednego jezyka obcego lub jesli
w réznych latach bylo to réznie zorganizowane).

5. Czy Panstwa dziecko uczy si¢ obecnie j¢zyka
obcego?

6. Jesli tak, to jakiego/jakich?

0000000 OO

Q Dziewczynka Q Chiopiec i;~
-

Q Nie ——— Prosz¢ przej$¢ do pytania 5.
ST e = e a— ‘ﬂ
Q  Jezyk angielski 8
Q  Jezyk francuski
Q Jezyk niemiecki i
Q Jezyk hiszpanski g
Q  Jezyk rosyjski g
Q  Jezyk wioski ‘
Q Inny — proszg¢ okresli¢ 3:;,
R — » ) ¥
e Jako kurs jezykowy w przedszkolu/zerowce ‘“
QO Dla wszystkich dzieci z tej samej grupy wiekowej b

Q Dla wybranych dzieci w tym samym wieku o

Q Dladzieci w réznym wieku

e Jako zajecia pozalekcyjne/kurs w klubie lub szkole :,
jezykowej

Q Dladzieci w tym samym wieku &

Q Dla dzieci w réznym wieku |

e Jako prywatne lekcje w domu i‘r

Q  Dla jednego dziecka

Q  Dla kilkorga dzieci (np. dla dwojga lub wigcej Panstwa
dzieci, dla Panstwa dziecka i dzieci znajomych, itp.)

e Inaczej — proszg okresli¢

RN AR 1

Tak

g
Nie —————= Prosze przej$¢ do pytania 19, i
Jezyk angielski %
Jezyk francuski 2
Jezyk niemiecki @
Jezyk hiszpanski ¥
Jezyk rosyjski ¥
Jezyk whoski
Inny — proszg okresli¢ §
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7. Jakie byly powody, ze zdecydowali Panstwo, 22~ Q Uwazali$my, ze nauka tego jezyka bedzie w przysztosci i
dziecko bedzie si¢ uczylo wiasnie tego jezyka, a najbardziej korzystna dla naszego dziecka. %
4 5
TuE INnCgo: Q Moje dziecko juz uczylo si¢ tego jezyka w przedszkolu i &
Prosze zakresli¢ powody prawdziwe w Panstwa chcielismy zeby kontynuowato nauke. Z
] jesci¢ ‘1’ ! 4 .glg E . . e . . . il
prayp odaudku i umiesci¢ °1" obok najwaznieiszego Q  Uwazalismy, ze najtatwiej bedzie zapewni¢ kontynuacje E
pow nauki tego jezyka w wyzszych klasach.
Q Byta to jedynie dostgpna opcja (jezyk) w szkole. 1
Q Nauka tego jezyka byla najtansza opcja.
Q  Poniewaz nauczyciel tego jezyka byl bardzo dobry. §
Q Inny — proszg okresli¢ P
e | ]
SN S S N e 3
8. Czy woleliby Panstwo zeby Wasze dziecko Q Tak g
uczylo si¢ obecnie innego jezyka niz ten, ktorego Q Nie
ma obecnie mozliwos¢ si¢ uczy¢?
9. Jak jest zorganizowana nauka jezyka obcego e Jako przedmiot obowiazkowy w szkole
Panstwa dziecka? Q Dla wszystkich klas 1-3

Q Dla wybranej klasy (np. w formie eksperymentu)
Prosze zakresli¢ jednq lub wiecej opgji ( jesli dziecko
uczy sie wiecej niz jednego jezyka obcego ijest to
réznie zorganizowane).

Jako przedmiot nadobowigzkowy w szkole

Q Dla wszystkich dzieci z tej samej klasy

Q Dla wybranych dzieci w tym samym wieku
Q Dla dzieci w roznym wieku (z réznych klas)

o Jako zajecia pozalekcyjne/kurs w klubie lub szkole
Jezykowej
Q Dla dzieci w tym samym wieku
Q Dla dzieci w roznym wieku

e Jako prywatne lekcje w domu
Q Dla jednego dziecka

R D S IR e TR S N Ve

Q Dila kilkorga dzieci (np. dla dwojga lub wigcej Panstwa ?»‘
dzieci, dla Panstwa dziecka i dzieci znajomych, itp.) »
E

e Inaczej — prosz¢ okresli¢

NS S S — - . ;
10. Jaki jest tygodniowy wymiar nauki jezyka 11. Jak czesto odbywajg sig¢ lekcje?
obcego (w sumie)?
Q Raz w tygodniu

Q 10-15min ‘
Q 20-30 min Q 2-3 razy natydzien

Q 35-45min ) .

Q 50-90 min Q 4-5 razy natydzien

Q 100-120 min

Q wigcej niz 120 min

Bardzo waznym
Waznym
Neutralnym
Niewaznym
Absolutnie nieistotnym

12. Jesli Panstwa dziecko uczy si¢ obecnie j¢zyka
obcego w szkole jako obowiazkowego
przedmiotu, czy fakt, ze taka nauka jest mozliwa
byta waznym czynnikiem w wyborze tej wlasnie
szkoty podstawowej?

S R S A T TR R = R

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
13. Kto jest nauczycielem jezyka obcego Panstwa Q Nauczyciel klas 1-3 z kwalifikacjami do nauczania j. obcego
dziecka? Q Nauczyciel klas 1-3 bez kwalifikacji do nauczania j. obcego
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

Nauczyciel j. obcego (np. anglista)
Nauczyciel bez kwalifikacji (np. student)
Nauczyciel-obcokrajowiec

Inny — prosz¢ okresli¢
Nie wiem

%
B
0
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14. Jak oceniliby Panstwo nastepujace cechy nauczyciela jezyka obcego
Waszego dziecka? ;
Prosze zakresli¢ odpowiedniq cyfre na skali. E E

Bk
Osobowosé

Znajomos¢ jezyka obcego
Kompetencja w pedagogice wczesnoszkolnej

Znajomosé i uzycie odpowiednich metod i technik pracy
Znajomosé i uzycie odpowiednich pomocy dydaktycznych

T e R N

Umiejetnoséé nawigzania kontaktu z dzie¢mi
10 Umiejetno$é nawigzania kontaktu z rodzicami dzieci

Znajomosé faz rozwojowych dziecka i psychologii wezesnoszkolnej

Zdolnosci artystyczne (umiejgtnosci wokalne, plastyczne, itp.)

T e
EN NN NN N NN
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15. Czy placa Panstwo za nauke jezyka obcego? Q

B . B I

16. lle wynosi miesigczny wydatek za nauk¢ jezyka
obcego? o

17. Czy oplata za nauke jezyka jest w przypadku Q

Waszego dziecka wyzsza niz przecigtnie? Q

Q

18. Jesli tak, to dlaczego? Q

g : " Q

Prosze zaznaczy¢ opcje prawdziwe w Panstwa

sytuacji. Q

Q

Q

Tak
Nie
__ zlotych miesigcznie

Optata jest wliczona w czesne za szkol¢
Tak
Nie

Nie wiem

Poniewaz moje dziecko jest uczone przez obcokrajowca
Poniewaz jest to nauka indywidualna

Poniewaz grupa jest bardzo mata

Poniewaz jest wigcej godzin / zajgcia s dtuzsze

Inny — prosz¢ okresli¢

Nastepne pytanie przeznaczone jest dla tych z Paristwa, kidrzy zakreslili odpowieds ‘NIE' na pyt.5 (4. ci, kidrych dzieci

obecnie nie uczq sie jezyka obcego). Jesli nie dotyczy to Pavistwa, prosze przejsé do

19. Jakie sa glowne powody, ze Panstwa dziecko nie Q
uczy sie¢ jezyka obcego?
) Q
Prosze zakresli¢ opcje prawdziwe w Panstwa
przypadku i umiesci¢ ‘1’ obok najwazniejszego
powodu. Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Prosze kontynuowac¢ na nastepnych stronach. = Q

kolejnego pytania,

Poniewaz uwazamy, ze nasze dziecko jest za male zeby
rozpoczaé nauke jezyka obcego.

Poniewaz nie sadzimy, ze nasze dziecko jest zdolne nauczy¢
si¢ jgzyka obcego.

Poniewaz nie moglismy znalez¢ odpowiedniego kursu dla
naszego dziecka.

Poniewaz kursy jezykow obcych dla dzieci
powszechnie dost¢pne.

nie  sg

Poniewaz uwazamy, ze jakos¢ kursow jezykow obcych dla
dzieci jest staba.

Poniewaz kursy jezykow obcych dla dzieci sa zbyt drogie.

Poniewaz mielismy zle doswiadczenia z nauka jezykow
obcych naszego dziecka w przedszkolu (zanim dziecko
rozpoczgto nauke w szkole podstawowe;).

Poniewaz mieliSmy zle doswiadczenia z naukg jezykow
obcych w przypadku naszych innych dzieci.

Inne — prosz¢ okresli¢
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20. Jaka jest Panstwa ogolna ocena kursow jezykow obcych dla matych

Prosze zakresli¢ cyfre na skali w zaleznosci od tego jak Panstwo oceniajq

dzieci, dostgpnych w naszym miescie?

lekcje?

nastepujqce sprawy:
lwkawmmkowyddhdmu Sl s L U T S
2 Dostepnos$¢ kursow dla dzieci w szkolach jezykowych 1 3 4 5 6 9
3 Donq:mté kurséw dla dzieci w szkotach podstawowych w ramach nauczania
obowiazkowego 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
4 Dostepnosé kursow dla dzieci w szkolach podstawowych w ramach nauczania
pozalekcyjnego (nadobowigzkowego) 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
5 Roznorodnosé hnow _wzykawych dh dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
6 hkoéé hnéw myknwych dla dzieci : 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
7  Organizacja kursow jezykowych dla dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
8  Wysokos¢ oplat za kursy jezykowe dla dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
9  Dostepnosé informacji o kursach jezykowych dla dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
10 Jako$¢ nauczania na kursach jezykowych dla dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
11 Metody pedagogiczne uzywane przez nmycxeh Jjezykow obeych 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
12 Materialy i pomoce uzywane przez uuycwhjmk(m obeych 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
13 Kompetencje nauczycieli do nauczania j. obcego 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
14 Kompetencje nauczycieli do nauczania dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
15 Podejécie nauczycieli jezykow obcych do dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
16 Wspbipraca nauczycieli jezykéw obcych z rodzicami dzieci 1 2 3 4 5 6 9
21. Czy uwazacie Panstwo, ze nauczanie jezykow Tak
obcych dla dzieci z klas 1-3 powinno by¢ bardziej Ni
dostepne w szkotach podstawowych? e
Nie wiem
22. Jesli tak, to jak powinno to by¢ zorganizowane? Jako osobny, obowiazkowy przedmiot dla wszystkich
dzieci klas 1-3
Jako obowiazkowy przedmiot dla niektorych klas (wybrane
dzieci)
Jako zaj¢cia pozalekcyjne dla chetnych dzieci (np. jako
osobny kurs po potudniu lub w weekendy)
23. Czy sadza Panstwo, ze nauczanie j¢zykow obcych Tak
w klasach 1-3 powinno by¢ zwolnione z wszelkich Ni
optat? *
Nie wiem
24. Jesli warunkiem wprowadzenia nauczania jezykow Tak
obcych w klasach 1-3 byloby chocby czgsciowe Ni
obciazenie rodzicéw kosztami takiego ksztatcenia 1
czy nadal chcieliby Panstwo zeby ich dziecko Nie wiem
uczestniczylo w takich zajeciach?
25. Jaka sume byliby Panstwo skionni zaplaci¢ za ____ zlotych za miesiac
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26. Jaki jezyk obcy miatby by¢ nauczany w klasach
1-3?

27. Kiedy powinno si¢ rozpoczyna¢ obowiazkowa Q
nauke pierwszego jezyka obcego?

28. Kto powinien uczy¢ jezykow obcych w klasach Q
1-3?

Prosze zaznaczy¢ jednq, najbardziej kompetentnq Q
Panstwa zdaniem osobe.

29. Jezeli mieliby Panstwo mozliwos¢ wyboru
odpowiedniego nauczyciela jezykow obcych dla
swojego dziecka, jakie elementy zwiazane z =
jego/jej osoba bytyby dla Panstwa najwazniejsze?

Prosze okresli¢ cyframi od 1 do 5 (z 5 jako ===
najwazniejszym elementem) pie¢ najwazniejszych cech.

Jezyk angielski

Jezyk francuski

Jezyk niemiecki
Jezyk hiszpanski
Jezyk rosyjski

Jezyk wiloski

Inny — prosze¢ okresli¢

Przed rozpoczgciem nauki w szkole podstawowe),
w wieku

Od 1 klasy szkoty podstawowe)
Od 2 klasy szkoty podstawowej
Od 3 klasy szkoty podstawowej
Tak jak obecnie, od 4 klasy szkoly podstawowej

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3
Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 znajacy jezyk obcy

Nauczyciel/wychowawca klas 1-3 z kwalifikacjami do
nauczania j¢zyka obcego

Nauczyciel jezyka obcego
Nauczyciel jezyka obcego przeszkolony do pracy z dzie¢mi

Nauczyciel jezyka obcego z kwalifikacjami do nauczania
Jjezykéw obeych wkl.1-3

Nauczyciel-obcokrajowiec (rodzimy uzytkownik jezyka)

Doswiadczenie

Osobowos¢
__ Znajomos¢ jezyka obcego

Kompetencja w pedagogice wezesnoszkolnej

___ Znajomos¢ faz rozwojowych dziecka i psychologii

wczesnoszkolne)
Znajomos¢ i uzycie odpowiednich metod i technik pracy
Znajomos¢ i uzycie odpowiednich pomocy dydaktycznych
Zdolnosci artystyczne (umiej¢tnosci wokalne, plastyczne,
itp.)

Umiejetnos¢ nawigzania kontaktu z dzieé¢mi

Umiejetnos¢ nawiazania kontaktu z rodzicami dzieci

Inne — prosz¢ okresli¢
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30. Ankieta wypetiniona przez

32. Wyksztalcenie Matki*

33. Obecnie wykonywany zawod Matki*

Ojca*

34. Jak by Pan/i okreslit/a sytuacje finansowa waszej BARDZO BARDZO
rodziny? ZLA DOBRA
Prosze zakresli¢ cyfre na skali, ktéra najtrafniej 1 2 3 4 5 6

opisuje Panstwa sytuacje.

