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Abstract

The paper focuses on the concept of English aggadi franca. The theoretical part
begins with the definition of the terms Englishregive, second and foreign language
and outlines the character of English in the wolllde next chapter describes issues
connected with English as a lingua franca, suchtsaslevelopment, the notions of
language spread and distribution, legitimizing, rekteristics and intelligibility in
lingua franca talk. Consequently, the teaching istehing comprehension and
pronunciation for English as a lingua franca cot#eéx discussed, with the accent on the
roles of textbook audio materials. The followingapter summarizes previous research
of teachers’ attitudes to English as a lingua feanthe final chapter of the theoretical
part describes documents determining aims of laggueaching in basic education in
the Czech Republic.

In the research part of the paper, the case studgniducted with the aim to reveal
the amount of support for the potential implemeatabf English as a lingua franca
teaching into the pedagogical instruction in basathool education in the Czech
Republic. Firstly, the Framework Educational Progmee for Basic Education and the
Common European Framework of Reference for Language analysed from the point
of view of their correspondence with English asngua franca paradigm. Secondly,
listening and pronunciation materials of two sedddextbooks are evaluated in respect
to their roles for English as a lingua franca teéaghlLastly, teachers’ attitudes to the
lingua franca concept are elicited by an intervieethod. The findings of the research

are summarized in the concluding section.

Key words
English as a lingua franca, Lingua Franca Cordptek evaluation, teachers’ attitudes,
Framework Educational Programme for Basic Educati@ommon European

Framework of Reference for Languages



Abstrakt

Diplomova prace se zabyva konceptem ditigk jako lingua franca. Teoreticka
cast nejprve definuje pojmy angfina jako prvni, druhy a cizi jazyk a naistje
charakter angitiny ve sw¥té. Nasledujici kapitola popisuje aspekty atigily jako
jazyka mezinarodni komunikace, coz zahrnuje jejoyyrozliSeni pojnmi jazykova
distribuce a roz#éni jazyka, legitimaci, charakteristiky a srozummiest v komunikaci.
Nasledr je diskutovano vytovani poslechovych dovednosti a vyslovnosti pelyi
komunikace v angitiné pouzivané jako lingua franca. Z&feni je kladeno na role
poslechovych materi@dl v u¢ebnicich. V dalSi kapitole jsou shrnuty vysledky
piedchoziho vyzkumuifstupi uéitela k angleting jako lingua franca. Teoretickaifst
uzavird popis dokumeint jez stanovuji cile vytovani cizich jazyk na zakladnim
stupni vza@lavani vCeské republice.

Ve vyzkumnécasti prace je provedenaipadova studie, jejimz cilem je zjistit
mnozstvi podpory pro ffpadné vydovani angktiny podle konceptu lingua franca
v zékladnim vzdéavani vCeské republice. Nejprve je rozebirano jak se Rasncov
vzklavaci program pro zakladni vddvani a Spokny evropsky referaimi ramec pro
jazyky shoduji s modelem angina jako lingua franca. Dale jsou hodnoceny
poslechové a vyslovnostni materialy dvou vybrangkbnic s ohledem na to, jak
naphuji role vyplyvajici z paeb mezinarodni komunikace v anglickém jazyce. Jako
posledni jsou metodou rozhovoru £2¢g8any gistupy witeli ke konceptu angitina

jako lingua franca. Vysledky vyzkumu jsou shrnutgaxérecné kapitole prace.

Kli¢ova slova
anglictina jako lingua franca, fonologicky sylabus atgfly jako lingua franca,
hodnoceni &ebnic, Ramcovy vadavaci program pro zakladni wddvani, Spoleny

evropsky referetni rAmec pro jazyky
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1. INTRODUCTION

The global use of English in many professional dosiaas lead to an extraordinary
desire of people to be able to communicate indhguage. As a result, the demand for
English language teaching has been growing and deysaEnglish is taught as the
primary foreign language in numerous countries agdahe world.

For a long time, native speakers have been comsldprimary authorities for
teaching the language, which has lead to the rdpiclopment of English language
teaching industry mediated by the countries whengligh is spoken as the mother
tongue. Nevertheless, the increasing number ofgrspeakers of English and their
use of the language in communication with other-native speakers causes that the
language is shaped by its non-native users for then purposes. As a consequence,
some scholars have articulated the need to analy@alescribe what actually happens
in the language in the communication among its mative speakers and utilize the
findings as the basis for teaching English accagrdmthe concept known as English as
a lingua franca. This process involves questiorihrgy native-speaker lead instruction
and acknowledging foreign users as the primaryaiiibs and providers of linguistic
norms. The lingua franca paradigm has divided thgliEh speaking community into
two groups, advocates and critics, and the cordtant of the two parties has resulted
in the present-day controversy surrounding the ephc

This paper aims at investigating what level of sapfor English as a lingua franca
teaching there is in the context of basic educatiadghe Czech Republic. Three levels of
the educational system are studied. In particukey are the prescriptive documents,
textbook audio recordings and teachers’ attituddse paper does not deal with the
conflicting arguments of individual parties, buther attempts to disclose what ground
there is for the potential implementation of theglhia franca concept into the
pedagogical instruction.

The theoretical part comprises chapters 2 - 6 anees as a basis for the research.
In chapter 2, English as a native, second anddorkinguage is defined together with
the character of English in the world. Chapter @adicated to the overview of English
as a lingua franca, covering its development, ilegzing, lexico-grammatical and
phonological characteristics, and the problem tdliigibility with the emphasis on the
Lingua Franca Phonological Core. Chapter 4 dealth wdeveloping listening
comprehension and pronunciation for lingua francatext. Roles of different sources
of input are outlined and the main stress is putouarsebook recordings. Chapter 5

1



summarizes previous research of teachers’ attittml@nglish as a lingua franca. The
basis is mainly Jenkins’ study (2007) and her oesvwof other research on the same
topic. Chapter 6 introduce3he Framework Educational Programme for Basic
Educationand The Common European Framework of Reference for wagesthat
constitute the documents defining objectives ofglaage learning/teaching in basic
education in the Czech Repubilic.

Research is presented in chapter 7. The research rasearch questions and
methodology are outlined in sections 7.1. and Tifzee parts of the research are then
conducted. In section 7.3. the prescriptive documare analysed and their accord with
the English as a lingua franca concept is reve&edtion 7.4. focuses on the textbooks
evaluation. The textbooks audio recordings and yomomtion activities are analysed
and evaluated according to the criteria designettientheoretical part, which discloses
whether the textbooks activities correspond tortraes in teaching English as a lingua
franca. Section 7.5. concentrates on elicitinghees attitudes to English as a Lingua
Franca and indicates to what extent teachers apmbthe paradigm shift. Each of the
three parts of the research has its separate abnglsection and the overall conclusion

of the paper is presented in chapter 8.

2. ENGLISH AS A NATIVE, SECOND AND FOREIGN
LANGUAGE

This chapter provides an overview of different usésEnglish with relation to
different speakers. Firstly, the termative secong andforeign languageare explained
as they are used throughout the whole paper and different interpretation could
cause confusion. Secondly, the notion of three eommic circles connected with the

nature of English in the world is outlined.

2.1. English as a Native Language

Native languageis also referred to by authors amther tongugefirst language
and/orL1. As for the correct terminology, McArthur (1992,682) suggests usirfgst
language, ot.1 in the specialised literature due to the neuyralftthis expression and
the possible implied connection of the other twont with birth, mother or nation.
However, Quirk et al. (1985, p. 3) acknowledge #ibof the terms are closely related.

More specifically, they do not make any distinctibetweenmother and native and



claim that these notions overlap witinst language. A similar approach to defining
these terms can be found in monolingual dictiosafieongman Dictionary, p. 955;
Oxford Dictionary, p. 1858) whenmmothertongueis defined as one’sative language
while there is no entry concerning the expresdiost languagein neither of the
dictionaries. Due to the overlapping use/meaninghef terms, and since the authors
cited in this paper (Jenkins, 2000, 2007; Crysta03® Seidlhofer, 2001) do not
specifically distinguish between the expressiohs, terms will be further on used as
synonyms.

English as a native language (ENL) will be now et from three different
perspectives, i.e. how it is learned (acquiredyy bod with what competence it is used,
and how it reflects one’s identity. According tetfirst perspective, native language is
defined by Bloomfield (1933, p. 43) as “the firsinbuage a human being learns to
speak is his native language, he is a native spediibe language”. In a very similar
way, Quirk et al. (1985, p. 3) define ENL as a laage acquired in the early childhood
and “generally in the home”. The aspect of theyeachjuisition of a native language in
the home is presented also in Romaine (1994, p3837/who discusses approaches to
the definition of mother tongu@ US and Canadian censuses. She adds the pdgsibili
of the child’s acquisition of more than one nati@eguage if brought up in a bilingual
environment. Therefore, the early acquisition anchéstic environment are obviously
very important characteristics of ENL. Neverths|der the purposes of this paper the
above definitions are relevant only to a certaitelek as they fail to reflect the fact that
the first acquired language(s) does not necesshale to function as the person's
primary language(s) for the rest of his or her (N&cArthur, 1992, p. 406).

Rather than the way of acquisition, McArthur chéedses the first language in
terms of the speaker’'s competence in the langudge. first language is the language
in which learners are competent when starting a leguage” (1992, p. 406). The
comparison between the two languages is also @escin Quirk et al. (1985, pp. 3-4),
who identify the first language as one’s primanggaage in contrast to an additional
language, so that the function of the speaker& fanguage is superior to his or her
other languages. The mother tongue competencaatiae speaker (NS) is discussed in
more detail in Davids who explains it as a set of linguistic, pragmagnd
paralinguistic indicators underlined by a sharelucal knowledge (2003, p.207). This
competence in a language and the specific cultkn@wledge distinguish native

speakers (NSs) from non-native speakers (NNSgther words, people with different

! See Davies (2003, pp. 200-206) for more detaihother tongue competence
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L1s. Although authors admit the possibility that 88Ncan acquire the NS competence,
they consider it a very improbable phenomenon gnilee acquisition has started early
in life (ibid, p. 212; Crystal, 2003, p. 16). Givéme last statement, there exists a close
relationship between the two so far discussed featof the native language, i.e. the
age in the period of acquisition and L1 competence.

Besides the already described aspects of L1, teeneother important characteristic
of the first language - the identity. Crystal psirdut that the identity often leads to
individual's deliberate identification or non-idéidation with a particular social group
as the “language is a major means (some wouldhgaghief means) of showing were
we belong, and of distinguishing one social grotgmf another” (2003, p. 22). An
example of such a phenomenon is illustrated in Roe@l994, p. 38), who describes
children with two mother tongues consciously chogsonly one of them in order to
indicate their national identity. The interconnentiof mother tongue and national
identity is further indicated by Crystal's (1994,3?) argument that the mother tongue
plays a vital role during a peoples’ struggle tstain and show their national identity
when it is endangered. In addition, there is a lfgrhetween one’s first language
identity and his or her acquisition of another laage. Specifically, Jenkins points out
that an English learner beyond the age of pubertysually unable to achieve the NS
pronunciation competence due to the interferencefalready developed L1 identity
(2007, p. 69)Hence, there exists a connection between the Ldtitgeand the early
mother tongue acquisition, which is similar to thelationship between the first
language acquisition and competence outlined irpteeious paragraph.