35. Ile jezykow obcych Pan/i zna? SLABO NIEZLE ~ DOBRZE B DOBRZE
Jezyk angielski 1 2 3 4
Jezyk francuski 1 2 3 4
Prosze zaznaczy¢ stopien znajomosci (wg wiasnej Jezyk niemiecki 1 2 3 4
oceny) Jezyk wloski 1 2 3 4
) Jezyk hiszpanski 1 2 3 4
Jezyk rosyjski 1 2 3 4
Inny 1 2 3 4
Inny 1 2 3 4

Q Jezyk angielski
Jezyk francuski
Jezyk niemiecki

Q

D . .
Prosze zaznaczy¢ jezyki, kidre przynajmniej w g Jezyk hiszpanski

Q

Q

36. Jakie jezyki obce zna drugi z rodzicow dziecka?

ju podstawowym zna matka*/ojciec* dziecka. Jezyk rosyjski
TR PO ¥ Jezyk whoski
Inny — prosz¢ okresli¢

37. Ile maja Panstwo dzieci?
38. W jakim sa wieku? . ___ 2.___ &____ 4. _ S

Jezeli chcial/aby si¢ Pan/i podzieli¢ swoimi spostrzezeniami na temat nauki jezykow obeych dzieci lub cos dodac¢ do
podanych informacji, proszg to uczyni¢ ponizej.

* lub inny prawny opiekun dziecka pici zenskiej/meskie) ob wychowujacy dziecko

QOO Bardzo dzigkuj¢ za wypelnienie ankiety.
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& Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz

Ry Department of English

"} Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz
Phone/Fax: (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-08-25

Dear parents,

Recent changes in the new Framework Curriculum have created a possibility to start a
foreign language study from the first grade of the elementary school. We are afraid, however,
that this idea will not be widely introduced to schools due to a lack of suitably prepared
teachers. Consequently, the Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz is considering
launching a new double specialization teacher training courses in the area of early years
education and FL teaching. The primary aim of the present research is to assess the demand
for such studies, and to obtain information on its optimal organization and content.

We would be grateful if you could share your opinions with us on the subject of language

learning of your children. The majority of questions in the questionnaire concerns learning of

a foreign language by your child prior entering the elementary school and at present, in
classes 1-3. Our special interest concerns the age at which children, in your opinion, should
start learning a foreign language, organisational options and a place in which such education
should be provided.

The survey is anonymous and all information provided by you will be treated as
confidential. Neither your child’s classteacher nor i i
to inspect the questionnaires. Having collected the information from all parties involved in the
study (parents of the children from grades 1-3, headteachers from elementary and language
schools, FL teachers and Early Years teachers involved in teaching young learners, student-
teachers and teacher-trainers from FL and EY departments of HPS of Bydgoszcz), the results
will be made available in the form of a generalized report. Therefore you are asked to
complete this questionnaire sincerely.

The research has been approved by the Director of the Local Educational Authority of
Bydgoszcz, and the director of the Bydgoszcz Commune Education Board.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,
Mﬂ(/z/
Sylwia Wisniewska

Research fellow at the Department of English,
Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz

My contact telephone number is: 3631038
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR PARENTS
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This part asks questions about the child who is currently enrolled to class 1, 2 or 3 of the elementary school.

If you have more children of this age answer the questions for one child only. i

Unless stated otherwise, please tick one option only. ‘

1. What is your child’s gender? Q Girl Q Boy ‘

2. Did your child learn a foreign language Q Yes

- P ¢

before coming to elementary school Q No Please go to question 5. g

3. If yes, which foreign language did s/he Q English

3 learn? Q French 3
Q German !

4 . Q Italian i
§ Please tick all that apply. Q Russian :
; Q Spanish b
Q Other - please specify 3

4. Please specify how it was organised. e As alanguage course in a nursery school/kindergarten ;

Q For all children from the same age group
| . y Q For selected children from the same age group
Please tick all that apply. Q For selected children from different age groups

e As an ‘after school' language course in a club or
language school
Q For children of the same age
Q For children from different age groups

e As private tuition at home
Q For one child only

Q For more than one child (e.g. your other children or i
children of your friends)

BT LR RS

e Other, please specify o
e e e ,'i?
8 5. Is your child currently involved in leaminga  Q  Yes ¥
% foreign language? Q No N 0 Y G4 19, ‘
6. If yes, which foreign language is s/he Q English ,
5 learning? Q French g
1 Q Gemman v
Please tick all that apply. Q Italian :
Q Russian {
Q Spanish ¢

Q Other - please specify

PR
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i 7. What were the reasons that you decided Q
that your child would learn that foreign

language and not others? Q

Please tick all that apply and put ‘1’ next to the
option that you think was the most important

one.

ik o

000 O O
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| thought that foreign language was the most beneficial
for my child’s future.

My child had already learned that foreign language in
the nursery school/kindergarten and | wanted her/him to
continue.

| thought it would be easier to continue learning this
foreign language in classes 4-8 and beyond.

That foreign language option was the only one available
in the school.

This foreign language option was cheaper.

| liked the teacher.
Other, please specify

()

Would you prefer your child to learn a
different foreign language that the one s/he
is studying now?

SN R S
™
o

9. Please specify how foreign language .
instruction is organised.

BRSNS ROIE AR

BESIRNIL vy

instruction per week that your child is
receiving?

10-15 min

20-30 min

35-45 min

50-90 min

100-120 min

more than 120 min

0oc0000o

12. If your child is learning a foreign language
as a compulsory subject in elementary
school, was the fact that the school provides
foreign language instruction an important
factor in choosing it for your child?

AR

S MRS

13. Who teaches a foreign language to your
child?

BT LY

o
000 OO0 0O 0OOO0OCOD

= Gy

e T S A O B R R S

10. What is the amount of foreign language 11.

Yes
No

As a compulsory subject at school
Q As a part of ‘the integrated day’
Q As a separate subject

As an extra-curricular subject at school

Q For all children from the same class

Q For selected children from the same class level
Q For selected children from different class levels

As an ‘after school’ language course in a club/language
school

Q For children of the same age

Q For children from different age groups

As private tuition at home

Q Forone child only

Q For more than one child (e.g. your other children or
children of your friends)

Other, please specify

How often are the lessons held?

Q Once a week
Q 2-3 times a week
Q 4-5times a week

Very important
Important

Neutral

Unimportant
Absolutely unimportant

Class teacher with FL qualifications

Class teacher without FL qualifications

Foreign language specialist

Teacher without qualifications (e.g. a student, a family
member)

FL native speaker
Other, please specify
| don't know

SO Y SR R
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14. How would you evaluate the following features of your child’s

foreign language teacher?
Please circle the appropriate number on the scale.

VERY
NEGATIVE
VERY
POSITIVE
1DON'T KNOW

1 Teacher's experience 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
2 Teacher's personality 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
3 Teacher's FL competence 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
4 Teacher's early years pedagogy competence 1 2 3 4 5 6 "
5 Teacher's knowledge of child’s psychology and development 1 2 3 4 5 s »
6 Teacher's use of appropriate teaching methods 1 2 5 4 5 & i
7 Teacher's use of appropriate teaching aids s g i 4 4 s A
8 Teacher's artistic skills (drawing, singing, etc) i
9 Teacher's ability to establish a good rapport with children G N el R ?
10 Teacher's ability to establish good relationship with parents : bt Do il e Rl ?
15. Is there a foreign language tuition fee? Q Yes
Q No
16. What is the average monthly cost of foreign ______ PLZ per month
language mstrudlop? Q The fee is included in the overall school tuition fee
17. Is the foreign language option that your child Q Yes
is involved in a bit more expensive than
Q No
average?
Q Idon't know
18. Is yes, why it is s0? Q Because my child is taught by a native speaker
Please tick all that apply. Q Because it is an individual tuition
Q Because the language group is very small
Q Because the lessons are longer
Q Because the lessons are more frequent
Q Other, please specify

The next question is for parents who answered NO to question 5 (i.e. whose children are not currently involved
in FL instruction). If it does not apply to you, please go on to next section (question 20).

19. What are the main reasons that your child is Q
not currently learning a foreign language?

Please tick all that apply and put ‘1’ to the
reason that is the most important.

OO

[(mys)

)

Please continue with the rest of the
questionnaire.

| think my child is too young to start foreign language
learning.

| don't think that my child is not capable of learmning a
foreign language.

| could not find an appropriate foreign language course
for my child.

Foreign language courses for children are not available.

| think that the quality of foreign language courses for
children is poor.

Foreign language courses are too expensive.

| had some bad experiences with foreign language
instruction before my child was enrolled in elementary
school.

| had some bad experiences with foreign language
instruction of my other children.

Poor scheduling
Other, please specify

W
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20. Generally speaking, how would you evaluate the foreign

language provision that is currently available to children in our ﬁ o] é

city? g

Please circle the number on the ranking scale that most closely EE g

describes how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with the following s 8

elements: -
1 Availability of private tuition 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
2 Availability of FL courses for children organised by language schools 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
3 Auvailability of compulsory FL teaching at elementary schools 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
4 Auvailability of extracurricular FL courses organised in/by elementary 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?

schools
5 Variety of courses 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
6 The quality of FL courses for children 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
7 The organisation of courses 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
8  Tuition fees 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
9 Auvailability of information on FL courses for children 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
10 The quality of teaching at FL courses for children 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
11 Teaching methodology used 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
12 Teaching materials and resources used Ry et B ORI T ?
13 Teachers’ qualifications in a foreign language 1 e 3 4 5 6 ?
14 Teachers’ qualifications for teaching young children 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
15 Teachers’ attitude to young children 1 2 3 4 5 6 ?
16 Teachers' attitude to parents 1 2 3 4 5 8 ?
21. Do you think that foreign language instruction Q Yes, certainly

should be more widely available in elementary ;

schools? Q Possibly

Q No
Q Don'’t know

22. If yes, how do you think foreign language Q As a compulsory subject integrated with the rest of the

instruction should be organised in classes 1-3
of the elementary school?

23. Do you think that foreign language instruction
in classes 1-3 should be free of charge?

24. |f foreign language provision in the classes
1-3 depended on parents’ contribution
towards a tuition fee, would you like your child
to be still involved in foreign language
instruction?

elementary school curriculum

Q As a compulsory subject, separate from the rest of the
elementary school curriculum

Q As an extra-curricular subject (a paid for course) at
school (e.g. after normal lessons or at weekends)

Q Yes
Q No
Q Idon't know

Q Yes
No
Q Idon't know

25. If free instruction were not possible, how
much would you be able to contribute towards
the foreign language tuition fee?

___PLZ per month
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26. Which foreign language should be taught to
children in classes 1-3?

27. When do you think compulsory learning of the
first foreign language should start?

28. Who do you think is the best-qualified person
to teach foreign languages in classes 1-3?

29. If you were free to choose a foreign language
teacher for your child, which of the following
elements would be the most important for
you?

Please list the five most important, with ‘5’ being
the highest.

Q Female
Q Male

30. What is your gender?

31. What is your age?

32. What is the age of your spouse?

O000O0O

PERE LT LR

English

French

German

Italian

Russian

Spanish

Other - please specify

oooo0oo00oO

Before elementary school, atage __
From class 1

From class 2

From class 3

As it is now—in class 4.

Regular class teacher

Regular class teacher with some FL competence
Regular class teacher with FL qualifications
Foreign language specialist

O0O0O0O

Foreign language specialist with some early years
training

Foreign language specialist with early years
qualifications

Q Native speaker of a FL

o

____ Teacher’s experience

Teacher’s personality

Teacher’s FL competence

Teacher's competence in early years pedagogy

Teacher's knowledge of child psychology and
development.

____ Teacher's use of appropriate methods
Teacher’s use of appropriate teaching aids
Teacher’s artistic skills (drawing, singing, etc.)

Teacher's ability to establish a good rapport with
children.

___ Teacher's ability to establish good relationships with
parents.

Other - please specify
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How old are they?

If you would like to add any comments, please feel free to do so.

QOO Thank you for participating in this survey.
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33. What qualifications/degrees do you possess 1)
(technical qualifications, BA/BSc MA/MSc,
etc.)? 2)
3)
34. What qualifications/degrees does your 1)
spouse posses (technical qualifications
BA/BSc MA/MSc, etc.)? 2)
3)
35. What is your job?
36. What is the job of your spouse?
37. How would you describe the financial VERY VERY
situation of your family? BAD GooD
Please circle the number on the ranking scale 1 2 3 4 5 ;
that most closely describes your situation.
38. How many foreign languages do you know? POOR FAIR  GOOD V. GOOD
) Q English 1 2 3 4
Please tick the language(s) that you know Q French 1 2 3 4
and evaluate the degree to which you think 8 German } ';’ g 4
ient i i ltalian 4
you are proficient in a given language. O 1 2 3 b4
Q Russian 1 2 3 4
Q Sspanish 1 2 3 4
Other 1 2 3 4
Other 1 2 3 4
39. How many foreign languages does your Q English
spouse know? Q French
Q German
Please tick all language that s/he knows. Q ltalian
Q Latin
Q Russian
Q Spanish
Q Other - please specify
40. How many children have you got?
41. 1. 2 3 4.

5w
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Wyizsza Szkola Pedagogiczna w Bydgoszezy

H" H Katedra Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogélnego
ul. Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz

Fel/fax. (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-10-08

Szanowne Kolezanki i Koledzy!

W zwiazku ze zmianami w ramowych planach nauczania zostala stworzona mozliwo$¢
rozpocz¢eia nauki pierwszego jezyka obcego juz od pierwszej klasy szkoly podstawowej.
Obawiam si¢ jednak, ze idea ta nie zostanie szeroko wprowadzona do szk6l ze wzgledu na brak
odpowiednio przygotowanych nauczycieli.

W zwiazku z tym zwracamy si¢ z prosbg do Was o podzielenie si¢ Waszymi opiniami na
temat celowosci powotania dwuspecjalizacyjnych studiow nauczycielskich w zakresie edukacji
wezesnoszkolnej i filologii obcej. Poprzez zapoznanie si¢ z Waszym zdaniem, a takze opiniami
nauczycieli obecnie uczacymi jezyki obce w przedszkolach i klasach 1-3, dyrektorow szkol i
rodzicow dzieci, pragniemy ustali¢ jakie sa potrzeby powolania takich studiow,
zoptymalizowa¢ ich strukturg i plany nauczania, tak by przyszli absolwenci byli jak najlepicj
przygotowani do pracy z dzie¢mi w mlodszym wieku szkolnym.

Ankieta jest anonimowa i dane w niej zawarte zostang wykorzystane tylko do celow
naukowych. Prosz¢ zatem o pelng szczero$¢ w udzielaniu odpowiedzi.
Badania uzyskaly aprobatg¢ rektora d/s nauki, prof. dr hab. ...., kuratora O$wiaty i

Wychowania w Bydgoszczy, a takze dyrektora Wydzialu O$wiaty Urzedu Miasta Bydgoszezy.
Wierzac, ze zechcecie wzia¢ udzial w badaniach, bardzo dzigkuje za wspélprace.

’

e A

Sylwia Wisniewska
- autorka badan,
pracownik Katedry Anglistyki 1 J¢zykoznawstwa Ogolnego
WSP w Bydgoszczy

T
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ANKIETA DLA STUDENTOW

DANE

Ta sekcja dotyczy ogdlnych danych o Tobie. Jesli nie podano inaczej, prosze zakres! tylko jedng odpowieds.

1. Ple¢ Q Kobieta Q Mezczyzna
2. Wiek _lat
3. Najakim kierunku studiujesz obecnie na WSP w Q Filologia angielska (studia licencjackie)
Bydgoszczy? Q Filologia niemiecka (studia licencjackie)
QO Pedagogika wezesnoszkolna (studia licencjackie)
Q Filologia angielska (studia magisterskie)
Q Filologia niemiecka (studia magisterskie)
Q Lingwistyka stosowana ros.-ang. (studia magisterskie)
Q Lingwistyka stosowna ros.-niem. (studia magisterskie)
Q Pedagogika wezesnoszkolna (studia magisterskie)
4. Jaki jest two) tryb studiowania? Q Studia dzienne
Q Studia wieczorowe
Q Studia zaoczne
Q Indywidualny tok studiow
5. Na ktorym roku jestes? 1 9 3 4 5
6. Czy ukonczyles/as juz wezesniej jakies studia (policealne, licencjackie, magisterskie)?
Q Tak Jesli tak, to jakie? W jakim trybie ukonczone?
Q Nie
7. Czy jest to jedyny kierunek studiow na ktorym obecnie studiujesz?

Q Tak
Q Nie Jesli nie, to na jakim innym kierunku studiujesz?

Jaki jest twdj tryb studiow?
Q  Studia dzienne
Q  Studia wieczorowe
Q  Studia zaoczne
Q  Indywidualny tok studiow

Na ktorym roku jestes?
1 2 3 4 5
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REits S Sis TRt R G S S




8. Jak bys ocenil/a swoje umiejetnosci w jezyku,

Jezyk 1:

SLABO  NIEZLE DOBRZE B. DOBRZEE

2
ktory obecme studxujesi (jako kierunek wiodacy Méwienie i 5 5 .
lub w formie lektoratu)’ Rozumienie ze shichu 1 2 3 4
Czytanie 1 2 3 4
. ., Pisanie 1 2 3 4
Prosze okreslic¢ jezyk/i jaki/e studiujesz i stopien Gramatyka 1 2 3 4
kompetencji (wg wiasnej oceny). Stownictwo ! 2 3 4 ‘
Wymowa 1 2 3 4
Jezyk 2: SLABO NIEZLE DOBRZE B DOBRZE
Mowienie 1 2 3 4 |
Rozumienie ze stuchu 1 2 3 4 !
Czytanie 1 2 3 4
Pisanie 1 2 3 4
Gramatyka 1 2 3 4
Stownictwo 1 2 3 4
Wymowa 1 2 3 4 y
N — S - — - 5
9. Czy znasz jakies inne jezyki oprocz tych, ktére SLABO  NIEZLE  DOBRZE B DOBRZE 3»‘
wymienites powyzej? Jezyk angielski 1 2 3 4 b
Jezyk francuski 1 2 3 4 \;
ik i e i ; Jezyk niemiecki 1 2 3 4 o
Prosze zakresli¢ stopien kompetencji (wg wiasnej Seroh bisspaaki X 2 3 p z})
oceny). Jezyk rosyjski 1 2 3 4 i@
Jezyk wloski 1 2 3 4 [
Inny 1 2 3 4 2
Inny 1 2 3 4 %
Q  Nieznam i
4 o . SLABO  NIEZLE DOBRZE B DOBRZE i;
10. Jak bys ocenit/a swoje umiejgtnosci g
% taniec 1 2 3 4
artystyczne” aktorstwo 1 2 3 4 ?
rysunek, malarstwo 1 2 3 4 g
teatrzyk kukietkowy 1 2 3 4 &
spiew I 2 3 4 g
v,-_.l
gra na instrumencie muz S
(na jakm?) 1 2 3 4 f.
- 1 2 3 4 i
Inne ) 1 2 3 4 :yy
S ——— ‘§y
11. Jak bys ogolnie ocenit/a swoje osiagni¢cia w nauce? HARTEO —
SLABE DOBRE
Prosze zakreslic cyfre na skali. - i
1 2 3 4 5 6
e
12. Czy kiedykolwiek uczyles/as mate dzieci (3-10 lat) jezykow obcych? '{
L
Q Tak Jesli tak, to gdzie?  Prosze zakresi wszysikie opcje, kire Ciebie dotyczq. g
Q  Nie Q W panstwowym przedszkolu 5
Q W prywatnym przedszkolu #
Q W panstwowej szkole podstawowe;j (
Q W prywatnej szkole podstawowej &
Q W szkole jezykowej X
Q  Na korepetycjach Y
Q  Inne—prosz¢ okresli¢
Jakich jezykow obcych uczyles/as?  Prosz¢ zakrest wszystkie opcje, kiore
Ciebie dotyczq.
Q  Jezyk angielski ;
Q  Jezyk francuski B
Q  Jezyk niemiecki
Q  Jezyk hiszpanski d
Q  Jezyk rosyjski d
Q  Jezyk wiloski i
Q  Inny - prosz¢ okresli¢ i
%
g
i
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13. Czy obecnie uczysz mate dzieci (3-10 lat) jezykéw obcych? 3
Q Tak = Jesli tak, to gdzie?  Prosz¢ zakresl wszystkie opcje, kiére Ciebie dotyczq.
Q Nie Q W panstwowym przedszkolu
Q W prywatnym przedszkolu g
Q W panstwowe;j szkole podstawowej |
Q W prywatnej szkole podstawowej
Q W szkole jezykowej
Q Nakorepetycjach
Q  Inne—prosz¢ okresli¢
Jakich jezykéw obeych uczyles/as?  Prosze zakresi wszystkie opcje, kiore
Ciebie dotyczq.
Q  Jezyk angielski
Q  Jezyk francuski
Q  Jezyk niemiecki ]
Q  Jezyk hiszpanski
Q  Jezyk rosyjski
Q  Jezyk wloski
Q  Inny - proszg okresli¢ i
R e L RS ? SRS HAGEIELE i
NAUCZYCIE YKA OBCEGO ;
Pytania w tej sekcji dotyczq Twojej opinii na temat nauczycieli jezykow obcych uczqcych male dzieci i sposobu w jaki powinno sig ich ksutalcic, E
Jesli nie podano inaczej, prosze zakresl tylko jedng odpowieds a
[ - e ]
14. Czy chcialbys/abys uczy¢ jezykow obcych mate dzieci kiedy ukoniczysz studia? ]
Q Tak —»Jesli tak, to czy uwazasz, ze obecne studia dobrze Ci¢ §
Q Nie przygotowuja do tej pracy?
[
Q Nie wiem | Q Tak &
{ Q Nie %
/| Q Niewiem ;
Jesli nie, to z jakiego powodu? Jesli uwazasz ze nie, to jakich przedmiotow Twoim }~
- i i zdaniem brakuje na Twoich obecnych studiach, a ktore
2 . k6 Two . S % &
':,:z}ﬁ z;b::;: mﬁm’;ﬂmp‘,w i | byl?ybly przydatne nauczycielowi ). ob. uczacego mate ?
: dzieci? Prosz¢ okreslic pig¢ najwazniejszych. ﬁ
QO Nie chce w ogdle by¢ nauczycielem. 1 &
Q Nie lubig uczy¢ matych dzieci. |, %
Q Warunki oferowane w szkotach nie odpowiadaja mi. ;5*
Q Nie pozwala mi na to méj poziom znajomosci j. ob. | 3 }
Q Nie pozwala mi na to mdj poziom znajomosci ; 3
metodyki nauczania matych dzieci. | 4 i
Q Inne powody—prosz¢ okresli¢ ‘,é;
P — X’\

&

15. Kto powinien uczy¢ mate dzieci jgzykow obcych? Nauczyciel—wychowawca w przedszkolu /w klasie 1-3
Nauczyciel—wychowawca znajacy jezyk obcy
Nauczyciel—wychowawca z kwalifikacjami do nauczania j.ob

Q
Prosze zakresli¢ najbardziej kompetentng, Twoim 8
Q Nauczyciel jezyka obcego
Q
Q
Q

zdaniem, osobe.

3 RO

Informacja:

Kwalifikacje=dyplom ukonczenia studiow Nauczyciel jezyka obcego przeszkolony do pracy z dzie¢mi

SR

Nauczyciel jgzyka obcego z kwalifikacjami do nauczania ).ob.
w przedszkolu / w klasach 1-3

Nauczyciel—obcokrajowiec (rodzimy uzytkownik jezyka)
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16. W jaki sposob powinno si¢ ksztalci¢ nauczycieli Q Obecne studia w zakresie filologii obcej (lic./mgr.)

jezykow obeych uczacych mate dzieci? Q Obecne studia w zakresie pedagogiki wezesnoszkolnej
o } ) (lic./mgr.)

Prosze zakresli najbardziej optymalny rodzqj studiéw. g - oecne studia licencjackie w zakresie fil. obcej lub ped.
wczesnoszk. (studia 1 stopnia) PLUS specjalistyczne studia 2
stopnia w zakresie nauczania j.ob. w ed. wczesnoszkolnej

Q Obecne studia licencjackie/magisterskie w zakresie fil. obcej lub
ped. wezesnoszkolnej PLUS studia podyplomowe zakresie
nauczania j.ob. w ed. wezesnoszkolne)

Q Studia dwukierunkowe w zakresie filologii obcej i ed.
wezesnoszkolne)

Q Inne—prosze okresli¢

17. Proszg zakres| wszystkie najwazniejsze przedmioty, ktore Twoim zdaniem powinny si¢ znalez¢ w programie studiow

przygotowujacych nauczycieli jezykow obcych uczacych male dzieci.
JEZYK OBCY PEDAGOGIKA WCZESNOSZKOLNA OGOLNE

O Méwienie O Pedagogika wezesnoszkolna Q  Historia edukacji

O Rozumienie ze shuchu QO Edukacja jezykowa Q  Teoria edukacji

QO Czytanie Q  Edukacja matematyczna Q) Teoria wychowania

O  Pisanie Q  Edukacja ekologiczna Q  Podstawy edukacii

O  Tiumaczenie Q  Pedagogika przedszkolna z metodyka Q  Psychologia

O Gramatyka Q  Metodyka ksztalcenia poloni cg Q  Filozofia edukacji

QO  Slownictwo O  Metodyka ksztalcenia matematycznego 0  Socjologia

O  Wymowa (fonetyka i fonologia) QO Metodyka érodowiska spot -przyrod. Q  Prawo a edukacja

O Metodyka nauczania j.ob. O Edukacja plastyczna z metodyka Q  Wychowanie dziecka w srodowisku spol.

O Akwizycja (uczenie sig) j. ob. w O Edukacja muzyczna z metodyka Q  Diagnoza i terapia pedagogi

dziecinstwie O  Edukacja techniczna z metodyka O Informatyka (w edukaci)

[ Historia literatury QO Edukacja wychowania fizycznego Q  Biomedyczne podstawy rozwoju i

: Q  Literatura dziecicca Q)  Kontrola i ocena osiagnigé ucznia wychowania
% Q) Historia krajow obcojezycznych Q  Programy szkolne i pl ie dydakt. Q  warsztaty muzyozne

O Realioznawstwo i kultura O Kicrowanie pracy vczniéw O Warsztaty plastyozne

Q  Lingwistyka stosowana Q  Tworzenie i uzycie srodkéw dydaktycznych Q  Warsztaty teatralne

O Jezykoznawstwo Q e

Q  Inne 2 -

§ 17. Obecnie studiujesz na studiach jednokierunko- e  Studia licencjackie w zakresie fil. obce)
ad wych (fil. obcej lub ed. weczesnoszkolnej), jakie Q st. dzienne Q st zaoczne
g bylyby studia, ktére podjaibys/jetabys w celu e . ..
% uzupehnienia/podwyzszenia swoich kwalifikacji . e Studia hcenc]a[:(_:'kl:.t v(vi z‘zi!:lr::le cdcu!kas?lzwzg‘z::::oszkolncj
3; potrzebnych do nauczania j¢zykow obcych dzieci? ' '
i e  Magisterskie studia uzupetniajace w zakresie fil. obce)
| Niekiore z podanych opcji dopiero w planach. Q st dzienne  Q st zaoczne
,g Praseg sakreslic ".'"dm' k.z.ére bylyby najbardsiej Magist. studia uzupetniajace w zakresie ed. wezesnoszkolne)
) optymalne w Twojej sytuacji. Q st. dzienne Q st zaoczne
£
"‘ e Magist. studia uzupetniajace w zakresie naucz. j. ob. dzieci
% Q st. dzienne  Q st. zaoczne
? Q  Zaoczne studia podyplomowe w zakresie nauczania j.ob. dzieci
| QO  Kurs metodyczny w zakresie nauczanie j.ob. dzieci
j_‘ Q  Inne—prosze okresli¢

] Jesli chciatbys/abys co$ doda¢ do podanych powyzej informacji prosz¢ uczynié to ponizej.

&

000 Bardzo dzigkuj¢ za wypelnienie ankiety.
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Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz
Department of English

Grabowa 2, 85-601 Bydgoszcz
Phone/Fax: (052) 33411797

Bydgoszcz, 1999-10-08

Dear students,

Recent changes in the new Framework Curriculum have created a possibility to start a
foreign language study from the first grade of the elementary school. We are afraid, however,
that this idea has not been widely introduced to schools due to a lack of suitably prepared
teachers.

Consequently, we wish to collect your views on purposefulness of launching a new
double specialization teacher training courses in the area of early years education and FL
teaching. The primary aim of the present research is to assess the demand for such studies,
and to obtain information on its optimal organization and content. Your opinions will
supplement the information collected from elementary and language schools teachers already
involved in teaching foreign languages to younger children, as well as the opinions of
headteachers and parents of children from grades 1-3.

The survey is anonymous and all information provided by you will be treated as
confidential. Therefore you are asked to complete this questionnaire sincerely.

The research has been approved by prof. Zenon Grabarczyk, the head of the Department
of English of the HPS of Bydgoszcz, as well as by the Director of the Local Educational

Authority of Bydgoszcz, and the director of the Bydgoszcz Commune Education Board.

Thank you very much for your assistance.