For the purposes of this paper, the terBrglish as a native language, first
language, Lland/ormother tonguare defined as the language acquired in the hame i
childhood, characterized by a unique set of cormméte typical only for NSs of the
language. Moreover, this language is used as thaksps primary language and the
speaker considers English to be his or her naimguage and, therefore, reveals the
English L1 identity.

2.2. English as a Second Language

There are two perspectives of the notion of Englisha second language (ESL).
The first point of view is that the second languaige any language added
(learned/acquired) to the speaker’'s mother ton@Qugs(al, 2003, p. 4; McArthur, 1992,
p. 406). According to the second perspective, @i tsecond language is used in a
more restricted sense, as a language having aaspetitutional role in the country and

4



thus serving an important intranational or natiofihction (Crystal, 2003, p. 4;
McArthur, 1992, p. 406, Quirk et al., 1985, p. dnldins, 2000, p. 5). Crystal explains
that the discrepancy is caused by the fact thatewthie first of the two concepts is
predominant in the countries influenced by the U803, p. 4), the latter one stems
from and is accepted in Britain-influenced parttloé world. Concerning English as a
lingua franca literature, the expression ESL is@pally used according to the second
definition, as the other one does not distinguisbwilen the notions of second and
foreign language. Consequently, ESL is regardedhen same sense in this paper.
However, there are generally accepted terms sucBeasnd Language Acquisition
(SLA) covering both the secorahd foreign language (O Malley and Chamot, 1990, p.
1). It is only when mentioning such expressions segond language will be used in its
more general sense.

English can occur as a second language in countufiese it is either L1 of the
majority of the population or an intranational laage of a state functioning alongside
the native language. Quirk et al. exemplify thenfer type of the usage of ESL by
mentioning places like Canada, where the officexiguage and majority’'s L1 is
English, but in the province Quebec French is prilpnapoken as the mother tongue so
that the people use English as a second languag#ianal circles. Similarly, some
people in Wales or Ireland have a Celtic languagéhair mother tongue, but English
has a very important institutional role in theimuotries, so they have to speak English
as the second language (1985, p. 4). The lattenand frequent way of speaking ESL
takes place in the countries where most populaiomdther tongue is different from
English and English is used either as an officagluage or serves as a “means of
communication in such domains like government, ldve courts, the media and the
educational system” (Crystal, 2003, p. 4). As alltes is very desirable for the people
of such countries to learn English as the secomguage in order to be able to
communicate in the official circles (ibid.).

To conclude, ESL is mainly defined on the basist®fintranational function. In
other words, the term refers to the administraséimd political status of the language in

a certain country, usually where English is notaitrar tongue.

2.3. English as a Foreign Language

While English as a second language functions pratamtly as the language of
national communication in the country where it hasofficial role, English as a foreign
language (EFL) is characterized by its internaticin@ction and lacks the official
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intranational status. It is learned as a foreigngleage mainly with the aim to
communicate with speakers of different L1s.

Specific reasons to use English as a foreign lagguraclude, according to Quirk at
al., obtaining information in the English languagess media, learning about NS-
countries cultures, increasing one’s chances ol@ment or promotion, and travelling
(1985, pp. 5, 6). Moreover, what authors unanimogsiess as a primary reason to
choose English as a foreign language is that iviges its users with access to the
majority of specialized supranational branchestatlyy business and science, hence
helping the speakers follow the latest developnetiteir fields (Crystal, 2003, pp. 80-
83; Quirk et al., 1985, p. 5; Widdowson, 2003, f).5Accordingly, more and more
countries recognise English as a primary foreigiglege in their educational systems
and English has become the most widely taught agguo both children and adults
(Crystal, 2003, p. 5; Quirk et al., 1985, p. 5).cBuan expansion of EFL is very
important for the character of English in the workince the foreign learners and
speakers nowadays constitute the largest body gligbnusers. Approximate numbers

of English speakers will be discussed in more tetdhe following section.

2.4. English in the World

Crystal states that around the year of 2000 Enghsls spoken by 1.5 billion
competent speakers, which constituted a quartehefworld’s entire population. No
other language had so many speakers and Englishtaughkt in about 100 countries
(2003, pp. 6, 69), being thus, as stated in theigue section, the most widely learned
foreign language. English also functions as a sttamguage in more than 70 countries
(ibid., p. 6) and is “represented in every contireamd on islands in three major oceans”
(ibid., p. 29).

Kachru (1992, p. 356) divides the world of Englistto the inner, outer and
expanding circles, based on the role of the langdagparticular users. The inner circle
represents countries like the USA, the UK or Audstrawhere English is spoken
primarily as the mother tongue. The outer circlieneto states such as India, Nigeria
and Bangladesh, in which English is a second laggudn the expanding circle
countries, English is learned and used as a forkigguage and this concerns, for
example, China, Japan and most European nations.

Picture 1 on the next page, adapted from Crys@32p. 61), illustrates estimated
figures of English users in the tree circles. Adoog to Crystal (ibid.), there are
approximately 320-380 million native speakers oflh, while at the same time, there
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exist 800 to 1,500 million non-native English spaak The exact number of non-native
speakers depends on the inclusion of users of &nghith different levels of
proficiency. However, it is a widely acknowledgedctf that non-native speakers
outnumber native speakers (Crystal, 2003, p. @&ide, 2000, p. 1) and Jenkins (ibid.)
proposes that the ratio will shift towards the mative users outnumbering the native
speakers even more significantly in the future.

Although some authors argue that Kachru's concsphat exhaustivgCrystal,
2003, p. 60), or is oversimplified (Widdowson, 20@8 56), it is often used when
dealing with the global character of English, gaufarly in Jenkins (2000, p. 8) and
Crystal (2003, p. 61). Therefore, the notion of theee circles is a helpful tool for
explaining the nature of English in the world.

Expanding circle

Inner circle

e.g.China,
Russia
500-1,000 million

Picture 1- Three ci<rcle§ of Enalis

3. ENGLISH AS A LINGUA FRANCA

The termEnglish as a lingua francdELF), interchangeable witknglish as an
international languagd€Seidlhofer, 2005, p. 339is used to refer to the use of English
among speakers of different first languages. Hirthibid., p. 339) defines English as a
lingua franca as “a contact language between persdro share neither a common

native tongue nor a common (national) culture, @ovdwhom English is the chosen
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language of communication”. Troike (in Phillipsol992, p. 7) claims that no other
language is used for the international communioatis often as English. Given the
ratio of native and non-native users, Jenkins (2p028) refers to the data of several
studies (e.g. Beck, 1991) revealing that approxa@gat80 per cent of ELF
communication does not include any native spealddtsough native speakers cannot
be excluded from the ELF interaction research, ibsn&rgues that they should not be
included in the data collection and represent@uiistic reference point (2007, p. 3).

This part of the paper firstly describes the depelent of English as a lingua
franca. Secondly, the process of its legitimiziagutlined. Subsequently, grammatical
and phonological characteristics of ELF are exgdinand lastly, the issue of
phonological intelligibility of ELF talk is discussl.

3.1. Development of English as a Lingua Franca

According to Crystal (2003, p. 69), the most rapicrease in the number of non-
native English users has taken place in the l&gtyfears, which can be illustrated on
Quirk et al.’s (1985, p. 5) comment that as shgd as in the 1960s there were fewer
non-native than native speakers and since therratie has changed to the extent
outlined in section 2.4. In order to understand #pansion, it is vital to mention the
historical development leading to the extraordindgmand for English as a global
lingua franca before the second half of th& 2@ntury. Additionally, a more recent
development will be discussed.

3.1.1. Development before the®1Half of the 20th Century

There were several reasons why English developedwty it did. But the two
primary ones will be briefly pointed out - the coial expansion and the industrial
revolution.

The colonial expansion of Britain took place frohet16 to the end of the 19
century. During this period, English was introdutedarious parts of the world, where
it was used mainly as the first or second languagé,the number of its users rose from
5 to 250 million (Crystal, 2003, p. 30). The pasitiof English has not weakened in
these areas after the end of the colonial periad.ti@ contrary, the language often
retained its status as a means of intranationahaamication and/or an important tool of
international interaction.

The boom of English was supported in th& t@ntury by the industrial revolution.

As this era of technical innovation was driven ity by England and later the USA,
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English became the language of scientific progrpesviding access to knowledge to
those familiar with English. Furthermore, the deth&or the language was consolidated
by the economic power of the English-speaking woekbecially the USA, spreading
the language into new countries as a by producthef scientific achievement.

Therefore, at the beginning of the 20th centurywds not surprising that many

supranational organizations chose English as a eonwative medium (Crystal, 2003,

pp. 80-83, 121).

3.1.2. Development from the ® Half of the 20" Century

In the second half of the P0Ocentury it was the continuing economic and
technological domination of the USA that spread IBhginto the world, but it was
moreover accompanied by the distribution of the lishglanguage teaching (ELT)
industry from the UK and USA.

Crystal (2003, p. 120) claims that similarly to tepread during the industrial
revolution, the financial power enabled the USAbm at the forefront of technical
development in the 20 century. English was therefore still distributedthwthe
scientific innovation and influencing various aggeaf the society such as the press,
sound recording, motion pictures, or advertisingrriier (2001, p. 3) states that this
development is clearly reflected in the globali@atiwith American products promoted
all around the world.

English is also claimed to be the chief languagthefinternet, one of the inventions
of the USA. It was estimated that there were mbas t550 million users of the World
Wide Web in approximately 200 territories in theayef 2002 and the native speakers
of English were becoming a minority of the internsers. However, since 1980s it has
been common for NNS commercial organizations tovipie English versions of their
websites so as to be competitive on the internatitavel (Crystal, 2003, p. 115-118).
Therefore, as Specter observes, in order to makéuthadvantage of the internet one
needs to be familiar with English (in ibid., p. 318

The spread of English in the second half of th& @nturyhas been complemented
by the promotion and export of ELT knowledge, imthg instructional materials,
experts and teachers from the UK and USA into tleedyv Phillipson (1992, p. 137)
claims that the British Council is the main tool fglobal distributing of English
teaching, and that it is accompanied by various hgaa enterprises. Phillipson (ibid.,
pp. 139, 161) further mentions significant investiseof the British government and

private American companies into the establishméntemtres in foreign countries to
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promote the inner circle cultures and language. &ktent of the efforts to promote
native-speaker initiated ELT is well illustrated Hye 1998 British Council Annual
Report: “English language teaching is the majotigriExport” (in Widdowson, 2003,
p. 157), and by the fact that British Council preake operates in more than 100
countries and about two million students take exatons organized by the council
every year (British Council Report 2010-2011, pp/#

3.1.3. Distribution vs. Spread

The distinction between the spread of languageitsndistribution is an important
discrepancy criticised by researchers of English Bisgua franca. For that reason, these
terms will be characterised and the controversyudised.

On one hand, the spread of English has been tgiage since the 16th century
when people brought the language into new teregoriAs a result, there occurred
regional varieties such as the US, Australian dram Englishes, reflecting the needs to

refer to the new realities.

When we talk about the spread of English, theis, riiot that the conventionally coded forms and
meanings are transmitted into different environmeartd different surroundings, and taken up
and used by different groups of people. It is natadter of the actual language being distributed
but of the virtual language being spread and in pinecess being variously actualized.