Yours sincerely,

hime

Sylwia Wisniewska

Research fellow at the Department of English,
Higher Pedagogical School of Bydgoszcz
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STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ‘
This ion asks for g l info ion about you. Unless stated otherwise, please give/tick one answer only. ,
1. What is your gender? Q Female Q Male 4
2. What is your age? o
3. What is the degree you are currently doingat O BA in English
the HPS of Bydgoszcz? O BAin German
Q BAin Early Years (EY) pedagogy
Q MAin English
O MAin Geman
| Q MA in Russian—English :
Q MA in Russian—German ¢
Q MAin EY pedagogy 2
— — 8
4. What is your student status? Q Daily (full-time) f;
O Extramural (part-time) H
Q Evening (part-time)
O Negotiated g
. 5. Which year are you in? 1 2 3 4 5 »
i e — B
¢ 6. Is this your first degree? 3
Q Yes @
Q No * If not, what degree/qualifications do you already possess?
7. s this the only degree you are currently doing?
Q Yes ‘
Q No If not, what is the other degree you are currently reading?
What is your student status on that course?
Q Daily (full-time) {
Q  Extramural (part-time) §
Q  Evening (part-time) fz
Q  Individual course of studies 8
1 Which year are you in?
1 2 3 4 5
immwmsmmmwpmmmmmummnﬂamw-x'.~f.~am»mm;vrx:.w:rﬂvc: ETIR LT Nzt Y w\?
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8. How would you evaluate the level of Language 1: POOR  FAR GOOD  V.GOOD
competence in the language(s) that you are o , ) 3 . %
currently studying as part of your degree? Listening skills 1 2 3 4 i
Reading skills 1 2 3 4 b

i Writing skills 1 2 3 4 %

Please write the name(s) of the language(s) that Grammar 1 2 3 4 g
you are studying and evaluate the degree to Vocabulary 1 2 3 4 -
which you think you are proficient in a given Pronunciation 1 2 3 4 :
language. — H
Language 2: POOR  FAR GOOD V. Goop

Speaking skills 1 2 3 4 ‘

Listening skills 1 2 3 4
Reading skills 1 2 3 4

Writing skills 1 2 3 4 4

Grammar 1 2 3 4 ¢
Vocabulary 1 2 3 4 %

Pronunciation 1 2 3 4 ¢

9. Do you know any other foreign languages POOR FAR  GOOD V. GOOD
apart from the ones that you mentioned English 1 2 3 4 v
above? French 1 2 3 4
German 1 2 3 4 i

: ; Italian 1 2 3 4 b

Please evaluate the degree to which you think Russian 1 2 3 P 4
you are proficient in a given language. Spanish 1 2 3 4 i
Other 1 2 3 4 m

Other 1 2 3 4 g

- POOR FAR GOOD V. GOOD |

10. How would you evaluate your artistic !
skills? dancing 1 2 3 4 i
drama 1 2 3 4 &

drawing and painting 1 2 3 4 &

puppet making 1 2 3 4 @

singing 1 2 3 4

playing an instrument _,;

Please specify instrument 1 2 3 4 i

1 2 3 4 3

Other skills 1 2 3 4 g

11. How would you generally evaluate your EXTREMELY exmemery B
academic achievements as a student? BAD Goo0 |
Please circle the number on the ranking scale that most closely 1 2 3 4 5 6 b

A e S T e 3

i i S

describes you.

12. Have you ever been involved in teaching a foreign language to young children (3-10 years old)?

Q Yes
Q No

0000000

In a state kindergarten
In a private kindergarten

In a state elementary school
In a private elementary school
In a language school
Private tuition
Other—please specify

* If yes, where did you teach?  Please tick ALL that apply.

What foreign languages did you teach? Please tick ALL that apply

English
French
German
Russian
Italian
Spanish

oo

0000Oo

Other — please specify

1
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13. Are you currently involved in teaching foreign languages to young children (3-10 years old)?

O Yes = |f yes, where do you teach?  Please tick ALL that apply. :
Q No In a state kindergarten !
In a private kindergarten

In a state elementary school Y
In a private elementary school |
In a language school
Private tuition \,
Other—please specify i

§ What foreign languages do you teach? Please tick ALL that apply.
i

s
SR

0000000

English

French

German

Russian

Italian

Spanish

Other - please specify

oo

|

%

00000

1

g This section asks for your opinion on who should teach foreign languages to children and how they should be trained.
% 14. Would you like to teach foreign languages to i
children when you graduate?
Q Yes —s=|f yes, do you think that the course you are :
Q No following now prepares you well for this job?
g ‘ Q Idon't know Q Yes §
¢ Q No
Q Idon't know B
| Hot, whist ae the featone? If you think that your current course does not
" iy 5 " prepare you well, what elements might be useful
E, m_m SR RSPl AR TN I Mokt kpoctin for your future job as a foreign language teacher
g of children?
§ Q | do not like teaching. Please list the five most important.
é Q | do not like teaching to young children. 1
% Q The conditions offered in schools are notgood. | ;
? Q My foreign language proficiency is not sufficient. | 2 §
: Q My methodological preparation to teach young
children is not sufficient. 3
8 Q Other—please specify
o
& 4
§
ﬁ 5 B
4 ) -
4 15. Who do you think is best-qualified to teach Q Regular class teacher
g forsign languages o chikdrsn? Q Regular class teacher with some FL competence
j Poasetickons. Q Regular class teacher with FL qualifications §
3 =
: Q Foreign language specialist ‘
Q Foreign language specialist with some EY training r
Q Foreign language specialist with EY qualifications ;
/ Q Native speaker of a FL ;
] *
e D T A S T O ST R S S P AN R P T 0 T s s s
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p 16. What do you think is the best way of Q The existing BA or MA in FL
5 preparing foreign language teachers of Q The existing BA or MA in EY pedagogy
children? Q  The existing BA in FL or EY pedagogy (1" degree) .
Ploase tick one. followed by a combined MA FL and FL course (2™ degree)
Q The existing BA/MA in FL or BA/MA in EY pedagogy
followed by an inservice, postgraduate course in teaching
FL to children
Q Dual specialisation, ‘one-piece’ MA course in FL and EY
pedagogy (combined)
% Q Other, pl specify
g 17. Please tick all the components which you feel should be an essential part of a course for teachers of foreign
languages to children.
FOREIGN LANGUAGE EARLY YEARS PEDAGOGY GENERAL
Q  Speaking skills Q  Early years pedagogy Q  History of education
© O Ustening skills O  Language and literature education O  Theory of education
" O Reading skils O Mathematical education @  Theory of upbringing
" O writing skils O Ecological education Q@ Principles of education
| @ Transiation skils QO  Pre-school pedagogy and didactics Q  Educational psychology
. O Grammar O Didactics of teaching Polish lang. arts ([  Educational philosophy
D O vy O Didactics of teaching maths Q@ Sociology of education
Q Pronunciation O Didactics of teaching science 0  Legal rights of children
" O FL teaching methodology O Didactics of teaching arts @  Educating children in social surrounding
@ FLlanguage acquisition in childhood Q Didactics of teaching music O  Diagnosis and pedagogic therapy
] O  History of the FL literature QO Didactics of teaching crafts Q 1T & computing (in education)
? Q  FL children’s literature QO Didactics of teaching PE @  Early childhood biomedical development
; O History of the FL countries O  Testing and assessment Q  Music workshops
. O Culture and society of the FL countries O Curriculum and planning Q@ Atts workshops
’}‘ O Applied Linguistics Q  Class management Q  Drama workshops
i O General Linguistics Q Teaching aids Q  Other
Q Other Q Other
5 18. Since you are now following a single degree e BAinanFL
course, what would be the most likely course Q daily course Q extramural course
that you would take to upgrade your e BAin EY pedagogy
qualifications? Q daily course QO extramural course

; Supplementary MA course in an FL
Please note that some of those options do not ® ;
exist yet. Choose one option that would match Q daily course 1 extramural course
your needs best. e Supplementary MA course in EY pedagogy
Q daily course Q extramural course

e Supplementary MA course in FL teaching to children
Q daily course Q extramural course

i o Postgraduate course in early FL teaching
3 Q degree Q diploma

e INSET methodology course in early FL teaching
e Other—please specify

If you would like to add any comments, please feel free to do so.

@O Thank you for participating in this survey.
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TEACHER’S INTERVIEW SCHEDULE

FOREIGN LANGUAGES IN CLASSES 13

3 RS A U R T R BN N SR D

SCHEDULE :
i. Personal introduction.
ii. Purpose and methods of research. ”
- i Explanation why the interviewee has been selected for interviewing.
E v Confidentiality and anonymity statement. ,
V. Request for permission to audio-tape. ,;
. vi.  Feedback statement E
~ il Interview (30-60 min).
£ .
- vii. Closing
‘
,; DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURE g
Pilot (2-3 people) »* Revision and changes » Interviewing (12-16 people) » Analysis
| THEMES TO EXPLORE

Teaching practice vs. training received
Teaching problems vs. training received

~ speculiarities’ of teaching to children vs. teenagers/adults, teacher of children vs. adults
A ‘good’ teacher of children —personality & abilities vs. training received

~ Improvement of early foreign language teacher training
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EXAMPLES OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

s
2.
3.

No o~

10.

11.
12.

13.

Name, qualifications, years of experience.
How did you become involved in foreign language teaching to children?

Can you give a brief description of a current or a recent project of teaching FL to children that you
have been involved in?

Description of the class/selection/nembers
School: attitude, support,

Time, resources

Strategies, methods, techniques used
Guidance on methodology

Syllabus, planning

Textbooks used

Use of mother tongue

How much curriculum integration

Parents involvement, evaluation
Outcomes for the pupils: linguistic (assessment techniques)? cultural? psychological?
social? attitude?

. Arrangements for continuity

What do you think are the reasons for parents enrolling their children in foreign language courses?

What do you think are the benefits of teaching a foreign language to children?
What do you think are the constraints? The essential prerequisites for FLES in Poland?

Do you enjoy teaching to children? What makes it special? How does the teacher of children differ
from the teacher of teenagers/adults?

From your own perspective, what makes you a successful teacher of children?
. personality

experience

early years pedagogy and methods

foreign language competence

mainstream subject competence

knowledge about child development

artistic skills

any other

How much of your being a good teacher is related to your personality or abilities and how much to
your training?

If you were to evaluate your own teacher training, what are the elements that were missing and
would be useful in your teaching practice of teaching a foreign language to children?

How does you teacher training relate to your own teaching? Relevant? Helpful?

Do you have any thoughts on what teacher training for early teaching of foreign languages should
look like?

What skills that you lack or teaching problems that you have experienced can be linked directly to the

gaps in your training?
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SCENARIUSZ WYWIADU
Z KADRA NAUKOWA WSP W BYDGOSZCZY
na temat Ksztalcenia nauczycieli dla potrzeb wezesnej nauki jezykow obeych w Polsce

1. Przedmiot i cel badan

Zgodnie ze S$wiatowa tendencja promowania tzw. wczesnego startu w nauce jezykow obeych () ob ),
Ministerstwo Edukacji Narodowej wprowadzilo od 1999 r. zmiany w ramowych planach nauczania 1 stworzylo
mozliwos¢ rozpoczgcia obowiazkowego nauczania j. ob. juz w pierwszej klasic szkoly podstawowe) Zmiany te
uwzgledniaja rosngce zainteresowanie rodzicow nauczaniem j. ob. coraz mlodszych dzieci Jednakze ze
wzgledu na niedostateczng liczbe nauczycieli j. ob. (zaréwno dla klas 1-3, jak i 4-6 szkoly podstawowe)),
wydaje si¢, ze idea wczesnego startu nie zostanie szeroko wprowadzona do szk6l Ponadto rodzice dziect,
dyrektorzy szkot podstawowych i dyrektorzy szkol jezykowych sygnalizujy slabe przygotowanie nauczycieli |
ob. do pracy z matymi dzie¢mi. Problem ten jest tym bardzie) istotny zwazywszy na zmiang modelu nauczania
w klasach 1-3 i wprowadzenie tzw. nauczania zintegrowancgo. Jak wskazuje si¢ w literaturze fachowe)
optymalnym byloby raczej zintegrowa¢ naukg j. ob. z calodciq systemu ksztalcenin niz uczy¢ | ob jako
oddzielnego przedmiotu. Integracja ta jest jednak malo realna z powodu niewicelkiej liczby nauczycieli edukacyi
wezesnoszkolnej przygotowanych do nauczania j. ob.. Z drugiej strony, nauczyciele ). ob. slabo znajy realia,
metody i techniki pracy w przedszkolach i klasach 1-3. Nasuwa si¢, wige pytanie czy obecne ksztalcenie
nauczyciceli j. ob. dobrze przygotowuje absolwentéw do pracy z dzie¢mi w wicku przedszkolnym 1 mlodszym
wicku szkolnym? Inny problem polega na tym czy absolwenci filologii obeych w obliczu lepszych warunkow
oferowanych w szkolnictwie ponadpodstawowym, szkolach prywatnych oraz poza oswinty zecheq podjac prace
w klasach 1-3 szkol podstawowych i czy w zwigzku z tym specjalistyczne ksztalcenic nauczycieh | ob dla
potrzeb edukacji wezesnoszkolnej nie powinno by¢ skierowane do innych grup studentow czy nauczycieli?
Celem niniejszych badan jest ocena potrzeb w zakresie specjalistycznego ksztaleenin nauczycieli uczacych | ob
w edukacji wezesnoszkolnej oraz ustalenie jego optymalnej struktury, form i programow nauczania W tym celu
pragng wykorzysta¢ opinie wszystkich zainteresowanych stron: dyrektorow bydgoskich szkol podstawowych,
szkot jezykowych, rodzicow uczniow z klas 1-3, nauczycieli obecnie uczacych ) ob. w klasach 1-3 w szkolach
podstawowych oraz studentoéw i kadry naukowej bydgoskiej WSP. Zbieranic danych odbywalo sig w oparciu o
techniki badawcze takie jak ankiety i wywiady.

2. Cel wywiadu

Celem wywiadow z kadra naukowa WSP w Bydgoszczy jest zasiggnigeic opinii na temat optymalnego
ksztalcenia nauczycieli j. ob. dla potrzeb edukacji wezesnoszkolne). Optymalizacya ta wyraza sig 2 jedne) strony
w ustaleniu kwalifikacji kadry naukowej, sposobow wspolpracy migdzy wydzialami pracujacymi dotychezas
odrebnie oraz wypracowaniu odpowiednich metod 1 techniki pracy. Z drugiej zad strony nalezy ustalic docelowe
kwalifikacje ksztalconych nauczycieli j. ob. dla klas 1-3 i przedszkoli, zracjonalizowac programy nauczania,
ustali¢ formy selekcji kandydatow na takie studia pod katem ich przyszie) pracy w zreformowane) szkole
podstawowej.

W zwigzku z tym, ze niezaleznie od moich badan podjgta zostala w WSP w Bydgoszezy inicjatywa powolania
dwukierunkowych studiéw nauczyciclskich w zakresic edukacji wezesnoszkolnej 1 filologin obee), pragng
rowniez opisa¢ problemy, na jakie moga napotka¢ inne uczelnie wy2sze planujgce utworzy¢ takie studia

3. Procedura

Za zgoda badanego wywiad bedzie przeprowadzony z uzyciem dyktafonu, ktory umozliwi mi w bra¢ czynny
udziatu w rozmowie oraz uchwy¢ autentyczny jezyk i atmosferg w jakie) przebicgad bedzie wywind By
zapewni¢ rozméwcom anonimowos¢, w pisane) przeze mnie rozprawie doktorskie) nie zostang oni wymienieni
z nazwiska, podana zostanic tylko ogolna ich liczba 1 nazwy instytutow lub katedr, ktore braly udzial w
badaniach. Podobnie cytaty z rozméw, po uprzednim przettumaczeniu, bedy wykorzystane w pracy anonimowo
Ponizej podane sg glowne zagadnienia, ktore pragng poruszy¢ w wywiadzie
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Zagadnienia poruszane w wywiadzie

Czy obecne studia filologiczne dobrze przygotowuja nauczycieli j. ob. uczacych male dzieci (tj. dzieci w
wieku przedszkolnym i z klas 1-3)?

Czy ksztalcenie nauczycieli j. ob. powinno ich przygotowa¢ do uczenia j. ob. jako osobnego przedmiotu czy
tez do integrowania j. ob. z reszta ksztalcenia w przedszkolach i klasach 1-3? W zwiazku z tym, jakie
powinny by¢ optymalne kwalifikacje i kompetencje nauczyciela j. ob. uczacego mate dzieci?

Jak powinno przebiega¢ ksztalcenie nauczycieli j. ob. dla potrzeb edukacji wezesnoszkolne;j:

e w ramach dotychczasowych filologii obcych

e w ramach osobnej specjalizacji filologicznej, obejmujgcej nauczanie j. ob. w miodszym wieku
szkolnym

e w ramach odrgbnych studiow dwukierunkowych obejmujacych edukacj¢ wczesnoszkolng i
filologi¢ obca

e inne propozycje

Jaki powinien by¢ tryb ksztalcenia nauczycieli j. ob. dla potrzeb edukacji wezesnoszkolnej:

o Konsekutywny — specjalizacja ‘nauczanie j. ob. dzieci’ (magisterskie studia uzupetniajace) po
studiach licencjackich z filologii obcej / edukacji wczesnoszkolnej lub w formie studiow
podyplomowych

e Rownolegly — studia dwuspecjalizacyjne z filologii ob. i ed. wczesnoszkolnej realizowane
rownolegle

e Zintegrowany — studia dwuspecjalizacyjne przygotowujace do nauczania j. ob. w systemie
zintegrowanym w klasach 1-3 i przedszkolach — zintegrowanie tresci z edukacji wczesnoszkolnej
i filologii obcej; z wyktadowym je¢zykiem obcym

Kto powinien by¢ adresatem studiéw ksztalcacych nauczycieli j. ob. dla dzieci: studenci filologii, ed.
wczesnoszkolnej, obie grupy? Jakie w zwiazku z tym powinny by¢ wymagania na egzaminie wstgpnym
(szczegolnie jezeli chodzi o poziom kompetencji jezykowej i umigjgtnosci artystycznych)?

Jakie sa Pana/i sugestie dotyczace form doskonalenia nauczycieli, ktérzy w tej chwili ucza j. ob. w klasach
1-3 i przedszkolach, a nie posiadajq odpowiednich kwalifikacji?

Czy shuszny jest zarzut, ze powolanie studiow dwuspecjalizacyjnych w zakresie ed. wczesnoszkolnej i
filologii obcych stwarza ‘boczng furtke’, aby zosta¢ nauczycielem j. ob.?

Czy stuszny jest zarzut, ze studia dwuspecjalizacyjne i tak nie rozwigza problemu braku nauczycieli j. ob.
dla klas 1-3 i przedszkoli, poniewaz absolwenci uzupenia braki kadrowe w klasach starszych?

Obecnie ksztalcenie nauczycieli j. ob. i nauczycieli ed. wezesnoszkolnej odbywa si¢ odrgbnie, w oparciu o
inne kierunki studiow i jest realizowane w czterech réznych jednostkach organizacyjnych uczelni (w tym na
dwoch odrebnych wydziatach). W jakim stopniu kadra naukowa wydzialéw pracujacych dotychczas
odregbnie powinna wspotpracowac ze sobg tak by np. skorelowaé nauczane tresci, wypracowywac wspolne
metod i techniki pracy, zaplanowac opiek¢ nad praktykami studenckimi, etc. Jakie problemy w zwigzku z
tym widzi Pan/i i jakic sq zdaniem Pana/i sposoby ich rozwigzania?

. Dotychczas warunkiem powotania studiow dwukierunkowych byto 1) spetnianie przez szkot¢ warunkow

kadrowych dla obu kierunkow, 2) opracowanie takiego programu studiow, aby wyczerpywal on minima
programowe dla kazdego kierunku (patrz Stanowisko Rady Giéwnej Szkolnictwa Wyzszego z dnia 20 maja
1993r.). Jaki w zwiazku z tym powinien by¢ program studiow w ramach edukacji wczesnoszkolnej i
filologii obcych i jakie przedmioty skiadajg si¢ na wymagane minimum? W jakim zakresie powinny zosta¢
zmodyfikowane odpowiednie przepisy prawne, aby umozliwi¢ studentom zdobycie dyplomu
dwuspecjalizacyjnego?

Autorka badan

mgr Sylwia Wisniewska,

Katedra Anglistyki i Jezykoznawstwa Ogolnego
WSP w Bydgoszczy

tel. kontaktowy 3631038
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TEACHER-TRAINER INTERVIEW GUIDE

 TRANNG FL TEACHERS OF CHILDREN

1. Research problem and aims

In accordance with a trend for early FL provision worldwide, the Polish education reform implemented in
September 1999 revised elementary school curricula and introduced an option to start FL learning from the
first class of the elementary school. Those changes reflect the growing demand for FL instruction of younger
children. However, due to the general shortage of FL teachers (both for classes 1-3 and 4-6 of elementary
school) it seems that the idea of early start will largely remain on paper. Another thing is that parents,
elementary school and language school headteachers argue that FL teachers are not adequately trained for the
work with young learners. This problem is even more pertinent if we consider the fact that the reform of
education has changed the model of EY teaching and introduced so-called integrated EY curriculum without
the strict division into the school subjects. The literature suggests that the most favourable conditions for
early FL learning are created if FL is integrated with all mainstream subjects rather than taught as a separate
subject. Such integration is however, not very realistic because very few EY teachers are prepared to teach a
FL. On the other hand, FL teachers are not acquainted with the realities, methods and techniques of work
with children in kindergarten and classes 1-3. The question thus arises whether current teacher training
serves the needs of the FL teachers working with young children? Another issue is whether if faced with
more lucrative jobs at secondary, middle and private schools as well as outside education, FL course
graduates will pursue employment in classes 1-3 and kindergartens? Consequently, maybe a specialist
FLTYL training should rather be addressed to other (non-FL) groups of prospective students and teachers?
The aim of this research is, therefore, to diagnose the needs for a specialist FLTYL training, its optimal
organisation and curriculum. Data will be collected through surveys and interviews from the following
groups: elementary school headteachers, language school headteachers, teachers involved in teaching FL to
children in elementary schools, parents of children, student-teachers, and finally, academic staff from FL and
EY departments.

2. Interview objectives

The aim of the teacher-trainer interviews with the staff of the HSP of Bydgoszcz is to obtain information on
the optimal training of foreign language teachers of young children. On one hand, the optimal course
development involves taking into account the necessary qualifications and competencies of the staff, the
system of cooperation between the departments traditionally working separately and the design of common
training methods and techniques. On the other hand, we have to consider what are the target FLTYL course
graduates’ competencies and qualifications, entrance requirements, and rationalise the course curricula in
such a way as to provide optimal training for the prospective FLTYL working in the post-reform elementary
school.

Because independently of my research an initiative had been undertaken at the HPS of Bydgoszcz to design
and launch a combined EY and FL teacher training course, I would like to tackle the problems concerning
the acceptance and implementation, which other higher education institutions launching a similar programme

may experience.
3. Procedure

Provided the interviewee agrees, the interview will be tape-recorded. It will enable me to participate fully in
the interview and capture the authentic language and the atmosphere of the interview. All information
provided by the respondents will be confidential and the research report will not reveal the identity of the
informants, i.e. I will provide only the names of the department involved and the general number of
participants. Similarly, the quotations from the interviews, after translation into English, will make no
reference to the informant.

The main themes that I want to discuss during the interview are presented below.

A R A N R R R R R AR S AR R A TR S S

ESRSe ST R £ R Ch e B S

SRR

RSB



ECS

T NI

R e S

LR

TG

593 2

B e “ s

RNy

4.
1

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)
7

8)

9)

S e P L ARG T TN SO IR B AN s e S B R N e YR MO S e A

Example interview questions

Does the existing FL teacher training prepare well the teachers of foreign languages to young learners
(FLTYL), i.e. children from kindergarten and classes 1-3?

Should FLTYL training be designed in such a way as to prepare teachers to teach FL as a separate
subject or as a subject integrated with the rest of the mainstream curriculum? And therefore, what should
be the optimal FLTYL qualifications and competencies?
What sort of programme would serve the needs of FLTYL best

e  existing FL course

e  separate FL specialisation course in teaching FL to children

e  separate dual-specialisation course in EY and FL

e  other suggestions

What should be a FLTYL course organisation and structure, e.g. how different components of teacher
training should be organised
e  Consecutive course—the existing BA course in FL or EY followed MA postgraduate course
(FLTYL specialisation)
e  Concurrent—dual-specialisation FL and EY courses which run in parallel

e Integrated—dual-specialisation course in FL and EY preparing teachers to integrate FL. with
the rest of the mainstream curriculum—full integration of EY teacher traning with FL
teacher training, some/all subjects taught in a FL

With what population in mind should the FLTYL training programme be designed: FL students, EY
students, both? And therefore, what sort of admission criteria should be set (L1 and FL proficiency,
artistic skills, etc.)?

What suggestions would you have in relation tot he inservice training of the teachers currently involved
in teaching FL to children and not having necessary qualifications (both in FL and in EY pedagogy)?

How would you comment on the accusation that dual-specialisation course in FL and EY may create a
‘backstage door’ towards obtaining qualifications to teach a FL?

How would you comment on the accusation that dual-specialisation course in FL and EY may not solve
the problem of the shortage of FLTYL because the graduates will be employed to teach in higher grades?
Should the course be designed bearing this in mind?

Currently, the training of FL teacher and EY teachers is kept separate; students follow different courses,
which are organised by four departments at two different faculties. What degree of cooperation between
the teacher educators traditionally working separately would be recommended as to make FLTYL
programme optimal (in such areas as for example, curriculum and syllabi design, correlation of course
content, teaching methods and techniques, students’ school experience organisation. Do you see any
problems related to the staff cooperation and the possible ways of overcoming them?

10) Up till the present the law stated (see The Guidelines of the Higher Education Main Council of 20 May

1993) that in order to launch a dual-specialisation course the following criteria must be fulfilled: 1)
adequate number of staff for both courses, 2) a minimum content requirements for both courses
(specialisations). If this is so, how would you define an FLTYL training programme that fulfils
‘minimum content requirements’ for both FL and EY course? Do you see any legislative changes within
HE system and certification necessary to set up double-specialisation courses?

Researcher:

Sylwia Wisniewska
Department of English
HPS of Bydgoszcz
contact tel: 3631038
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Appendix D.  Survey statistics—additional tests
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Figure D-1 Characteristic of the parent sample
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Figure D-2 Characteristics of the teacher-student sample
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Figure D-3 Details of FL learning prior elementary school—parents’ perspective

a. LEARNING FL BEFORE |
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL?/ T ‘

[

yes | i

no 47% ‘ ‘
53% 5.4% 0.9% |
gz |
English German Russian ;
\ n=240 n=112 |
- o \;\ — L
— N

c. HOW ORGANISED?

KG for allsame age group 43.8%

KG selected/same age group
KG selected/diff age groups
LS same age group

LS different age groups

PT - one child

PT more children

BKG=indergartencourse  LS=lang school course PT=private tuition n=112

Note: In figures b and c the percentages do not add up, multiple responses possible.



Figure D-4 Age characteristics of student-teachers wishing to become FLTY Ls
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Table D-1 Comparison of students continuing and commencing FL learning in elementary school by school type

LEARNING AN FL IN
TYPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL? Total
yes r no
Count ‘ 32 26 S8
Row % | 55.2% 44.8% 100 0%
yes J
Col % | 64.0% 315.1% 46 8%
Lumln‘ an FL before % of Total { 25.8% | 21.0% 46 8%
FL NON- elementary school? Count | 18 48 66
PROVISION
SCHOOLS & Row % 27.3% 72.7% 100.0%
Col % 36.0% 64.9% §3.2%
% of Total 14.5% 18.7% §3.2%
Total f'oum 50 74 124
% of Total 40.3% 59.7% 100.0%
Count 54 54
Row % | 100.0% 100 0%
yes . ‘ )
Col % ‘ 46.6% 46 6%
Learning an FL before % of Total 46.6% | 46.6%
£lliOVlSION elementary school? Count 62 62
SCHOOLS & Row % 100.0% 100 0%
(‘()l Y% ‘ S j “"n S31 4%
% of Total | 5§3.4% | | 53 4%
Total f"f)unl 16 16
% of Total 100.0% 100 0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. (2 Exact Sig
TYPE Yoive " (2-sided) sided) (1 sided)
non-provision  Pearson Chi-Square 9.986b 1 002
Continuity Correction a 8.860 1 003
Likelihood Ratio 10.097 | 001
Fisher’s Exact Test 002 001
Linear-by-Linear Association 9.905 e 002
N of Valid Cases 124
a. Computed only for 2x2 table
b. 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23.39
Symmetric Measures "
TYPE Value Approx. Sig.
non-provision Nominal by Nominal Phi 284 002
Cramer's V 284 002
N of Valid Cases 124

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.