(Widdowson, 2003, p. 50)
In other words, the speakers make use of theiuigtig resources, the virtual language,
and exploit the language potential for their patc purposes, creating thus new
varieties, be it for the purposes of an intranatiar lingua franca communication.

On the other hand, the language distribution corgcéne mentioned export of the
inner-circle English and promoting particular véige and norms worldwide (ibid., p.
158). Such a distribution often has beneficial @8dor the resource countries (ibid., p.
45), which is evident from the 2010-2011 Britishu@oil Annual Report. “Our mix of
‘for good and for profit’ draws on a diminishinggmortion of public funding to deliver
major economic, social and cultural benefit for ta&” (British Council Annual
Report 2010-2011, p. 6).

The phenomena of language spread and distributierstaongly in conflict with
each other. The authors researching ELF (Jenkif80,22007; Seidlhofer, 2001;
Widdowson, 2003) argue that while it is perceiveddact that English is a language of
international communication, where non-native speakare the main initiators of
linguistic changes and where native speakers doplayt a major role, the goals of

teaching English as a foreign language are bas@uynwen native-speaker norms. Thus,
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what actually happens in ELT is the language distron, i.e. English spoken in the
inner circle countries is promoted all around therld where, on the contrary, the
language variation takes place. Widdowson (20035@. criticizes this trend by
claiming that the distribution denies spread. Mgpecifically, applying native speaker

norms globally makes English a franchise languagtead of a lingua franca.

3.2. Legitimizing English as a Lingua Franca

As a consequence of the controversy mentioned altogee are arguments for the
recognition of English as a lingua franca as adisiic system in its own right that
would serve as an alternative of the inner-cirobmtmlled ELT. The legitimizing
would, as Seidlhofer argue, enable a complex dagmni and codification of English as
a lingua franca that could be then recorded ina@hetries and grammars on which basis
it might be taught and teaching materials desigimedsnutzmann, 2009, p. 534). It is
proposed that learning according to the ELF paradiguld be more effective than the
native-speaker lead instruction, as far as thenatenal communication is concerned.
Furthermore, the new paradigm would apparently lenreflective of aims and
learning processes of foreign speakers.

The official recognition of English as a linguarfca is closely connected with
redefining the norms and ownership of internatioBaglish. Jenkins (2007, p. 238)
criticizes the fact that English used as a lingaada is generally judged according to
native-speaker norms while foreign speakers arerooncerned with being understood
by their interlocutors than with emulating natiygeakers’ speech. Quirk (in Kachru,
1991, p. 219) proposes that international non-eatarieties of English should be seen
as legitimate types of the language rather thaerlamiguage stages aiming at the NS
standard. The irrelevance of applying NS normsn@rnational communication is
illustrated by Seidlhofer (2001, pp. 137-38), whaentions a Danish politician
employing a word in his speech that would not bedus such a way by a native
speaker, and which was labelled as an error dileetonother-tongue transfer, and the
speaker’s English proficiency was evaluated as demate one. The inadequacy of the
assessment is caused by the fact that the speecigiven in the Netherlands (not an
inner-circle setting) and that it was not excluliveatended for a native-speaking
audience. In addition, as far as the internatiangrlocutors were concerned, the
meaning of the speech was not affected by therer@eidlhofer (2001, p. 144) thus
suggests that if comprehensible, the deviationsh fMS norms should be regarded as
evidence of successful communication strategiémrdhan mistakes.
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Widdowson argues in similar line that due to theead and diversification of
English by its non-native speakers for their ownppses, native speakers have no right
to pass judgment over the ways English is usechéenworld and if the language is
international, “no nation can have custody over (2003, p. 43). Widdowson moreover
explains that “the modified forms of the languageicli are actually in use should be
recognized as a legitimate development of Englishaa international means of
communication” (in Jenkins 2007, p.7). For the ggubon of ELF as an official means

of global communication, it is vital to see it agm-providing, not norm-dependent.

"...in order to capture the nature of lingua fraBrelish we need to think of it as evolving out of
spread, not distribution, and acknowledge the vité¢ and authority of ELF users as agents of

language change(Seidlhofer, 2001, p. 138)

A remarkable development in legitimizing ELF is smered the inclusion of the
section ‘English as a Lingua Franca’ in the latestsion of theOxford Advanced
Learner's Dictionary (Seidlhofer in Gnutzmann, 2009, p. 534). Accorditg
Gnutzmann (2009, p. 534), this achievement is riekated with the ELF proponents’
research, such as the creation of the phonologma& of English as a lingua franca in
Jenkins (2000) or the VOICE project (Vienna-Oxfdnternational Corpus of Spoken
English), which presently comprises transcriptalodut 120 hours of real-life English
interaction between approximately 1250 speakerss®f different first languages
(VOICE website).

However, Gnutzmann claims that the studies of Enfranca English have so far
focused exclusively on the spoken mode of commtioican a limited number of
contexts, which not only limits learners’ chancésacquiring a higher level of reading
and writing competences, but also prevents the tmmgescription and codification
(2009, pp. 535, 536).

In contrast, Widdowson (2009, p. 214) points ouat tine research of the way non-
native speakers actually use the language wouldente&rning more effective for
foreign language learners. It is due to the faat the description of foreign-speakers’
communication constitutes an evidence of what heenbearned and performed in
practice. Such studies provide not only goals athéng English as a lingua franca, but
also more closely connect foreign language comnatioic with learning by revealing
what features of classroom instruction and comnativie strategies are taking place in
the real-life interaction among non-native usertheflanguage.

Finally, teaching ELF is disregarded by some awgtdue to restricting learners’

competencies to outer and expanding circles. QuirBenkins (2007, p. 9) mentions
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that a learner speaking his or her regional vaoétygnglish that is acceptable in lingua
franca contexts would be disadvantaged in the inmele countries where the language
would be judged by local authorities requiring at@e level of standard English (SE)
proficiency. A similar argument is expressed by Waa@son (2003, p. 39), who states
that SE provides access to institutions held bycustodians, and a speaker is not
included into the community without a proper knodge of SE. Because it is not
possible to generalize the future goals of indiaidstudents, Seidlhofer in Jenkins,
(2007, p. 20) and Scrivener (2001, p. 144) ackndgdethat only learners themselves
can determine whether they desire to achieve aveibikie proficiency or become
competent ELF speakers. Students’ choice betweentwlo concepts should be
supported by activities raising awareness of thgsviinglish is used in the world.

3.3. Characteristics of ELF Communication

3.3.1. Lexico-Grammatical Characteristics

Regarding the lexico-grammatical features of spoksgua franca English, it has
been researched that many aspects in this lingutkimain which are considered
ungrammatical or marked in Standard English areuadlgt being used without
preventing a successful transfer of informatiorEltF. Although the efficiency of all
such aspects in ELF communication has not beeabiglproven so far (Jenkins, 2005),
the list below provides lexico-grammatical featuiresvhich English as a lingua franca
systematically differs from NS English:

- dropping the third person present tense -s (&She look very sad”)
- confusing the relative pronowvko andwhich (“a book who”, “a person which”)

- omitting definite and indefinite articles whereey are obligatory in NS English, and
inserting them where they do not occur in NS Eglis

- failing to use ‘correct’ forms in tag questiong.asn't it? orno insteadof shouldn't they?
(as in “They should arrive soon, isn't it?")

- inserting redundant prepositions (as in “We hawstudy about...” and “can we discuss
about...?")

- overusing certain verbs of high semantic gengraluch aslo, have, make, put, take

- replacing infinitive constructions with that-ckas, as il want that....(e.g. “I want that
we discuss my dissertation”)

- overdoing explicitness (e.g. “black colour” rathtean ‘black’ and “How long time?”
instead of ‘How long?’)
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- pluralizing nouns that do not have plural formsStandard English (e.g. informations,
knowledges, advices)

(Seidlhofer in Jenkins, 2005; Hulmbauer, Bohringaidlhofer, 2008, p. 31)

Even though the list is not by any means exhausaweoverview is provided of
what is occurring in international communicationtba lexico-grammatical level. Since
this issue is not central to the topic of the patiex focus of following sections is put on

pronunciation.

3.3.2. Phonetic and Phonological Characteristics

ELF users are generally characterised by speakngjidh with a foreign accent.
Accent is defined by (Hongyan, 2007, p. 9) as Way of speaking that is characteristic
for a specific group of people from a regional okind”, and is connected solely
with pronunciation features, which distinguishe$ra@m dialect that refers to a variety
on more linguistic levels simultaneously. The fgreiaccent is then characterised by
pronunciation aspects that are not typical of matbpeakers, as the foreign users
substitute components of the target language pwation by features occurring in
their first languages (Hongyan, 2007, p. 10).

The reasons why foreign accents evolve can be elividto three categories - age,
experience and native language factors. Regartiegage, as stated in section 2.1., it
has been researched that it is very rare thatdearof a foreign language acquire a
native-like accent if the exposure to the targaglege has not taken place before the
period of puberty. The experience factor refergiinfluence of the actual amount and
guality of exposure and usage of the language.afsa$ native language factors are
concerned, foreign accents tend to be influencedthey native languages of the
speakers, which is referred to as the mother totrgunsfer. It is claimed that the larger
the difference between the first and foreign lamgsa the greater is the level of the
transfer (Hongyan, 2007, p. 17-19).

As a result, since ELF users come from a wide raridest language backgrounds,
there exist many different accents in the inteorati context. But despite the variation
and mother-tongue dependence of accents in ELRaicegeneral segmental and
suprasegmental characteristics can be identified.

The deviations from native-speaker accents are llystize result of a target
language sound being missing, or lacking a commastinction in one’s first language
system (Hongyan, 2007, p. 10; Jenkins, 2000, p.H&8mer, 2001, p. 184). On the

segmental level, the outcome of the mother-tongaester is apparent in the sound
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substitution or conflation, consonant deletion lsi@en, and addition (Jenkins, 2000, p.
34).

In particular, it is the® and /d6/ phonemes that are often not acquiredthns
substituted by speakers of almost all L1ls (ibid., J®6). Another universally
problematic area concerns the production of consoclasters. Jenkins (ibid., p. 101)
states that it is common for both L1 and L2 acduisiof English that speakers tend to
simplify consonant clusters. The native-speakeldcl@arning to speak often omits a
certain sound in a cluster, which is also typicélnmany L2 learners of English.
Moreover, some foreign speakers add vowels intoclbsters in order to ease the
pronunciation. Although other aspects on the phaoemd phonetic levels of foreign
accents are mentioned (in ibid., pp. 35-38), theyraore restricted to individual L1
backgrounds and therefore cannot be generalized.

The suprasegmental specifics of ELF talk are cadewith word stress, aspects of
colloquial speech, and intonation. Languages htiegxample, Czech, French or Polish
have a fixed word stress, but the stress placehéfets in individual English words.
Even though the English word stress is governed hymber of rules, there also exist
frequent exceptions (Roach, 1991, p. 87). As altreswany speakers of various fix-
stressed languages often misplace the word strdssglish. Moreover, deviations from
NS word stress are also common with speakers ofalliese word stress is indicated in
a different way than in English, or distinctiondveeen stressed and weak syllables are
not that apparent (Jenkins, 2000, pp. 39-40).

The rhythm of speech in English is based on a fsogmt difference between strong
and weak syllables (Roach, 1991, p. 123). Neveztiseloreign learners of English have
often difficulties with properly producing the urestsed syllables as weak, since their
mother tongues do not usually make use of suctvi@elelenkins (2000, p. 147) points
out that weak forms are rarely used to the fuleekby even very proficient learners of
English.

ELF users also normally do not employ other aspeftct$§S pronunciation. Wilson
(2008, p. 11) states that in a rapid colloquialegpenative speakers make naturally use
of assimilation, elision and conflation. Howevejority on non-native speakers do not
speak quickly enough to put these processes nigturl operation so that they barely
occur in ELF talk (Jenkins, 2000, p. 148).

As far as intonation is concerned, it has beenaledethat due to the differences
between the target and first languages, ELF usensnmonly misplace the nuclear

stress, be it at the neutral or contrastive pasifigenkins, 2000, p. 43). At the same
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time, non-native speakers’ pitch movement frequyedhitfers from the native speakers’
realization because of the unconscious transferpitdh direction patterns from
speakers’ first languages (Jenkins, 2000, p. 44) #re receptive difficulty of
identifying the target language patterns of torit @Harmer, 2001, p. 185).

From the overview above, it is evident that the aédenglish by its non-native
speakers displays many deviations in pronunciadieh it will be explained in the next
section that foreign accents pose a great threatdoessful interaction.

3.4. Intelligibility in ELF Communication

Firstly, it is necessary to define the term intghility. Jenkins (2000, p. 78)
discusses the distinction between comprehensibftig recognition of word and
utterance meanings), interpretability (the recagnitof speaker’'s intention) and
intelligibility (the recognition and production gfhonological form). According to
Jenkins (ibid.), unlike in NS communication, contpasibility and interpretability are
not as remarkable as intelligibility in ELF commcaion.

The reason to put the main stress on phonologicai fs due to the fact, as Jenkins
(ibid., p. 87) revealed, that the majority of misoounications in ELF talk are caused
by the misproduction and non-recognition of phanethd phonological aspects of
speech. This is mainly because ELF users have egrel#ficulties with contextual
processing and need to rely primarily on linguistiespecially phonological — form
(ibid., p. 78).

In terms of intelligibility of different foreign aents, there exist significant
differences in the level of intelligibility amongeaakers of various L1s. In particular, it
Is easiest to understand interlocutors from theesarother tongue background, while
the intelligibility is more problematic with nativipeakers and speakers of related first
languages. Even more difficult it is to understatents of unrelated first language
interlocutors (Jenkins, 2000, p. 132; Wilson, 200822-23), which is mainly the result
of mother tongue transfer (Jenkins, 2000, p. 8®\wéler, general conclusions cannot
be made, as the notion of the difficulty of commnetling individual accents is strongly
influenced by the speaker’s familiarity with padiar accents (Smith and Bisazza, in
ibid., p. 94) and other characteristics of the ingpuch as the speed of speech (Wilson,
2008, p. 23).

Another aspect of ELF communication connected wuitelligibility is that L2

speakers are often reluctant to show non-comprehersnce they are reluctant to
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openly pinpoint the features of their interlocusornother tongue transfer (Jenkins,
2000, p. 77).

Due to the accentual variation in ELF communicatiand the desire of
communicative success, there is the need to ertbergohonological intelligibility
among speakers of diverse L1s. For this purposeplionological core of English as an

International Language was designed and it willeéscribed in the following section.

3.4.1. The Lingua Franca Phonological Core

The phonological core of English as an Internatidrenguage, or the Lingua
Franca Core (LFC), was proposed by Jenkins (200@.main purpose of the core is to
promote intelligibility in ELF communication, whil@roviding space for non-native
speakers to express their first language identdig$ making pronunciation teaching
more effective for international contexts.

The core is designed by the means of identificaibphonological items that are
crucial for ELF intelligibility, and which thus nddo be learnt and productively used by
non-native speakers to communicate successfullgheninternational level. On the
contrary, aspects not impeding successful inteacire labelled ‘non-core’, and allow
space for regional variations, which should be awkadged as a part of a foreign
accent rather than evaluated as errors. The n@nians are, however, recommended
to be learnt receptively so that ELF speakers coulderstand native speakers, should
the need arise. Importantly, the core featuresdatermined by the international users
of English themselves on the basis of analysindgepdLF interaction (Jenkins, 2007,
p. 24-26).

The table bellow, adapted from Jenkins (ibid.,3), Bummarizes the features of the

LFC and contrasts them with the traditional phogalal syllabus.

EFL target, Traditional syllabus ELF target, Liagaranca Core
1. The consonant All sounds close RP/GA All sounds except 6 /8/ but
inventory RP non rhotic /r/, GA rhotic /r/ approximation of all others acceptable
RP intervocalic [t] Rhotic /r/ only
GA intervocalic f] Intervocalic [t] only
2. Phonetic Rarely specified Aspiration after /p/, It/, Ik/
requirements Appropriate  vowel length  befo

fortis/lenis consonants

3. Consonant clusters|  All word positions Word adlti, word medially
4. Vowel quantity Long-short contrast Long-shomtast
5. Tonic nuclear stres$ Important Critical
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It is evident from the table that the proposed Léi@ers in certain segmental and
suprasegmental aspects from the traditional phgnbsyllabus.

On the segmental level, the dental fricativé#sahd /d/ are not included in the core
and their substitutions by /f/, v/ or /t/, /d/ aencouraged. This is because the
substitutions are used by many L1 English speaked the recommended substitutions
are easier to produce for most foreign learnerghEtmore, it is argued that the effort
and time spent on learning the dental fricativemas effective, as the classroom
instruction seldom leads to acquisition and thesstutions do not prevent successful
intelligibility (Jenkins, 2000, p. 138; Harmer, 20(. 184).

In terms of consonants it is moreover proposed thatic /r/ and intervocalic [t]
should be taught productively, while their Receinmnunciation/General American
counterparts are not parts of the core. The catie these consonants is based on the
presumption that the core sounds more closelyateftee orthographic system, so that
their learning is supposed to be less demanding ldsning their counterparts. The
choice is also motivated by intelligibility issuélhe rhotic /r/ is supported by the ELF
research data revealing that a sound retentiorore tmeneficial for intelligibility than a
sound elision, and the GE intervocali¢ {s claimed to have potential for receptive
misinterpretation. (Jenkins, 2000, p. 139-140).

The LFC also prioritises producing the fortis aoments /p/, /t/, /k/ with aspiration
in the initial position in a stressed syllable. Tdmpiration should prevent interpreting
the given sounds as their lenis counterparts by Wt&locutors, which may lead to
misunderstanding (ibid., p. 140).

The lenis/fortis distinction is further addressedibcluding the production of an
appropriate vowel length in relation to whether thwsvel precedes a fortis or a lenis
consonant. Jenkins (ibid., p. 141) found out that &spect is crucial for intelligibility,
while being straightforward enough to be taughtessfully.

Regarding the consonant clusters, many of thendiffieult to produce by NNSs
(Wilson, 2008, p. 22). As a result, the ELF speslather insert or omit some of the
sounds in the clusters. The addition or elisionafsonants in clusters is disapproved of
completely in the word-initial position. On the ethhand, elision is recommended in
the word medial and final positions, while learnsh®uld be informed about the rules
governing the consonant-cluster phonology (Jeni&@ep, pp. 142-143).

As far as vowel sounds are concerned, it is prapdsat only the quantity (length)

should be a part of the LFC, whereas the qualdgdie and lip position) provides a
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space for regional variation. The distinction bedswehe short and long vowels is
important for ELF intelligibility, as it is closelyconnected with the fortis/lenis
distinction and producing the nuclear stress whassproduction results in
communication breakdowns. In contrast, since theevaquality differs considerably
with majority NS accents, it is proposed that 8tisuld also be the case of NNS accents
on condition that the vowel qualities of local \edies are consistent. The only proposed
exception is teaching the marked sound,/as it has been revealed that its
misproduction leads to intelligibility problems igb, p. 146). In terms of vowels, the
core significantly reduces the pedagogic task, avatlthe same time prepares speakers
for the real-life variation of vowel qualities aedables teachers speaking non-standard
accents (Received Pronunciation and General Am®ritafunction as pronunciation
models (ibid., pp. 144-145).

On the suprasegmental level the LFC includes thdenu stress. Despite being
difficult to correctly produce by many L2 userskriglish, the tonic stress is regarded
crucial for promoting ELF intelligibility. Therefer ELF learners need to be instructed
both on the correct placement and production oftdiméc stress, and structuring their
speech into tone units (ibid., pp. 153-155).

In contrast, weak forms, aspects of connected &pesress-timed rhythm, word
stress and pitch movement are not considered ragedsr successful ELF
communication. Moreover, many of these aspectslaelled as unteachable in the
classroom context and claimed that they can onlgpdupiired by a prolonged real-life
exposure to L1 English. It is thus argued that th@ssroom time dedicated to
learning/teaching to produce the non-core suprasetah features is not worth the
effort for ELF contexts (Jenkins, 2008, p. 24).

To conclude, the LFC simplifies the pedagogic taskierms of pronunciation
teaching by removing certain features of Receivedninhciation and/or General
American from the syllabus. Since, as Jenkins (2p0Q@20) claims, there seems to be a
high level of correspondence between teachabitityiatelligibility, the LFC makes the
phonological task very effective. In the cases whenitem is considered generally
difficult but necessary for intelligibility, it isargued that the motivation to be
understood will outweigh the difficulty. As suchet core promotes intelligibility in
lingua franca contexts by enabling learners to $oono the important aspects, raising
their awareness of variations in ELF, and stiloaihg them to understand native-

speakers.
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3.4.2. Convergence in ELF Communication

Jenkins (ibid., pp. 165, 166) acknowledges thatlevtiie production of the LFC
aspects is necessary, it cannot be assumed thaspalkers will do it in all
communicative situations. Therefore, ELF interl@catwill have to develop the ability
to accommodate (or converge) both on the produciive receptive levels to their
interlocutors.

Widdowson (2005, p. 68) states that convergenee isssential aspect of successful
communication and can be defined as “a strategwlgh individuals adapt to one
another’s speech and other communicative behavigleskins, 2000, p. 169). Beebe
and Giles (in Jenkins, 2000, p. 168) claim that iein motivators for convergence
towards the interlocutor are evoking addressee’siakoapproval, promoting
communicative efficiency between interlocutors, amdintaining a positive social
identity. A typical example of accommodation iragtice is the foreigner talk, when a
native speaker adjusts his or her speech to a atwenlistener in order to be
understood (Wilson, 2008, p. 33).

In ELF interaction, the process of accommodationquste different from the
traditional convergence. Unlike the typical adaptato the speaker’s output, the ELF
speakers make the effort to replace their L1 phamiodl features by the correct forms
of the target language (i.e. the LFC core itemsi}. lBecause the convergence is closely
connected with motivation and dependent on thekgpisaeffort and ability to eliminate
the first language transfer, the accommodation doésake place when intelligibility is
not threatened. Thus, ELF speakers converge tdattget pronunciation features in
international communication, but not when interagtivith the same L1 interlocutors
(Jenkins, 2000, p. 179-181).