Table D-2 Comparison of teachers involved in early FL teaching in two types of schools

¢ T without
classT with classT native
FL without FL L speaker qulllnf:utlo other
Elementary
N Sty 29 29 29 29 29 29
Language schools 16 16 16 16 16 16
Total 45 45 45 45 45 45
Elementary
Mean Ranks schools 22.10 22.78 20.14 21.00 2493 2438
Language schools 24.63 23.41 28.19 ~26.63 19.50 20.50
Sum of Elementary
Ranks sehool 641.00 660.50 584.00 609.00 723.00 ’ 707.00
Language schools 394.00 374.50 45100 | 42600 | 31200 | 328.00
Test Statistics *
Mann-Whitney U 206.000 225,500 149.000 174.000 176000 | 192,000
Wilcoxon W 641.000 660.500 584.000 609.000 312.000 i 328.000
Z -931 -.432 -2.373 -2.789 2115 | -1.742
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 352 666 018 .005 034 082

a.  Grouping Variable: school type




Table D-3 Parents' evaluation of teachers involved in early FL instruction—between-group comparison'

a. Valid cases only; cases excluded from Group A =39, Group B =8
b. Grouping Variable: parent group

Q1 Q Q3 Q4 Qs Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10
; Il 48|
Parent group E : 2 ; é E
£ 3 5 g g g
B & E 8
Group A Mean 3.05 294 3.14 2.84 242 3.00 3.09 258 33 | 192
N* 7 77 7 77 77 77 77 77 77 77
SD 240 246 2.59 246 241 242 245 | 247 | 235 2.09
Group B Mean 352 388 419 331 3.10 457 412 245 | 529 | 40
N® 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42
SD 244 2.53 245 2.82 2.79 195 201 2,65 158 | 228
Total Mean 322 327 351 3.01 2.66 355 345 254 | 403 2,66
N* 119 119 119 119 119 119 119 119 o | 119
SD 242 251 258 2.59 2.56 238 235 253 230 | 237
Ranks
[ l
Mean Rank ‘A;“"P 5762 | 5504 | 5495 | 5698 | 5649 | 5175 | 5534 | 6040 | 49.08 | 49.71
g”“l’ 6436 | 6910 | 6926 | 6554 | 6643 | 7512 | 6854 | 5926 | 80.02 | 7887
f— ; —
Sum of Group | 44370 | 42380 |4231.0 [4387.5 | 43500 | 39850 |[42615 | 46510 | 37790 [3a27s
Ranks A 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Group | 27030 29020 |2909.0 |27525 |2790.0 | 31550 | 2878.5 |2489.0 | 33610 33125
B 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | 0
Test Statistics °
14340 | 12350 | 12280 | 13845 |1347.0 1258.5 | 1586.0 i
Mann-Whitney U 0 p 0 4 o | 98200 o | o |71600 | 82450
44370 | 42380 | 42310 | 43875 | 43500 |3985.0 |4261.5 | 24890 | 37790 | 38275
Whicozon W 0 0 0 0 0 0 0o, 0 0 | 0
Z 1045 | 2193 | 2259 | -1349 | -1.586 | -3.628 | -2.049 | -183 | -4.89 t -4.510
| Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 296 028 024 177 113 .000 041 855 000 | 000

" Group A = FL-P school parents (a child learns an FL as a compulsory subject); Group B = FL-non-P parents (a child
learns an FL as an extracurricular subject elsewhere).

= f=




Table D-4 Parents' evaluation of teachers according to the teacher qualifications—between group comparison’

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Qs Q9 Q10
& %8 : .
! R H L h
iRURIRIRIR
>~ °
g | B3| 23 gs| ¥
EY
& teachers’ 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44 44
group |
= ‘
teachers’ 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
group
Total 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 94 9 | 9
Mean EY
Rank teachers’ 4624 | 4307 | 4120 | 4552 | 4694 | 4314 | 4322 | 4978 | 4074 | 4244
group
FL
teachers’ 4861 | 5140 | 53.04 | 4924 | 4799 | 5134 | 5127 | 4549 | 5345 | 5195
Sum of EY her | 20345 18950 | 18130 20030 | 20655 | 18980 | 19015 | 21905 | 17925 | 18675
Ranks ‘“‘p 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
FL byt | 2430525700 26520 | 24620 | 23995 |25670 | 25635 | 22745 | 26725 | 25975
"““‘m"‘ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Test Statistics *
Mann-Whitney U 10445 1 905.00 | 823.00 1013.0 110755 190800 | 91150 | 999.50 | 80250 | 87750
20345 | 18950 | 18130 |2003.0 |2065.5 |1898.0 | 19015 |22745 | 17925 | 1867.5
Wilcoxon W 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2 432 | 1526 | 2101 | -685 | -195 | -1499 | -1470 | -815 | 2396 | -1.726
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 665 127 | 028 493 845 134 | 142 415 017 | 084

2 1 included only two groups of teachers in this test: group 1 comprised all EY teachers (with or without FL
qualifications) and group 2 consisted of FL teachers and native speakers. Similar results were obtained when the four
groups of teachers were compared.

-9.-



Table D-5 Parents’ evaluation of the current FL provision — between group comparison®

Descriptive Statistics

Q1 |Q1 Q1 Q1 Q1 Q1 |Q1
Q1 [Q2 [Q3 Q4 [O5 |06 Q7 [Q8 |Q9 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
55 |5.%1%.8 559 g g 5 5§ 13 £ | %
g% 8= £8ei88e g g % g
RIS A LR RS AR
ik 3 g H g i § g 8 - 'S - -
o -~
= 42 |40 |28 |28 [24 |25 |24 [19 |27 |24 |26 |25 |23 |25 |26 |19
> e 1 6 5 5 5 1 9 9 1 0 5 8 3 5 5
5N 78 | 78 | 78 |79 |78 |78 |78 |78 | 718 | 78 |78 | 78 |78 | 18 | 18 | 8
. 16 19 |18 |19 [19 |19 |18 [16 |18 |19 |23 |19 |20 |20 |20 |16
8 | o | 4 | o | 281 8| 9| 9|0 I 8 | 9| 9| 8 | 6
. 41 |40 |20 |33 [27 [32 |34 [30 (34 |30 [42 |31 [26 |25 [27 |36
i s 8 | 2 | 9 1 8 7 0 2 | 2 4 | 2 8 | 9 16 7
5N 45 | 45 | 45 | 45 | 45 | 45 |45 | 45 |45 |45 | 45 | a5 | 45 | a5 | 45 | a5
16 120 |17 |17 [17 |15 (15 |17 |16 |19 [18 |21 [20 |21 |20 |22
SD 3 6 | 20| 8|7 | 43| 2|36/ 1|4 0] 8] a
& 37 [35 |23 |28 [24 |21 |23 |22 [27 |20 |18 |18 |22 |22 |21 |20
cap 3 1 2 6 5 8 1 0 9 4 7 0 5 5 1 0
::‘-; N* nin|/n|nlnin|nln|n|nln|nln|n|nln
14 |17 |14 |14 [13 |16 |16 [14 |14 |18 [19 |17 [19 |19 |18 |14
Sb 7 |17 392|856 0 | 2| 1] o] 609
40 |38 |24 |29 |25 [25 (26 |23 [29 |24 |27 |24 |24 |24 [24 |23
Mean 3 | 4| 8| 6| 3 o | o | 4 2 I 2 |7
.. 19 |19 [ 19 |19 |19 |19 |19 |19 |19 |19 |19 19 19 |19 |19 |19
L 4 | 4| 4 | s | 4| 4| 4| 4| a| 4| 4| a4 s a]a
16 |18 |17 [17 |17 |18 |17 |16 |16 |19 [22 |19 [20 [20 20 18
SD o | 8 | 0o | 4 |1 1 8 | 6 | 9| 4| a9 1 2 1 |9
Ranks
106 105 108. 96.3 945 96.7 91.5 87.0 952 98.1 953 100 973 999 101 Y 857
GrA 31 34 99 4 6 8 0 6 4 7 0 66 s 9 7”7
107 833 108. 105. 120 122 120. 113 114 135 119 105 101 107 130
5.3 GrB 10730 03 3 04 sl 03 74 03 50 54 20 17 84 20 (27 26
i 938 934 95.6 84.0 88.0 94.6 898 859 76.0 3 3 g y G
zé GrC ss.g szg p 4 ; : 4 : s ; : so(z) 02; )2; uo; n)?
Test Statistics ™
69 180 |66 |20 (12 [11. [12 |10 [52 |75 |32 |14 |17 a7 |20
Chi-Square 8 | 4 | 8 | 0 | 4 |94 |70 |43 | 9 | 3 |56 |53 | 0o |® |4 |7
af 2 | 2 | 2 | 2|2 |22 |2]2/]2/|2|2]|2]|2]:2 )
. 03 |01 |03 |36 |53 (00 |00 |00 |07 |02 00 |00 |42 |6 |09 | 00
Asymp.Sig. | "o g | s |7 |7 |3 | 2 | s |1 |30 1| 5.0 3 0

a. Valid cases only; cases excluded from Group A = 38, Group B = 5, Group C =3
b. Kruskal-Wallis Test
c. Grouping Variable: parent group

3 Group A = FL-P school parents (a child learns an FL as a compulsory subject); Group B = FL-non-P parents whose
children learn an FL as an extracurricular subject, Group C = FL-non-P school parents whose children does not lean an
FL)

-10 -



Table D-6 Students wishing to become FLTYL — between group comparison

STUDENT GROUPS
Eng Ger Rus- Rus- Total
Phil Phil EY Eng Ger
AL AL
Count 8 30 4 6 48
Row % 16.7% | 62.5% 83% | 12.5% 100.0%
(=}
¥ Col % 163% | 41.7% | 21.1% | 50.0% 27.9%
% of Total 4.7% | 17.4% 23% | 3.5% 27.9%
Count 14 30 30 6 3 83
WOULD LIKE TO
TEACH = Row% | 169% | 36.1% | 36.1% 72% 3.6% 100.0%
= CHILDEI}N IN THE Col% | 70.0% | 612% | 41.7% | 31.6% | 25.0% 48.3%
= FUTUNES %ofTotal | 8.1% | 174% | 17.4% 35% | 1.7% 48.3%
Count 6 1 12 9 3 41
Row% | 14.6% | 268% | 293% | 22.0% 7.3% 100.0%
don't know
Col% | 300% | 224% | 167% | 474% | 25.0% 23.8%
% of Total 3.5% 6.4% 7.0% | 52% 1.7% 23.8%
Count 20 49 72 19 12 172
Total
9% of Total 11.6% | 285% | 41.9% | 11.0% 7.0% 100.0%
Count 8 40 18 66
Row% | 121% | 60.6% | 27.3% 100.0%
(=]
> Col% | 348% | 404% | 19.8% 31.0%
% of Total 38% | 18.8% 8.5% - 31.0%
Count 8 41 56 105
WOULD LIKE TO
TEACH > Row % 76% | 39.0% | 53.3% 100.0%
CHILDERN IN THE Col % 34.8% 41.4% 61.5% L 493%
FUTURE? % of Total 38% | 192% | 263% | | 493%
é Count 7 18 17 | )
= Row% | 167% | 429% | 40.5% L 100.0%
don't know |
Col% | 304% | 182% | 18.7% L197%
%ofTotal | 33% | 85% | 80% | L 19.7%
Count 23 99 9] ‘ 213
Total | |
% of Total 108% | 46.5% | 42.7% 1 | 100.0%

Continued overleaf &
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Cont.

Chi-Square Tests

Asymp. Sig.
Value df (2-sided)
DAILY STUDENTS Pearson Chi-Square 28. 326" 8 .000
Likelihood Ratio 32.567 8 .000
| Linear-by-Linear Association 3.352 1 067
N of Valid Cases 172
EXTRAMURAL STUDENTS Pearson Chi-Square 13.134° 4 011
Likelihood Ratio 13.221 4 010
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.281 1 258
N of Valid Cases 213
a. 4 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.86.
b. 1 cell (0%) has expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 4.54.
Symmetric Measures *®
Value Approx. Sig.
DAILY STUDENTS Nominal by Nominat | T2 406 SN0
Cramer's V 287 .000
N of Valid Cases 172
EXTRAMURAL STUDENTS Nominal by Nominal | T 1! A8 4kl
Cramer's V 176 011
N of Valid Cases 213

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

-12 -




Table D-7 Student-teacher past and current involvement in teaching FL to children vs. wish to become FLTYL in

the future
WOULD LIKE TO TEACH KIDS IN THE
FUTURE? Total
yes no don't know
Count 55 47 31 133
o,
e k/;d"’w“ e It 41.4% 35.3% 233% 100.0%
% within would like to
Was or is teach Kkids in the 48.2% 25.0% 37.3% 34.5%
FLTYL? future?
% of Total 14.3% 12.% 8.1% 34.5%
Count 59 141 52 252
l’:d"""“" ever. tanght 23.4% 56.0% 20.6% 100.0%
NO % within would like to
teach kids in the 51.8% 75.0% 62.7% 65.5%
future?
% of Total 15.3% 36.6% 13.5% 65.5%
Count 114 188 83 385
SR l’:ds"“”i" ever taught 29.6% 48.8% 21.6% 100.0%
% within would like to
teach kids in the 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
future?
% of Total 29.6% 48.8% 21.6% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
Value df @-sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 18'2953 2 .000
Likelihood Ratio 18.486 2 .000
Linear-by-Linear Association 1.355 1 o 244
N of Valid Cases 385

a. 0 cells (.0%) have expected count of less than 5. The minimum expected count is 29.97. Not assuming the null

hypothesis.

Symmetric Measures **

Value Approx. Sig.
Phi 218 .000
inal by Nominal
Nominal by Nomina Cramer's V 218 000
N of Valid Cases 385

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.