Regarding the listener, Jenkins (ibid., p. 183)pps®es ideal conditions for a

successful receptive accommodation:

- the receiver is motivated to understand

- the receiver has had prior exposure to the spsakecent

- the receiver has had prior exposure to a ran¢? efccents and has developed a tolerance to
difference

- the receiver does not have a fear of acquiriegsffeaker’s transfer errors

- the receiver is linguistically and affectively albtesignal non-comprehension.

Most of the proposed conditions refer to what hagnbalready discussed. In
particular it is the fact that motivation plays ajor role in convergence and that
intelligibility is dependent on the exposure toatjzular accent. The convergence can
also be improved when listeners are used to hearirange of accents, therefore are

20



used to dealing with the variation of spoken inpuiam the affective point of view, the
listener should not be preoccupied with the fearaofuiring the interlocutor's L1
transfer elements, as it has been revealed thats#ldom happens in ELF (ibid., p.
181). Similarly, the receiver needs to be affedyivend linguistically able to signal
misunderstanding, which is not a typical ability é&dreign speakers in ELF

communication.

4. TEACHING LISTENING AND PRONUNCIATION FOR
ELF CONTEXTS

If learners are to successfully understand spokegligh in the real life, it is highly
probable that they will have to manage communigatim lingua franca contexts.
Therefore, they should be prepared for listening tange of foreign accents occurring
in the international communication. Moreover, agadly mentioned, learners are also
likely to interact with native speakers so thatEdglish accents need to be included in
their receptive repertoires. At the same time, stta@m instruction should focus on
practicing receptive accommodation skills.

Following sections discuss developing listeningliskfor the ELF context in
relation to characteristics of and requirementgslifierent sources of input. Firstly, the
role of the teacher talk is mentioned and secotitybenefits of peer communication
are outlined. The main stress is then put on thesrof textbook recordings. Since all
the three kinds of input contribute also to theadepment of pronunciation, the section
includes several references to pronunciation tegchand textbook pronunciation
activities are subsequently evaluated in the rekgaart of the paper.

4.1. Teacher Talk as a Model for Speaking
Wilson (2008, p. 20) acknowledges that the mair gbkearning English for many

students is to be able to speak the language atdistening to competent speakers
often serves as a model for learners’ oral prodactHowever, as indicated in section 2,
the aural comprehension of ELF requires listenmditferent accents, comprising both
native and non-native varieties. Given the suggedteersity of input, it is therefore
difficult to identify a single model for speaking.

Jenkins (2007, p. 25; 2000, p. 226) offers a sotuby stating that the ideal model
for production is the non-native English teachexading with the accent influenced by
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the same mother tongue as the learners’ and incdipg the core features of the
Lingua Franca Core in his or her speech. This nasBan accordance with Scrivener’s
argument that it is probably best for the teacbheaeach his or her accent while raising
learners’ awareness of other variations (2005,86).2As a result, pupils are provided
with a ‘realistic and attainable model’ (Jenkin€0@, p. 226) and listen to other
varieties mainly to improve their receptive compmmesion. Moreover, as Jenkins (ibid.,
p. 221) points out, non-native teachers may be tiegarded primary authorities for
pronunciation teaching of international English,iethhas been traditionally attributed

to native speakers.

4.2. Pairwork and Groupwork to Develop Accommodabn Skills

The ability to accommodate towards an interlocutra crucial one in ELF
contexts. However, the convergence depends on atiativand accents of individual
interlocutors, which are conditions that restristpractise in the classroom.

Jenkins (2000, p. 188) proposes that accommodakdis are best trained by
involving learners in communicating among themselglaring the completion of pair-
and group-work speaking tasks. Nevertheless, ésdsia 3.4.2, there is a difference in
the level of convergence resulting from accentthefparticipants. On the one hand, in
multilingual classes where learners communicaté wyeakers of different L1s, both
the receptive and productive convergence is protnoue to the different L1 varieties
of interlanguage talk, there is a natural needHterspeaker to converge (mostly to the
LFC features), and at the same time the listeneeldps a receptive convergence by
being exposed to the foreign accent and tolergtossible aspects of the mother tongue
transfer (ibid., p. 188-192). Subsequently, adgwit involving learners in peer
interaction in multilingual classes support theduative acquisition of the phonological
core aspects and eliminating the level of motheguoe transfer (ibid., p. 192).

On the other hand, Jenkins (ibid, p. 192) statasghir- and group-work activities
in monolingual classes lead to the fossilizatiorthaf L1 pronunciation transfer and the
exposure to foreign accents does not take placksowi(2008, p. 45) similarly argues
that although monolingual-class learners practmeaking skills, they do not replace
their pronunciation errors caused by the influenfcihe native language. Jenkins (2000,
p. 193) found out that the obstacles to convergenckide lack of motivation and
student’s identification with the L1 community. dther words, speakers of the same L1

often understand each other without the necessiactommodate and do not have the
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natural reason to use a lingua franca when comratingcwith the same first language
interactants.

Paradoxically then, although Jenkins (2000, p. 19&8gdicts that the
accommodation will play a major role in the intdfoaal use of English, she admits
that the issue of teaching converge skills througteraction among learners in
monolingual classes remains unresolved and as sumypn become an important
drawback of applying the ELF concept to pedagogitsttuction.

4.3. Coursebook Recordings

Cunningsworth (1995, p. 15) states that the seledaf textbook should be based on
its correspondence to the learners’ needs, expdatede uses of the language and
language-learning programme. The ELF advocatesnclaiat the primary need of
students of English as a foreign language is tlidyato communicate in English as a
lingua franca, which includes mainly the interactiith non-native speakers. At the
same time, the textbook should be in line withdbgectives of curricular documents in
the given context which for the target group ofsttpaper areThe Framework
Educational Programme for Basic Educatiand The Common European Framework
of References for Languages

This paper defines the roles of coursebook recgsdmith respect to the objectives
of teaching English as a lingua franca althougk ltorne in mind that primary-school
learners’ needs cannot be fully generalised tdetbe goals.

4.3.1. Coursebook Recordings as Part of the Coursetk Package

It is common that a modern textbook of a foreigmglaage is not a sole book of a
written text, but a whole set (i.e. a coursebookkpge) of materials including various
components like a teacher’'s book, student's book, audio and video materials
(Cunningsworth, 1995, p. 25;#ha, 1998, p. 17). As a consequence, when evaduatin
a coursebook, it is important to take into consatlen all the aspects of the package.

This thesis focuses on the evaluation of audio ardio-visual textbook materials.
Cunningsworth (1995, p. 25) states that the audaterrals are usually designed to
improve learners’ listening comprehension and pnoration, and that the evaluation of
these materials is very crucial. On the other h#melauthor (ibid) does not put such an
emphasis on the audio-visual components of a cbaode Nevertheless, Harmer (2001,

p. 282) acknowledges that video can be a valuablenmal for improving both listening
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skills and pronunciation, so that the audio-vist@nponent will also be evaluated in

the practical part of the paper, if included in doeirsebook package.

4.3.2. Roles of Coursebook Recordings

As stated in the previous section, the primary fioms of audio and video
recordings in textbooks are to improve learnestehing skills and pronunciation. The
ELF perspective raises additional issues stemnmoigp the characteristics of present-
day English language functioning as an internatiolaguage. Concerning the
development of listening skills, since learnersldey to encounter various native and
non-native accents in the real life, one of thecgjeroles of the input from coursebook
listening activities is to prepare learners for enstanding different varieties of English
by developing students’ receptive convergence. Aling to the conditions to develop
receptive convergence (section 3.4.2.), listeraloifity to accommodate to a speaker is
improved by his or her familiarity with the spedkegiccent and a previous exposure to
a range of different accents in general. In mormpial classes, these two factors have to
be developed by listening to recordings (Jenkin3Q02 pp. 223-224). Therefore,
coursebook listening materials should expose stsdenvarious L1 and L2 accents, in
other words, should improve learner’ receptive antmdation skills.

Previous textbook research implies that the demamsdeveloping receptive
strategies are often not met. Matsuda in Jenki@®7A2pp. 244-245) criticizes that
majority of EFL coursebooks in Japan promote orlyHnglish speakers, which has a
negative impact on students’ perception of nonveatiarieties, let alone the desired
development of accommodation. A similar findingespressed by Wilson (2008, p.
29), who states that most ELT materials designedhe European market prioritize
southern British English.

Regarding the proposed variation, authors are nidied in stating what particular
and how many accents pupils need to listen to. A&liog to Ur (1984, p. 20) the input
should involve mainly common British and Americarcents and additionally a few
others to illustrate the diversity, so that thedstuts would be better able to deal with
different varieties outside the classroom. Simylakelz (in Heindrich, 1988, p. 164)
and Crystal (macmillanELT on youtube.com) stress riked to provide learners with
listening to diverse regional accents. Jenkins @2@0 223-224) states that in the initial
phases of the learning process the input shouldpdeen varieties learners are most
likely to encounter in the real life while studérattention ought to be focused on areas

of difference, especially in the core features.iSaiprocedure should consequently lead
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to learners’ greater awareness of the accentualsity in general and to an increased
potential to understand even a completely new dacéena result, although it may be
difficult for the primary-school teacher to idegtihind determine particular accents
students will need to comprehend in the future,ekpgosure to different varieties and
awareness raising should improve learners’ ovetallty to understand speakers from
different backgrounds. In contrast, Cunningsworfl®96, p. 67) disapproves of
including many accents in textbook recordings,neiag that the accents should not
differ significantly from the teacher’'s one or athehat pupils have become familiar
with. Thus, on the one hand, the diversity of injsuteen as beneficial and on the other
hand it is seen as undesirable.

The issue at stake here is the level of conconddmt the language competence of a
learner and the linguistic structure of a [listegjiriext referred to by Rcha. The
language competence is an ability to comprehendpoaents [linguistic structure] of a
text such as its stylistic, syntactic, or phonespects (Richa, 1998, p. 27). The author
(ibid.) argues that the language competence oletlimer and the linguistic structure of
the text need to be in a certain correspondencéhétearner to be able to understand
the text. Thus, according totreha’s notion there are limits on the range of atémt
learners at a particular level are able to copd.withis is more specified by Wilson
(2008, p. 29), who claims that minority local adseare likely to cause difficulties to
students’ comprehension, but he also acknowledyas it is beneficial to expose
students gradually to numerous accents as theyapement their language competence.

To summarize the arguments, none of the authoectllirstates what particular
accents the textbook should present to particekmlers, but it is evident that a certain
variation of input is desirable. The diversity otgh extend gradually in concord with
the development of learners’ level of proficieneydatherefore, certain accents should
be, at least with lower-level learners, prominentl accur consistently while other
varieties should be presented illustratively, buirt inclusion is necessary for the
development of receptive convergence skills. Gitlen nature of ELF, the presented
accents need to include both native and non-nataresties. The prominent accents
should be ideally the ones learners are most diitely to encounter in the real life, but
since these are practically very difficult to idgnand generalize, and since the author
of this paper is not aware of any research on ithengopic, there will not be set any
requirements of what particular accents the textbeoordings should comprise.

The focus of the textbook evaluation will be thedstigation of accentual range in

general, which itself contributes to the improvemeof learners’ receptive
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accommodation. At the same time, the necessitinatiding both native and non-
native accents as well as limitations determined légrners’ level of language
competence will be borne in mind. The research agb examine the ways by which
the textbook contributes to increasing learnersiraness of the variation.

Besides developing receptive convergence and tegclistening, coursebooks
usually include recordings that serve as a tool fwmonunciation teaching
(Cunningsworth, 1995, p. 43; Scrivener, 2005, &)28he speakers in these recordings
are often considered pronunciation models (Cunmiogh, 1995, p. 43), and most
international textbooks present RP speakers (Swive2005, p. 286). This may
sometimes be in contrast with the notion of NNShea functioning as a model and
requirements on the spoken production outlinethénltingua Franca Core.

Firstly, it is vital to note that many authors (Heich, 1988, p. 164; Scrivener,
2005, p. 286; Harmer, 2001, p. 184; Jenkins, 2Q008) argue that a native-speaker
pronunciation is not necessary and may be evenhigable in the classroom context
for majority of learners. It is argued that studenéed to attain a kind of pronunciation
which is comprehensible to their interlocutors eatthan being able to emulate native
speakers. Heindrich (1988, p. 164) defines theetapgdges of comprehensibility as
native speakers, while Scrivener (2005, p. 286ndahat learners are usually learning
English to communicate with other foreign speake#sich is in line with the concept
of English as a lingua franca. According to the Fidfspective, learners need to learn
the Lingua Franca Core features for productive wkde the non-core aspects are to be
learnt only receptively (see section 3.4.1).

However, such a procedure is not appropriate famlkers trying to achieve native-
speaker proficiency, who need to pronounce alsmdéimecore items according to inner-
circle standards (Harmer, 2001, p. 184). Jenkif®72 p. 20-21) and Seidlhofer (in
Jenkins, 2007, p. 20) stress the fact that leariibg is not intended to be applied
uniformly to all foreign learners of English andthhe students should make their own
informed choice of what variety they wish to leaBut since this issue is beyond the
scope of this paper, the materials will be evaldidtem the point of view of teaching
ELF pronunciation.

The key concern is what accents figure in recoliiog pronunciation teaching and
what aspects of pronunciation are addressed. Itmegioned in section 4.1. that the
most appropriate model for speaking is a teachén Wie same L1 as the learners’
mother tongue. Therefore, it would be desirablethié pronunciation models in

textbooks were from the same mother tongue backgras students’, so that the NNS
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teacher in monolingual classes could hold a prinaatority, and pupils would have a
constant and realistic model. At the same timeiveapeaker models can also be
beneficial. The positives are based on the pememf model as distinct from a norm.
Dalton and Seidlhofer (in ibid., p. 18) explainttifaa certain way of speech is taken as
a norm, it determines correctness and the aimcisnaplete achievement of the norm.
On the contrary, a model is used as a referenag# poiguidance. It is connected with
the context of communication and the approximatmthe model can differ according
to the purposes of specific students. The corrsstigethen associated with a particular
context rather than the level of imitation of thedel. According to Jenkins (2000, p.
18), Received Pronunciation (or any other NS agceanh thus serve as a common
instrument for ensuring intelligibility by preveng learners to diverge too significantly
from a common core. Moreover, it allows studentstaify their accents towards other
native and non-native varieties according to aifipesituation. It can also be assumed
that such a model includes target pronunciationooé aspects, while giving space for
modifications in non-core items. It allows learneyshoose to what extent they want to
approximate to the model and those aiming to aehibe NS competence have the
same chance to reach their objectives as thoserprgf NNS variety.

On the basis of the discussion, the evaluationatenals for pronunciation teaching
will  focus on identifying the accent(s) used, wlegth this are L1
(British/American/other) or L2 (Czech/other). Futore, it will be studied what
particular aspects of pronunciation are addresadubth segmental and suprasegmental
levels - whether they are core or non-core, whethey are required to be learnt
productively or only receptively, and to what exdehe pronunciation materials in the

textbooks are in accordance with the Lingua Framae.

5. TEACHERS' ATTITUDES TO ELF

Jenkins (2007, preface, p. xii) explains that teag€hand learners’ attitudes to
English as a lingua considerably influence the mideimplementation of English as a
lingua franca into pedagogic instruction. Similaeidlhofer (2005) acknowledges that
regardless of whether ELF is codified or not, ithe teacher’s decision that determines
its application into practice. In other words, ibud be hardly possible to conduct ELF
teaching if teachers and learners would not appadvié. The next section outlines

findings of previous research of teachers’ attitutte English as a lingua franca. The
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case study of teachers’ attitudes is then carrigdirothe practical part of this paper.

However, due to the limited scope of the papemniei@’ attitudes are not investigated.

5.1. Previous research of Teachers™ Attitudes

An extensive study of teachers’ ELF attitudes amlibbs was carried out by Jenkins
(2007). The initial phase of her research summsarzeumber of studies on the field of
international English and consequently Jenkins gotsdher own enquiry of the issue.
A common outcome is that despite the internati@halracter of English, teachers still
tend to perceive native varieties as primary goedigde non-native accents are seen as
subordinate. However, the author (ibid.) revealedain contradicting tendencies in
teachers’ responses, as the concept of ELF wastisnasewelcome on the theoretical
but not on the practical level. The contributingtéas are numerous and complex,
including identity, language distribution, lingucsinsecurity, and lack of awareness,
resources and support for the practical applicatibhingua franca English to English
language teaching.

One of the points observed by authors (Murray, BeCkrnill in Jenkins, 2007, pp.
97-98) is that both NS and NNS teachers would dcaapors in favour of
communicative efficiency, but unanimously refusetnowledge such a language as a
model. Murray (in Jenkins, 2007, p. 98) attributee ambivalence to the teachers’
uncertainty when they encounter practical issues ‘levaluation, syllabus criteria and
the teacher’s responsibilities if the ENL [English a native language] is no longer the
ultimate goal”.

The ambiguity concerns also the teachers’ idestitienkins (2007, p. 141) explains
that the identity of teacher is strongly connectath the NS standard, which NNS
teachers attempt to achieve and associate withllexce. Non-native varieties, if
legitimized, are then seen as a threat to theitgeit contrast, the author (ibid., p. 230)
mentions that English as a lingua franca affecashers’ identities also positively. It
was revealed that NNS teachers familiar with thacept of ELF are aware of the
benefits it brings to them, especially the autlyordf multicompetent users of
international English rather than deficient natbpeakers. But to further complicate the
problem, most NNS teachers apparently want to e tmbspeak with a NS accent
despite their desire to reveal their L1 identiie€English since a NS accent promotes
their professional success. Therefore, the acceptah L2 varieties by teachers and

consequently learners will depend on how theserasaill be perceived and evaluated
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in a wider context and whether the accents will rgotee success rather than
discrimination (ibid, p. 231).

The attitudes to ELF and teachers’ identities iglish are negatively influenced by
the promotion of inner-circle Englishes. Jenkitgdj p. 239) refers to this phenomenon
as “gatekeeping”. Gatekeeping means that polibcalies, ELT enterprises and second
language acquisition literature promote NS Engéield determine who will be allowed
access to the decision-making process. Such peadead to the assumption that NNS
varieties are seen as deficient when comparedivitBnglishes and create the need for
teachers to aim at the native-like target. Gatekeepherefore contributes to the
teachers’ evaluation of NS accents more posititean NNS accents. Moreover, L2
accents similar to the inner circle varieties asdugd more than accents that diverge
more significantly from prestigious L1 varietieschuas Received Pronunciation or
General American (ibid., p. 219).

The question of teaching specifically non-nativecemts reflects the attitudes
referred to above. Interviewed teachers in Jenkstigdy (ibid., p. 224) unanimously
state that practical implementing of ELF teachingheir countries is not possible due
to the expectations of general public and precamtitfrom educational institutions to
teach L1 English. Teachers thus feel that it ist bes their students to aim at the
objectives determined by general society and N&ated testing practice. Additionally,
the author (ibid., p. 250) acknowledges that unkesis is fully described and codified,
and particular guidelines for classroom practice @ffered to teachers, lingua franca
English will not be able to challenge the tradiabrEnglish as a foreign language
paradigm. As a result, teachers still use tapesmative speakers as pronunciation
models, although it may lead to their loss of f@bal., p. 224).

6. DOCUMENTS DESCRIPTION

Since teachers and learners attitudes to ELF apeshby institutional decisions
that are reflected in prescriptive papers, it talvio investigate how the ELF concept is
reflected in relevant documents for basic educaiothe Czech Republic. This part
begins with the description of the Framework Ediocati Programme for Basic
Education, as a curricular document outlining tbelg of the target-group learners in
the Czech Republic. Consequently, the Common Earopeamework of Reference for
Languages is introduced since it provides a basishie objectives of foreign language

teaching in the Framework Educational Programme.
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6.1. The Framework Educational Programme for Basic&ducation

The Framework Educational Programme for Basic Eilca(FEP BE) is an
educational document which is a part of the NatiokRducation Development
Programme for the Czech Republic for learners fppeaschool to secondary education.
The programme operates at national and schooldeViéle national-level documents
include the National Education Programme and Fraonewducational Programmes.
While the National Education Programme defines ation as a whole, the Framework
Educational Programmes are connected with diffepbratses of education: pre-school
education, basic education and secondary educdti@school level comprises School
Educational Programmes that are designed by ing@idchools themselves and are
based on the descriptions of suitable Frameworlc&thnal Programmes (FEP BE, p.
6). Due to the structuring into the National anch@&xd Levels it is claimed that the
Framework Educational Programmes provides a greatéonomy of schools and
individual responsibility of teachers for educatboutcomes.

The Framework Educational Programme (FEP) prinsipiee based on “new
educational strategies” (ibid., p. 7) and stregsdttainment of key competencies and
their connection to educational contents as wethasutilization of received skills and
abilities in the real life. At the same time, thERS are developed on the theory of life-
long learning and specify the assumed level of atlme that should be gained by all
learners who have completed a particular phasedotaion. The FEP BE therefore
determines the competencies pupils should attaienwhey have finished their basic
education. The FEP BE in particular promotes tHecten from a range of teaching
procedures, methods and formats to suit the nekedslividual pupils, and integrate
cross-curricular subjects that are obligatory pafisasic education (ibid., p. 7).

6.1.1. Key Competencies

The attainment of key competencies is the aim tdsvavhich all the activities at
school should be centred. Key competencies foFtR BE, are defined as “the system
of knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes and \edithat are important to the individual’s
personal development and to the individual's relesociety” (ibid., p. 12). The key
competencies are divided into the following categgr learning competencies,
problem-solving competencies, communication comps, social and personal
competencies, civil competencies and working coempeeés. Individual objectives of
these categories are further specified (in ibid.,1p-15). The achievement of key

competencies is binding at the end of tfeahd 9" grades, respectively stage 1 and
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stage 2 (ibid., p. 16) and their attainment is asghin the continuous learning process
beginning in the pre-school education and shoutthfthe basis for further education
and life-long learning (ibid., p. 12).

6.1.2. Educational Field Foreign Language

The FEP BE specifies nine educational areas, ebehich includes one or more
fields with their characteristics, objectives andntent (ibid., p. 16). English
teaching/learning belongs to the area of LanguagkelLanguage Communication and,
more specifically, to the field Foreign Languagesecond Foreign language.

The document firstly describes the educational amé states its objectives that
should lead to the achievement of key competer(des., p. 18-20) Secondly, the
educational content of the educational field islinat, which comprises expected
outcomes and subject matter for stage 1 and stablee2expected outcomes are further
divided into the categories of receptive, produet@nd interactive skills (ibid., pp. 25-
27). The practical part of this paper will investig if there is a reflection of ELF in
expected outcomes involving listening skills andrmumciation, and in the description
and subject matter of the educational field.