Graph
60
50
©
20
2
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- 10
§ -
& o B ~

yes

no

don't know

Would like to teach kids in the future?
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Table D-8 Students’ self-evaluation of the FL competence in the FL1 studied —between group comparison

LANGAUGE SKILLS
Student
ErOUP | speaking | listening reading writing grammar vm;’ i pm;::d'
Mean 2.70 311 3.26 3.03 2.82 2.88 3.03
FL students N 66 66 66 66 66 66 66
Sb 74 75 66 55 2 e 66
Mean 2.02 231 2.73 233 2.02 221 2.45
EY students N 48 48 48 48 48 48 47
SD 81 .80 82 15 76| 74 72
Mean 241 2.77 3.04 2.74 248 2.60 2.79
Total N 114 114 114 114 114 114 113
SD 84 86 77 7Bl 8| 75 74
Ranks
s FLs 68.23 69.61 65.82 69.44 69.91 768.86 ' 66.58
- EYs 42.74 4085 46.06 41.08 4044 | 4188 | 4355
i FLs 4503.50 4594.00 4344.00 4583.00 4614.00 454500 | 4394.00
S o Man EYs 2051.50 1961.00 2211.00 1972.00 194100 | 201000 | 2047.00
Test Statistics *
Mann-Whitney U 875.500 785.000 1035.000 796.000 765.000 834.000 919.000
Wilcoxon W 2051.500 1961.000 2211.000 1972.000 1941.000 2010.000 2047.000
yA -4.390 -4.913 -3.436 -5.052 -5.054 } -4.735 -4.043
| Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 001 .000 000 | 000 000
a. Grouping Variable: student groups
Table D-9 Students’ overall FL competence in the FL1 studied —between group comparison
Overall competence in the FL1 studied
N
teacher groups Mean Std. Sum of
Deviation Mean Rank Ranks
FL students 66 297 A5 73.88 4876.00
EY students 48 2.29 58 3498 1679.00
Total 114 2.68 .60
Test Statistics
overall competence
in the FL1 studied
Mann-Whitney U 503.000
Wilcoxon W 1679.000
VA -6.230
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)]

a. Not corrected for ties.
b. Grouping Variable: student groups
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Table D-10 Students’ self-evaluation of the FL competence in the FL2 studied — between group comparison

LANGAUGE SKILLS
Student grou
ETOUP | speaking | listening reading writing grammar v“': oy pm;::d'
Mean 242 279 2.63 2.26 237 226 242
FL students N 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
SD 1.07 79 1.01 87 107 | 9 84
Mean 2.07 220 2.53 220 2.00 207 227
EY students N 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
SD .96 94 1.25 1.21 107 | 9 1.16
Mean 2.26 253 2.59 224 221 218 235
Total N 34 34 34 34 34 34 34
SD 1.02 90 1.10 .02 | 107 | 97 98
Ranks
FLS 18.95 20.16 17.76 17.97 18.95 18.42 17.97
i EYS 15.67 14.13 17.17 1690 | 1567 | 1633 16.90
£ Ranks FLS 360.00 383.00 337.50 341.50 360.00 350.00 341.50
T o EYS 235.00 212.00 257.50 253.50 235.00 245.00 253.50
Test Statistics
Mann-Whitney U 115.000 92.000 137.500 133.500 115.000 125.000 ‘ 133.500
Wilcoxon W 235.000 212.000 257.500 253.500 235.000 245.000 i 253.500
z -994 -1.862 -.180 -325 -998 641 | -344
|
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .320 .063 857 745 318 522 | 731
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig)] 354° 083 ° 864" 758 354 560° | 758"
a. Grouping Variable: student groups
b. Not corrected for ties
Table D-11 Students’ overall FL competence in the FL1 studied —between group comparison
Overall competence in the FL2 studied
N
teacher groups Mean Std. Sum of
Deviation | Mean Rank Ranks
FL students 19 245 81 18.76 356.50
EY students 15 2.19 98 1590 238.50
Total 34 2.33 .88
Test Statistics
overall competence
in the FL1 studied
Mann-Whitney U 118.500
Wilcoxon W 238.500
Z -.836
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) 403
Exact Sig. [2*(1-tailed Sig.)] 410°

a. Not corrected for ties.
b. Grouping Variable: student groups
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Table D-12 Students’ self-evaluation of the FL competence in the FL1 studied —daily vs. extramural student groups

comparison*
LANGAUGE SKILLS
Student grou
re speaking listening reading writing grammar vocl;)ular pro::::ch
FL daily 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
EY daily 30 30 30 30 30 30 30
N FL extramural 48 48 48 48 48 48 48
EY
atremaral 18 18 18 18 18 18 18
Total 114 114 114 114 114 114 114
FL daily 74.83 78.00 58.00 75.42 61.03 68.94 76.67
S P EY daily 43.27 37.10 40.10 35.07 40.30 40.17 4250
m ol
l:anks FL extramural 65.76 66.46 68.75 67.20 73.24 68.83 62.79
EY
kil 41.86 47.11 56.00 51.11 40.67 44.72 1 4541
Test Statistics *"

Chi-Square 20.445 27.156 16.550 29.839 27.615 22.682 19.277
df 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 001 .000 000 000 | 000

a. Kruskal Wallis test

b. Grouping Variable: student groups

Table D-13 Students’ overall FL competence in the FL1 studied — daily vs. extramural student groups comparison

a. Kruskal Wallis test
b. Grouping Variable: student groups

Overall competence in the FL1 studied
N
teacher groups Mean Std.
Devistion Mean Rank
FL daily 18 3.03 .58 73.89
EY daily 30 2.23 .54 30.73
FL extramural 48 295 37 73.88
EY extramural 18 2.39 644 4206
Total 114 2.68 .60
Test Statistics *°
overall competence
in the FL1 studied
Chi-Square 40.145
df 3
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000

4 Calculated only for FL1 because extramural students generally do not learn a second FL as part of their course.
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Table D-14 Teachers’ beliefs on FL teaching to children—between group comparison

BELIEF TEACHER GROUPS N Mean Rank

Teaching to children is very rewarding EY teachers 11 16.23
FL teachers 9 11.78
other teachers 6 11.08
Total 26

Teaching to children is more difficult than to adults EY teachers 11 11.68
FL teachers 9 14.83
other teachers 6 14.83
Total 26

Teaching to children is fun EY teachers 11 13.05
FL teachers 9 16.72
other teachers 6 9.50
Total 26

The younger a child starts learning an FL the higher his/her EY teachers 11 11.59

proficiency FL teachers 9 13.83
other teachers 6 16.50
Total 26

Children are more capable of learning FL than older EY teachers 11 11.77

learners FL teachers 9 17.67
other teachers 6 10.42
Total 26

Children learn FL faster than older learners EY teachers 11 11.91
FL teachers 9 16.33
other teachers 6 12.17
Total 26

Children are better at pronunciation EY teachers 11 12.18
FL teachers 9 16.89
other teachers 6 10.83
Total 26

Children learn FL effortlessly EY teachers 11 13.68
FL teachers 9 11.17
other teachers 6 16.67
Total 26

All children are capable of learning FL EY teachers 11 13.91
FL teachers 9 13.50
other teachers 6 12.75
Total 26

Children have less inhibition when speaking FL EY teachers 11 12.55
FL teachers 9 14.22
other teachers 6 14.17
Total 26

Children learn best when they are involved in an activity EY teachers 1 12.59
FL teachers 9 15.61
other teachers 6 12.00
Total 26
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Children learn best when they are interested in what they EY teachers 11 11.45
are doing FL teachers 9 16.11
other teachers 6 13.33
Total 26
Children learn best when their parents motivate them EY teachers 11 12.09
FL teachers 15.33
other teachers 13.33
Total 26
Children learn best when FL is linked with the rest of their EY teachers 11 13.95
education FL teachers 9 10.50
other teachers 6 17.17
Total 26
In teaching FL to children a crucial component is the EY teachers 11 12.36
teacher FL teachers 9 14.89
other teachers 6 13.50
Total 26
Test Statistics *°
-] - s
ef e 28 z b3
- ‘ L
HE LG8 0 | Al G | 3] B
Chi- 3.263 1.427 5.121 2.021 5.052 2434 3.582 2.098
Square
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp 196 490 077 364 080 296 167 350
. Sig,
a Kruskal Wallis Test
b Grouping Variable: teacher groups
cont.
] 2
TR R AR PR TR
o fk |y R 5 ji ai EHE
3’ g1 a5:° %151 ll ﬁ‘ 28
Chi- 103 337 1.507 2.830 1.051 3.263 605
Square
dar 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp. 950 .845 471 243 591 196 139
| Sig.

a Kruskal Wallis Test
b Grouping Variable: teacher groups
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Table D-15 Teachers’ ranking of emphasis placed on the development of FL skills

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
RANKING speaking 24 496 2.40 1 7
listening 24 421 1.72 1 7
reading 24 3.42 1.47 1 6
writing 24 3.29 2.03 1 7
grammar 24 3.75 217 1 7
vocabulary 24 433 2.10 1 7
pronunciation 24 4.04 1.73 1 7
TEACHER GROUPS 26 1.81 .80 1 3
Ranks
TEACHER GROUPS N Mean Rank
ranking speaking EY teachers 9 12.56
FL teachers 9 11.00
other teachers 6 14.67
Total 24
ranking listening EY teachers 9 14.83
FL teachers 9 11.17
other teachers 6 11.00
Total 24
ranking reading EY teachers 9 12.89
FL teachers 9 13.06
other teachers 6 11.08
Total 24
ranking writing EY teachers 9 13.89
FL teachers 9 11.17
other teachers 6 12.42
Total 24
ranking grammar EY teachers 9 12.11
FL teachers 9 11.56
other teachers 6 14.50
Total 24
ranking vocabulary EY teachers 9 9.06
FL teachers 9 16.61
other teachers 6 1150
Total 24
ranking pronunciation EY teachers 9 1156
FL teachers 9 13.22
other teachers 6 12.83
Total 24
Test Statistics *°
ranking ranking ranking ranking ranking ranking ranking
speaking listening reading writing grammar vocabulary pronunciation
- 1.081 1.663 338 692 .690 5.459 279
Square
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
’s‘i;y‘“"' 582 435 845 707 708 065 870

a Kruskal Wallis Test

b Grouping Variable: teacher groups
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Table D-16 Introduction of spoken and written forms by the teachers—between group comparison

TEACHER GROUPS
Total
FL teachers EY teachers
ORDER OF Count 5 10 15
SKILLS o/ withi e
TAUGHT Spoken forms T e 33.3% 66.7% | 100.0%
before written
% within teacher groups 55.6% 58.8% 57.7%
% of Total 192% | 0 385% | 57.7%
Count 4 48 66
G el :
Weltita v SSHON Bl °f[:':;}'ft 36.4% 63.6% | 100.0%
before spoken
) % within teacher groups 44.4% 41.2% 43.3%
%ofTotal |  154% 26.9% 43.3%
Count 9 17 26
% within order of skills o,
Total taught 34.6% 65.4% 100.0%
% within teacher groups 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
% of Total 34.6% 65.4% 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests *°
Asymp. Sig. Exact Sig. (2 Exact Sig
TYPE b o il (@2-sided) sided) (1 sided)
s 026 1 873
provision Pearson Chi-Square
Continuity Correction a .000 1 1.000
Likelihood Ratio .026 1 873
Fisher’s Exact Test 1.000 598
Linear-by-Linear Association .025 1 875 |
N of Valid Cases 26
a. Computed only for 2x2 table
b. 0 cells (0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 23.39
Symmetric Measures **
TYPE Value Approx, Sig.
visi Nominal by Nominal Phi -0.031 873
- omina
T ! Cramer's V .031 873
N of Valid Cases 26

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.
b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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Table D-17 Teachers’ use of L1 in YL classes—between group comparison

TEACHER GROUPS Total
FL
teachers non-FL teachers
POLISH seldom Count 2 2 4
i % within Polish used 50.00% 50.00% 100.00%
% within teacher groups | 22.20% 11.80% 15.40%
% of Total 7.70% 7.70% 15.40%
sometimes Count 7 12 1 197 "
% within Polish used | 36.80% 63.20% 100,00%
% within teacher groups ‘ 77.80% 70.60% 73.10%
% of Total 2.90% 46.20% 73.10%
often Count - 3 7 3“
% within Polish used 100.00% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 17,60% 11.50%
% of Total 11,50% 11.50%
Total Count 9 - l-} o 26 |
% within Polish used 34.60% 65.40% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
% of Total 34.0% 65.40% 100.00%
Chi-Square Tests
rvee o |9 (Ml | e | o
Pearson Chi-Square 2.048° 359 R
Likelihood Ratio .026 224
Linear-by-Linear Association .025 1 196
N of Valid Cases 26
a. 4 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 1.04
Symmetric Measures
TYPE Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal e 281 359
Cramer's V 281 359
N of Valid Cases 26

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.



Table D-18 Teaching of grammar—between group teachers’ comparison

TEACHER GROUPS Total
non-FL
FL teachers teachers
HOW IS GRAMMAR deduction Count 3 3
it % within how grammar is taught 100.00% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 17.60% 12.00%
% of Total 12.00% 12.00%
induction Count 2— - 7 9
% within how grammar is taught 22.20% 77.80% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 25.00% 41.20% 36.00%
% of Total 8.00% 28.00% 36.00%
both Count 76 - 7 13
% within how grammar is taught 46.20% 53.80% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 75.00% 41.20% 52.00%
% of Total 24.00% 28.00% 52.00%
Total Count - 8 - 17 25
% within how grammar is taught 32,00% 68.00% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
% of Total 32.00% 68.00% 100.00%
Chi-Square Tests
o S B R E T
Pearson Chi-Square - 2 223
Likelihood Ratio 3.864 2 145
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.882 1 090
N of Valid Cases 25
a. 4 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 0.96
Symmetric Measures **
TYPE Value Approx. Sig.
Phi 347 223
Nowgonl iy Nowing! Cramer's V 347 223
N of Valid Cases 25

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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Table D-19 Teaching of pronunciation—between group teachers’ comparison

TEACHER GROUPS
non-FL
FL teachers teachers Total
HOW IS immitation Count 4 5 9
:l:gngTCMHON % within how is pronunciation taught 44.40% 55.60% 100.00%
% within teacher groups 44.40% 29.40% 34.60%
% of Total 15..40% 19.20% 34.60%
imitation Count 4 I 73 T 7
O REaOe | o within how is pronunciation taught 57.10% 42.90% | 100,00%
% within teacher groups 44.40% 17.60% 26,90%
% of Total 15.40% 11.50% 26,90%
practice Count o l ‘ 79 10
% within how is pronunciation taught 10.00% 90.00% 100,00%
% within teacher groups 11.10% 52.90% 38,50%
% of Total 3.80% 34.60% 38,50%
Total Counti%m - 779 7 o 17 26
% within how is pronunciation taught 34.60% 65.40% 100.00%
% within 2teacher groups 100.00% 100.00% ; 100.00%
% of Total 34.60% 65.40% 100.00%
Chi-Square Tests
TYPE S e RS The ] e
Pearson Chi-Square 63 Ia 2 099
Likelihood Ratio 5.114 2 078
Linear-by-Linear Association 2.509 1 A13
N of Valid Cases 26
a. 4 cells (66.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 2.42
Symmetric Measures *®
TYPE Value Approx. Sig.
Nominal by Nominal o 422 099
Cramer's V 422 099
N of Valid Cases 26

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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Table D-20 Use of teaching aids—between group teachers’ comparison

Test Statistics *°

TEACHERS’ USE OF TEACHING AIDS AND MATERIALS
blackboard | coursebook | worksheets pictures props reference films & pup tape
& books cartoons pets recordi
drawings ngs
Chi- 592
Square .388 1.764 3.845 3.549 3.140 .363 2.708 7 .007
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp.
Sig. .824 414 .146 170 .208 .834 258 .052 997
a Kruskal Wallis Test
b Grouping Variable: teacher groups
Cont.
TEACHERS USE OF TEACHING AIDS AND MATERIALS
story games spec. charts & counting | jigsaws musical | magazines | computers
books prep. posters rods instr.
games journals
Chi-
Square 4.751 3.982 1.035 4.692 2.147 311 3.171 4.137 416
df 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Asymp.
Sig. 093 137 .596 096 342 856 205 126 812
a Kruskal Wallis Test
b Grouping Variable: teacher groups
Table D-21 Mean use of teaching aids—between group teachers’ comparison
N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
Mean use of teaching aids 22 1.40 25 1 2
Teacher groups 26 1.81 .80 1 3
Kruskal-Wallis Test
TEACHER N Mean
GROUPS Rank
EY teachers 10 13.10
FL teachers 8 7.44
Mean use of tea aids
other teachers 4 15.63
Total 22
Test Statistics *°
Mean use of teaching aids
Chi-square 5.392
df 2
Asymp. Sig. 067
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Table D-22 Relationship between teachers’ artistic skills and the mean use of teaching aids

Mean Std. N
Deviation
MEAN use of teaching aids 1.40 25 22
MEAN artistic skills 2.0057 4669 22
Correl ons
MEAN use MEAN artistic
of teaching skills
aids
MEAN use of teaching aids Pearson 1.000 261
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 240
N 22 22
MEAN artistic skills Pearson 261 1.000
Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed) 240
N 22 22
Graph
35
30¢9
L]
-
259
-
'_ - - -
% = =
»n 20¢4 L L
= .
« ] - -
—
2 153 .
Ly
(]
3
= 10 . . . .
8 1,0 1,2 14 16

MEAN use of teaching aids

- 25 .