The FEP BE refers to the Common European FramevebrikReference for
Languages (CEFR) in that the expected outcomebeofi¢ld foreign language should
correspond to the Al and A2 reference levels desdrin the CEFR (ibid., p. 19).
Therefore, the CEFR will be introduced in the fallog section and analysed in the
research part of the paper.

6.2. The Common European Framework of Reference fd.anguages

The CEFR is a document serving as a tool of then€Cibwf Europe Language
Policy for ensuring greater unity among the membmrehe European community
(CEFR, p. 2). The description and evaluation of @R from the ELF point of view
iIs necessary as it is reflected not only in Czaamicular documents but also in many
other countries of the European Union and thusflitiénces English language teaching
in both national and international contexts.

The proposed European unity should be achievedhbyfact that the CEFR
“provides a basis for the elaboration of languagkalsuses, curriculum guidelines,

examinations, textbooks, etc. across Europe” (ibid.1). The framework outlines

2 A1 level should be achieved by completing stagad A2 level by completing stage 2 of basic
education

31



general criteria for evaluating achievements ireifgm language learning in different
educational contexts of European countries andhis tclaimed to be a tool for
improving European mobility. Firstly, the criteriserve as proficiency levels that
facilitate students’ self-reflection and autonomaaening by raising their awareness of
their present state of knowledge and providing ueses for independent setting of
objectives, materials selection, and self-assessrimeather words, the CEFR describes
what learners need to learn in order to communiedtectively and specifies the
context of language use. Secondly, the mutual r@tog of competencies functions as
a basis of language certification in that it spesifthe content of examinations and
provides motivating evaluation criteria. From tha@np of view of authorities, ranging
from educational administrators over examining bedb teachers, the document unites
their practices and assures that they work towdgdsers’ needs by aiding to plan
learning programmes by determining the objectivesl a@ontent and promoting
continuity (ibid., pp. 1, 6).

Regarding the learners’ needs in the ELF contéxs the ability to communicate
with speakers from different L1 backgrounds thainportant. Although the CEFR
stresses the mutual intelligibility, it is not egit that it should be accomplished via
communicating predominantly in English. On the cary, the main principles of the
Council for Cultural Communication include promgaithe heritage and diversity of
European languages in general and their knowledgea avay to the international
understanding and preventing discrimination andugiee (ibid., p. 2). At the same
time, governments should ensure that citizens @f tountries have access to language
learning that would satisfy their communicative age@bid., p. 3).

Another characteristic of the CEFR is that it prefepluringualism to
multilingualism. While the latter concept focuses learning foreign languages in
isolation from one another, pluringualism stresi@s need to gain knowledge of
different languages or codes that should be intde@ and lead to the development of
overall communicative competence of a person (ibpl. 4). The instrument for
monitoring one’s communicative competence in déferlanguages is the European
Language Portfolio in which language aspects amanconicative situations are treated
analytically so that the users of the portfolio dseiter define their aims and evaluate
their skills according to individual needs (ibigd.,5).

As already stated, the evaluation should be coedustith reference to the
Common Reference Levels. The CEFR defines six $egklproficiency ranging from

the lowest Al (breakthrough) to the highest C2 (erg¥ (ibid., p. 23). The levels are
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firstly described on a global scale, which shoutdhelpful for the basic orientation of
non-specialist users as well as course designatsteachers (ibid., p. 24). For the
practical and more specific usage of the scaled) eathe levels is further elaborated
into categories reflecting receptive, interactivel groductive skills while using “Can
do” descriptors of learners’ strategies that cohmnleeir communicative competencies
with communicative actions (ibid., pp. 24-25).

The CEFR further details categories for specifioglsage uses and users. This
should allow considering and specifying what leesnghould be able to do in the
language in particular contexts (ibid., p. 43). Tdetegories comprise domains and
situations for language use; the themes, tasks @mgoses of communication;
communicative activities, strategies and procesaastext. Additionally, elaboration is
made in terms of user's general and communicatorpetencies, including scaled
characteristics of individual linguistic competesgcifor all of the six proficiency levels
(CEFR, chapter 5).

/. RESEARCH

7.1. Research Aim

The aim of the research is to investigate the c¢gfla of English as a lingua franca
on several levels in the context of basic educaitioimhe Czech Republic. The research
comprises the analyses of relevant parts of doctsrteat determine the standards and
objectives of the given stages of education, he.REP BE and the CEFR. The research
further evaluates textbooks, as material teachidg @ased to achieve the standards and
objectives, and elicits teachers’ attitudes to EBhgas a lingua franca. Since the matter
of introducing English as a lingua franca teaching the formal education is a
complex process that needs to take place on alhefthree levels, the research
outcomes should provide a multifaceted view ofektent of support for ELF teaching
in lower-secondary education in the Czech Republic.

To increase the reliability of the findings, theldaving research questions are
answered by the individual phases of the research:

1. Do the FEP BE and CEFR articulate learners’ gerabilities with respect to

ELF communication, with the stress on interactiotihwon-native speakers?
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no

Do the FEP BE and CEFR express the need of lahigto communicate

with speakers of various NNS and NS accents?

3. Do the FEP BE and CEFR specify phonetic coressrin accordance with
the Lingua Franca Core?

4, Do the listening materials in textbooks contrébiwo the development of
receptive accommodation skills by providing variddllS and NS accents
and raising learners’ awareness of the differences?

5. Do the pronunciation activities in textbooks dscon teaching the Lingua
Franca Core features and abandon the teaching mfcore aspects for
production?

6. Are the teachers familiar with the concept ofjish as a lingua franca?

Do the teachers consider themselves approppiaeunciation models for
their learners and do the teachers identify theglish accents with their L1
community rather than inner-circle varieties?

8. Do the teachers approve of teaching pronundaticcording to the Lingua
Franca Core?

9. Do the teachers consider it important to provielrners with listening to
various NNS and NS accents?

10. Are the teachers contented with listening arahygnciation activities in the

textbooks they are using?

By answering the questions, the research findihgsild illustrate to what degree it is
feasible to introduce the ELF paradigm into pedagdginstruction in the basic
education in the Czech Republic. Nevertheless,esioaly two textbooks and two
teachers are included in the study, the resultsildhaot be generalized to the whole

target context.

7.2. Research Methodology

The research is based on the outcomes of the tileadrpart and its methodology
can be labelled as the case study. The researdivided into three main parts -
documents analysis (section 7.3.), textbook evalngsection 7.4.) and the research of
teachers’ attitudes (section 7.5.).

According to Nunan (1992, p. 74), the case studsharacterized by making use of
a range of different methods of data collection dath analysis. In this paper, each of
the research sections employs a different methistly; the documents analysis is an
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analysis of text that investigates to what extbetrequirements and formulations of the
FEP BE and the CEFR accord with the notion of ithgula franca paradigm, as outlined
throughout the theoretical part of the paper. Selgothe textbook evaluation uses a set
of criteria defined in section 4.3.2. in order &te&tmine to what degree audio materials
of two selected coursebooks relate to the demamdEnglish as a lingua franca
teaching. Thirdly, the elicitation of teachers’itaties is conducted by the use of
structured interview. The research of attitudebased in part on previous findings of
teachers’ ELF attitudes (section 5.1.) and in parthe suggested non-native teacher’s
role of a pronunciation model for pupils (sectiof.}

To further specify the research methodology, Ghotjdin Nunan, p. 4) offers a
typology of applied-linguistics research based ¢med aspects: data collection
(experimental/non-experimental), the type of datiaalitative/quantitative) and the type
of analysis of the data (statistical/interpretivl for this study, qualitative data is

collected in the non-experimental way and analysdle interpretive way.

7.3. Documents Analysis

As previously stated, the documents analysis iny&&s the reflection of English as
a lingua franca in the FEP BE and CEFR. The armlgiempts to answer research

questions 1-3.

1. Do the FEP BE and CEFR articulate learners’ ggrabilities with respect to ELF
communication, with the stress on interaction witim-native speakers?

2. Do the FEP BE and CEFR express the need of ks to communicate with
speakers of various NNS and NS accents?

3. Do the FEP BE and CEFR specify phonetic coressnin accordance with the

Lingua Franca Core?

The FEP BE is investigated prior to the CEFR anslyas the latter document
should provide deeper insights to the analysisefformer.

7.3.1. Analysis of the FEP BE

The analysis focuses on the educational field Gareanguage and Second Foreign
Language. The description of the field is analysedhe first subsection while the

content is analysed in the second subsection.
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7.3.1.1. Reflection of ELF in the description of th field Foreign Language
The EFP BE design presupposes the possibility athieag different languages

according to the field Foreign Language. Howevee, placement of teaching English
language to the field common for all foreign langes opposes the basic principles of
English as a lingua franca. Jenkins (2000, pp. 9ekplains that English is different

from other languages in that it is not learnt prad@ntly to communicate with native

speakers and thus does not fit the traditionall lbdreign language. The paradigm of
English as a foreign language refers to the napazaker controlled practice (ibid., p. 5)
while the English as a lingua franca is used arapsti mainly by non-native speakers
and teaching ELF ought to differ accordingly.

The field Foreign Language and Second Foreign Laggus claimed to provide a
basis for pupils’ ability to communicate across &ae and in other parts of the world
(FEP BE, p. 19). Regarding this argument, the d@uns in accord with the concept
of ELF, as English is frequently used in internasib (both European and global)
contexts as a lingua franca among people from réfffiefirst language backgrounds.
Therefore, although the need to communicate witterohon-native speakers is only
implied and not directly articulated, this formudet reflects the nature of ELF
communication.

The following paragraph of the document states thatcommunicative abilities
obtained from this educational field are to promigt@rners’ mobility in their future
educational and professional encounters (ibid., 1p). Again, the demand on
communicating primarily with non-native users ofethanguage is not explicitly
expressed. Moreover, if the language were learobrding to the ELF paradigm, it
would be necessary for L2 varieties of Englisheéacbnsidered legitimate codes that are
not discriminated against when compared with natpeaker varieties, which is often
not the case even in expanding-circle settings ¢setons 3.2. and 5.1. of this paper).
Hence, the teaching of ELF does not seem currégdlyible according to this part of the
document as the learners’ future mobility mightibeted due to their language variety.

To answer the first research question, the desmnipif the educational field does
not stress the need to communicate with non-napeakers of the language and the
reflection of ELF in the formulation of learnergmeral abilities is only implied, but not

directly articulated.
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7.3.1.2. Reflection of ELF in the Content of Foreig Language

The content of the subject foreign language specHixpected outcomes in the areas
of receptive, productive and interactive skillsgdaubject matter for stages 1 and 2 of
basic education. The analysis focuses on the l&vedflection of ELF demands in the
formulation of expected outcomes requiring listgninomprehension and/or oral
production. Moreover, if relevant, the subject mais also commented on from the
point of view of ELF. As already mentioned, theuiggments of the field are based on
the Al and A2 levels of the CEFR. A detailed analyaf the proficiency levels is
conducted in section 7.3.2.