18



Table D-23 Use of teaching aids vs. various artistic skills

pictures and artistic skills -
drawings paining & drawing
Spearman's rho pictures and Correlation 1.000 246
drawings CoefTicient
Sig. (2-tailed) 270
N 22 22
artistic skills Correlation .246 1.000
- paining and Coefficient
drawi
" Sig. (2-tailed) 270
N 22 26
props artistic skills -
paining & drawing
Spearman's rho props Correlation 1.000 -010
Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 965
N 22 22
artistic skills Correlation -010 1.000
- paining and Coefficient
drawi
" Sig. (2-tailed) 965
N 22 26
puppets artistic skills -
puppets
Spearman's rho puppets Correlation 1.000 263
Coeflicient
Sig. (2-tailed) 237
N 22 22
artistic skills - Correlation 263 1.000
puppets Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 237
N 22 26
musical artistic skills -
instruments musical instruments
Spearman's rho musical Correlation 1.000 374
instruments Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed) 086
N 22 22
artistic skills Correlation 374 1.000
- musical Coefficient
instruments .
Sig. (2-tailed) .086
N 22 26
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Table D-24 Teachers’ artistic skills—EY vs. non-EY teacher groups comparison

N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum
dance 26 2.81 1.06 | 4
2 drama 26 2.46 1.03 1 4
5 paining & drawing 26 2.38 1.06 1 4
@ | puppets 26 238 1.06 1 4
E singing 26 3.00 89 1 4
E piano 26 1.04 1.25 0 4
i flute & recorder 26 73 1.28 0 4
guitar 26 .54 1.14 0 4
music instruments 26 77 95 0 3
2 teacher groups 26 1.58 50 1 2
Mann-Whitney Test (Ranks)
TEACHER N Mean Sum of
GROUPS Rank Ranks
EY teachers 11 15.41 169.50
dance non-EY teachers 15 12.10 181.50
Total 26
EY teachers 1 15.36 169.00
drama non-EY teachers 15 12.13 182.00
Total 2
EY teachers 11 14.00 154.00
paining & non-EY teachers
e 15 13.13 197.00
Total 26
EY teachers 11 17.14 188.50
puppets non-EY teachers 15 10.83 162.50
2 EY teachers B 13.23 145.50
W
o | singing non-EY teachers 15 13.70 205.50
; Total 26
; EY teachers 1 16.68 183.50
piano non-EY teachers 15 11.17 167.50
Total 26
EY teachers 1 14.18 156.00
flute & recorder non-EY teachers 15 13.00 195.00
Total 2%
EY teachers 1 13.18 145.00
guitar non-EY teachers 15 13.73 206.00
EY teachers 1 14.68 161.50
music instruments | non-EY teachers 15 12.63 189.50

Continued overleaf ™
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Test Statistics °

ARTISTIC SKILLS
paining flute & musical
dance drama & puppets singing piano A guitar | instrumen
drawing ts
Mann-Whitney 79.00
U 61.500 62.000 77.000 42.500 79.500 47.500 75.000 0 69.500
i 167.50 145.0
Wikenzom W 181.500 | 182000 | 197.000 | 162.500 | 145.500 0 195.000 00 189.500
7 -1.136 -1.106 -.297 -2.159 -.167 -1.933 -478 -.246 =734
Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed) .256 .269 767 .031 .867 .053 633 .806 463
Exact Sig.
[2*(1-tailed Sig.)] .281° .305° 799 .036" .878* .069* 721" 878" 507"

a. Not corrected for ties.

b. Grouping Variable: 2 teacher groups (EY vs. non-EY teachers)
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Table D-25 Student-teachers’ artistic skills—between group comparison

-29 .

f
Phil vs. EY N e sl
FL Philology 66 5234 3454.50
Total 114
FL Philology 66 54.04 3566.50
drama Early Years 48 6226 | 298850
Total 114
FL Philology 66 4931 3254.50
painting Early Years 48 68.76 3300.50
Total 114 o
FL Philology 66 51.81 3419.50
puppet making Early Years 48 65.32 3135.50
Total 114 I
FL Philology 66 50.04 3302.50
singing Early Years 48 67.76 325250
Total 114 i |
FL Philology 66 41.76 2756.00
piano Early Years 48 79.15 3799.00
3 Total 114 o
5 FL Philology 66 54.67 3608.00
& guitar Early Years 48 61.40 2947.00
5 Total 114 i R
E FL Philology 66 44.17 2915.50
< fute Early Years 48 75.82 3639.50
Total 114 ) - |
FL Philology 66 57.50 3795.00
drum Early Years 48 57.50 2760.00
Total 114 o o
FL Philology 66 58.23 3843.00
accordion Early Years 48 56.50 2712.00
Total 114 - -
FL Philology 66 57.86 3819.00
zither Early Years 48 57.00 2736.00
Total 114
FL Philology 66 57.50 3795.00
creative writing Early Years 48 5750 | 2760.00
Total 114 - o
FL Philology 66 57.50 3795.00
violin Early Years 48 5750 | 2760.00
Total 114 | o
FL Philology 18 21.58 388.50
musical instruments Early Years 46 36.77 1691.50
Total 64 1
Continued overleaf ™
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Test Statistics *
ARTISTIC SKILLS
paining 0
ute & musical
dance drama & puppets singing piano guitar
drawing recorder instruments
Mann-
Whitney U 1243.500 1355.500 1043.500 1208.500 1091.500 545.000 1397.000 704.500 1584.000
Wilcoxon W
3454.500 |3566.500 | 3254.500 | 3419.500 | 3302.500 | 2756.000 3608.000 | 2915.500 2760.000
z -2.036 -1.366 -3.232 -2.228 -2.925 -6.674 -1.692 -6.524 .000
Asymp. Sig.
(2-tailed) .042 A72 .001 .026 .003 .000 .091 .000 1.000
Exact Sig.
[2*(1-tailed
_S!g-)] 1243.500 1355.500 1043.500 1208.500 1091.500 545.000 1397.000 704.500 1584.000

a. Grouping Variable: FL Phil vs. EY students

-30 -




Table D-26 Student-teachers’ opinion on the optimal FLTYL training

STUDENTS GROUPS
FL EY FL EY Total
daily daily extramur | extramur
Count 5 3 17 3 28
% within what is best way of training? 0 o 0, o
existing FL o 17.9% 10.7% 60.7% 10.7% | 100.0%
% within students groups 5.0% 42% 13.9% 3.3% 7.3%
% of Total 1.3% 8% 4.4% 8% |  13%
Count 3 1 ’ 9 13
Saa s 3 S | |
% within what is best way of training? o o, o | o
existing EY . 23.1% 7.7% 69.2% | 100.0%
% within students groups 4.2% 8% 9.99 3.4%
& % of Total 8% 3% 2.3% 3.4%
E Count 23 10 20 17 70
é S i | % within what is best way of training? 329%|  143%|  286% 24.3% | 1000%
’ . .
& e % within students groups 23.0% 13.9% 16.4% 18.7% |  182%
% % of Total 6.0% 2.6% 5.2% 44% |  182%)|
E Count 30 26 19 20 95
§ licFL/EY+ % within what is best way of training? 31.6% 27.4% 20.0% 21.1% | 100.0%
E o % within students groups 30.0% |  36.1% 15.6% 20%|  247%
< % of Total 7.8% 6.8% 49%|  52%| 24.7%
= Count 4 29 65 2 178
dualFL+ % within what is best way of training? 236%|  163%|  36.5% 23.6%  100.0%
ne % within students groups 420%|  403%|  533% 462% 462%
% of Total 10.9% 7.5% 169% |  109%|  46.2%
Count 1 1
licEY +lic FL | o, within what is best way of training? 100.0% o
+ FLTYL o 0% 100.0%
meth course % within students groups 1.4% 39,
% of Total 3% B 3%
Count 100 72 122 91 385
Tkt % within what is best way of training? 26.0% 18.7% 31.7% 23.6% | 100.0%
0 o ]
% within students groups 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% | 100.0% | 100.0%
% of Total 26.0% 18.7% 31.7% | 23.6% | 100.0%
Chi-Square Tests
Asymp. Sig.
TYPE Value df 3 sided)
Pearson Chi-Square 46.553" 15 .099
Likelihood Ratio 45237 15 078
Linear-by-Linear Association 370 1 A13
N of Valid Cases 385
a. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
Symmetric Measures **
TYPE Value Approx, Sig.
Phi 348 .000
Nominal by Nominal
2 Cramer's V 201 .000
N of Valid Cases 385

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis.

b. using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis.
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Table D-27 Student-teachers’ future participation in further teacher training

Cochran Test for the whole student sample

Frequencies
Value
0 1

BA in FL daily 375 10

BA in FL extramural 361 24

BA in EY daily 378 7

BA in EY extramural 364 21

supplementary MA in FL daily 369 16

supplementary MA in FL extramural 350 35

supplementary MA in EY daily 372 13

supplementary MA in EY extramural 351 34

supplementary MA in EY+FL daily 364 21

supplementary MA in EY+FL extramural 324 61

postgrad early FL 258 127

methodological course in early FL 297 88
Test Statistics Kendall’s W Test
N 385 N 385
Cochran’s Q 399.499* Kendall’s W* 094
Df 11 Chi-Square 399.499
Asymp. Sig .000 df 11
a. 0 is treated as success Asymp. Sig. .000

a. Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance
Cochran Test only for students wishing to teach YLs
Frequencies
Value
0 1

BA in FL daily 112 2

BA in FL extramural 111 3

BA in EY daily 111 3

BA in EY extramural 109 5

supplementary MA in FL daily 105 9

supplementary MA in FL extramural 100 14

supplementary MA in EY daily 108 6

supplementary MA in EY extramural 105 9

supplementary MA in EY+FL daily 102 12

supplementary MA in EY+FL extramural 91 23

postgrad early FL 75 39

methodological course in early FL 85 29
Test Statistics Kendall’s W Test
N 114 N 114
Cochran’s Q 124.657* Kendall’s W* 099
Df 11 Chi-Square 124.657
Asymp. Sig .000 df 11
a. 0 is treated as success Asymp. Sig. .000

a. Kendall’s Coefficient of Concordance
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Appendix E. Differences between Polish and English
handwriting styles taught as part of Early Years

education

Handwriting conventions in Polish (from Lada-Grodzicka, 1995: 56-58)
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Handwriting conventions in English (from Machado, 1995: 325)
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FIGURE 18-17 Printscript alphabet (Courtesy of the Santa Clara Unified

School District. Santa Clara, CA.)




An example of an YLs’ English coursebook which employs printscript alphabet in all

examples that imitate handwriting.

We landed in a tree!

Q Read ]

De&r Auntie Winnie, e
Thank you for « grat holid E . .

2y & your house. We [iked it!
J 9 ,'fO “r

Last weekend uk had a

travelled on Mum's It wuve,r-J fast but we landed in

l’\ _
Q-{;(V ! Dad coQKed the lunch and | plaﬂe_d weth Wil
Mum danced. Wao hunted 28R

4 ‘6 7" S
Then ik ! 466 ! Dad was f‘e.ol up decavse the (EIUANE
web buk :‘ fawjhed_ We waited under the Erees o\

Soon the rean Stopped .
After funch Wl and 1 climbed

all H-g% home. It was o great day!

See you soon,

love from hlanda xx x

e Choose the correct answer

| Yes, he/shatthey did. _No, he/she/they didn't. |

Did Witch cook the lunch? No, she didn't.
Did Will dance?

Did Wizard cook the lunch?

Did they wait under the trees?

Did Wanda travel on Witch’s broom?

Did they travel home on the broom?

SOURCE: Lawdry, C. 1994. You and Me. Pupil's Book 2. Oxford: Oxford University Press, P. 68.



An example of an YLs’ English coursebook which employs Polish Basal (pismo

elementarzowe) style in all examples that imitate handwriting.

i Extra Task

Popatrz na tabelke i opisz te zwie&g%ﬁ A

ELEPHANT TIGER PENGUIN
HOME Africa/Asia Asia Antarctica
COLOUR brown and white :
groy with black stripes black snd white
SIZE up to 3.5 metres fall | up to 3 metres long | up to 1 metro tall
FOOD grass, fruit and leaves other animals fish
MORE 'ILN fQRMATION lives 70-80 years can run fast oan swim/can't fly
lives im ﬁ{/ﬁco, omd, Faia.
b ouwp to 3.5 mebres tall.

, Jruit amd  leawes.
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SOURCE: Wieczorek, A. 2000. Bingo! Czes¢ 3B. Warszawa: Wydawnictwo Szkolne PWN | p. 33.



An example of tracing letters writing practice which follows ‘Polish Basal’ (pismo

elementarzowe) convention.
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