Stage 1

Regarding the receptive skills, the first expeatetcome is formulated as: “pupils
will understand familiar words and simple sentenedsted to the topics being covered”
(ibid., p. 25). This criterion in any way partictilzes neither the speakers that should be
understood nor their accents. The formulation hexlloevs the following possibilities.
Learners will understand the target words and sngantences uttered by a native
speaker of any NS variety, or a non-native speakbnse speech displays traces of
whatever first language, or both. Therefore, thipeeted outcome can be seen as
inclusive of ELF. Nevertheless, the inclusion dfetent NS and NNS interlocutors is
not directly expressed.

The second expected outcome states that “pupilsuwwderstand the content and
meaning of simple authentic materials (magazinesomal and listening materials) and
use them in their activities” (ibid, p. 25). Therfnulation is also very unclear and can
be interpreted in several ways. Firstly, it is mvident what is meant by the term
authenticand thus the word itself may differ with respextrélevant definitions. Rost
(2002, p. 123) defines authentic as “any and allldmguage that has been actually used
by native speakers for any real purpose, that gjrpose that was real for the users at
the time the language was used by them”. When gtatat in this way, the focus is on
native.speaker English and comprehending non-naavieties is not required. On the
contrary, Wilson provides a different view. “If ext exists for communicative purposes
other than teaching language, then it is auther{®@€08, p. 30). According to this
definition, the expected outcome means the ahitityynderstand any recorded accent
and it could be appropriated to suit the linguandea paradigm. Additionally, Rost
(2002, p. 134) offers another perspective, claintimgt whatever input that satisfies

learner’s search for knowledge and is meaningfultie learner is authentic. Similarly
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to the Wilson’s definition, the latter one allowst@rpreting the expected outcome in
line with the lingua franca perspective. Additionabblem lies in the wordgimple
Given that the accent is a determinant of diffiguit can be assumed that the simple
accent is either the one influenced by the samselinguage as the pupils’, or any other
based on the similarity to the latter accent ofatsiliarity to the students. Thus it is not
clear what accents the recordings should contadntia® need to comprehend different
varieties of the language is not explicitly artetaid.

The last of the expected outcomes for the categorgceptive skills relevant to this
paper reads as follows: “Pupils will read a simpéxt aloud containing familiar
vocabulary; reading is fluent and phonetically eott (FEP BE, p. 25). If the question
whether reading aloud belongs among receptive sskdll abandoned, the expected
outcome is ambiguous by the usegpbbnetically correctThe concern is what or who it
is that determines the norms of correctness. Theaopronunciation may be either in
concord with the notion of the Lingua Franca Caegording to RP, or any other
accent. Moreover, correctness may be judged widtioa to the intelligibility, but it is
not mentioned who are the interlocutors. Sincedbeument refers to the CEFR, the
correctness is associated with phonological conte@ihed for the Al level. The CEFR,
as will be revealed in subsequent sections of #pep requires the elimination of L1
phonological transfer to achieve higher levels obfipiency, so that the notion of
sustaining certain features of mother tongue isimwérent in this key competence and
the Lingua Franca Core is not reflected.

In terms of productive skills, this paper dealshwéixpected outcomes specifying
requirements for the spoken output. In stage Yethee two expected outcomes that are
relevant. The first one states that “Pupils wipneduce, both orally and in writing, the
content of a text and simple conversation of appatg difficulty” (ibid., p. 26). This
expected outcome does not again specify any aitefi correctness, including
phonological. As such, the formulation can be agplio the requirements of ELF as
well as any other concept. The ambiguity is everremabvious from the second
productive expected outcome. “Pupils will modifyoghtexts while adhering to their
meaning” (ibid., p. 26). This statement is ambiguoumany respects. It is not evident
what kind of modification is intended, what a shestt is, whether the text is spoken or
written and, if spoken, who the speaker is — avealr a non-native speaker. Due to the
ways of formulation, the expected outcomes in petigla skills theoretically provide

space for the application of the ELF paradigm, thvet requirements of being able to
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communicate with speakers from different first laage backgrounds are not overtly
acknowledged.

As far as interactive skills are concerned, FEBiB&udes one expected outcome
for stage 1: “Pupils will participate actively in ample conversation, greet and say
good-bye to both an adult and a friend; providerggpiired information” (ibid., p. 26).
This formulation partly specifies the interlocutotisough there are no specifications of
their origin. From the ELF perspective, the intetption admits evaluating the learners
according to the requirements for interaction wittnm-native speakers, but as in the
previous cases, the target interlocutors are atédt

The FEP BE further defines the subject matter ef@bucational field in stage 1.
However, since the subject matter does not revgalmaplications for teaching ELF, it

is not analysed.

Stage 2

The expected outcomes for stage 2 display sinmldications to those of stage 1.
The first receptive key competence is formulatedadlsws: “Pupils will read aloud
texts of appropriate length, fluently and respegtime rules of pronunciation” (ibid., p.
26). Although reading is considered a receptivell,skihe concern is rather on
pronunciation than understanding, as reading aisudquired. The expected outcome
states that pupils shoutdspect the rules of pronunciatievithout further specification.
Learners can therefore be evaluated accordingetadhms of native speakers as well as
Lingua Franca Core requirements, though the reaueinés on phonological control in
the CEFR will reveal that the rules are connectedharily with native-speakers and
that a foreign accent should be gradually reduced.

The next expected outcome makes again referencenderstanding authentic
materials. But since it seems to refer to readatber than listening comprehension, it
will not be analysed besides acknowledging thatréselts of the analysis would be in
line with the demands on understanding authentiemnads in stage 1 outlined above.

The third receptive expected outcome contains &reate to convergence
strategies: “Pupils will understand simple and dieapronounced speech and
conversations” (ibid., p. 26). The key phrase fo tiscussion islearly pronounced
From the ELF perspective, learners should be ableamprehend speakers who
accommodate their speech according to the Lingaadar Core, as the core is designed
in a way to promote intelligibility of various namative interlocutors. At the same time,

the convergence should be applied by NSs as walesauthentic NS speech, especially
39



in authentic conversations, is considered far femple, including aspects like fall
starts, high speed of delivery, unstructured spesthincomplete sentences (Wilson,
2008, p. 30). Therefore, this key competence refldte need to converge to a certain
set of rules, but instead of demanding pupils’ eplent of receptive accommodation,
it puts the requirement on the speaker(s). As altrealthough the inclusion of a
diversity of NNS accents in pupils’ receptive rdpges is possible by the
interpretation, the expected outcome does not atefleLF explicitly. Moreover,
demands on employing accommodation skills by tharnkrs are not directly
articulated.

Among the productive skills that learners shouldeligp, there are three expected
outcomes that due to their broad formulation prewsgace for favouring ELF teaching,
but not directly address it. They read as folloWupils will form a simple (oral or
written) message related to a situation from famaityg school life and other studied
theme areas”, “Pupils will request simple inforroati and “Pupils will provide a brief
summary of the content of a text, speech and ceatien of appropriate difficulty”
(FEP BE, p. 26). None of the expected outcomesifypibe target interlocutors so that
they can comprise both native speakers and nowengfieakers. In addition, the latter
expected outcome is ambiguous because of the fationlof appropriate difficulty
The notion of difficulty has been discussed ab®eethat it will not be analysed here.
As in many previously described cases, the expeatcomes provide space for the
inclusion of the ELF perspective, but do not refeit overtly.

The last expected outcome in the category of prngrigkills that will be analysed
Is again connected with the criteria of correctnégapils will create and modify
grammatically correct simple sentences and shet$'téibid, p. 26). Since the norms of
correctness are not formulated, the phrgsesmmatically correctcan be associated
either with NS norms or intelligibility criteria &LF communication.

The expected outcome in the interactive skills gate addresses the need of
employing convergence skills: “Pupils will, in amgle manner, make themselves
understood in common everyday situations” (ibid., 26). The make themselves
understoodrefers to putting productive convergence strategmo operation. Since
particular interlocutors are not specified, theeotpd outcome may suggest the correct
production of Lingua Franca Core aspects, whichulshenhance pupils’ intelligibility
in the communication with non-native speakers. Aé tsame time, though, the
formulation may be interpreted for the need of NNS-contexts and thus suggesting

learners’ conforming to native-speaker receptivenaeds. Teaching ELF can be
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applied to this expected outcome, but the needotontunicate with both native and
non-native interlocutors is not explicitly stated.

The theme areas defined in the subject matteragfes? include one specification
that is in a direct contrast to ELF. In particulpupils should learn about “the socio-
cultural environment of relevant language areasthadCzech Republic” (ibid., p. 26).
The problem is that the extentr@ievant language aredsr English as a lingua franca
contexts is too wide to be covered. Jenkins (2@0(;4) thus acknowledges, that the
international use of the language is not conneitethy specific culture and that culture
learning should not be part of English as a linffaaca learning. What is proposed to
be the basis for the common contextual backgrodndterlocutors is the expertise in
specific professional fields that is developedanrses of English for specific purposes
(ibid., p. 96, n. 4). On the contrary, the tradiab English as a foreign language
paradigm often contains information about nativeaer cultures that develops foreign
interlocutors’ socio-cultural appropriateness ingksh (ibid., p. 74). As a result, the
given theme area is impliedly targeted to the comoation with native speakers.

7.3.2. Analysis of the CEFR

The analysis of the reflection of English as a diagranca in the CEFR should
particularize the broad formulations of the Framew&ducational Programme for
Basic Education, as the CEFR provides a framewarkvbich basis the FEP BE has
been developed. The CEFR is designed to providaranon framework to be applied
to various languages. However, as in the case &f BE, this generalizing contradicts
the concept of English as a lingua franca. Theyaigafocuses on relevant parts of the
framework, particularly the notion of pluringualissommon reference levels, language

use and the language user/learner, and the useetsacompetence.

7.3.2.1 Pluringualism

Achieving pluringualism is one of the key conceptemoted by the CEFR and
supported by the framework design (CEFR, p. 2).oAding to the CEFR (p. 4), the
idea of pluringualism is that people on the badic@mmunicating in their mother
tongue and additional languages gradually gain repee and knowledge of other
languages. The languages should consequently d¢htexad form one’s overall
communicative competence. It is illustrated beldwattthis concept corresponds in

many aspects with the ELF paradigm.
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Firstly, the claim that the individual languagewld interact and be parts of a
common competence implies that the languages mékieeach other. Therefore,
speaking English with an accent influenced by offies language, as promoted by the
Lingua Franca Core (section 3.4.1), is in line witie notion of pluringualism
advocated by the CEFR.

The CEFR provides examples of pluringualism incpca. “A person can call
flexibly upon different parts of this competence achieve effective communication
with a particular interlocutor” and “partners mayiteh from one language or dialect to
another, exploiting the ability of each to expréssmselves in one language and to
understand the other” (p. 4). These argumentsnacencord with the nature of ELF as
the international uses of the language among itsnaive speakers presuppose the
knowledge of at least three languages in the ioteraand suggesting the possibility of
switching between the individual codes (hereafteteesswitching). In fact, by analysing
the English as a lingua franca corpus, Klimpfinggd07, p. 57) reveals that code-
switching is used for numerous purposes in the EbRtexts and it is often a
communicative strategy that helps achieve mutualetstanding (ibid., p. 39).
Moreover, the author (ibid., p. 58) acknowledges the amount of code-switching and
the languages employed vary in respect to particuieractions and interlocutors,
which is reflected in the first of the two CEFRtstaents cited in this paragraph.

There is another argument from the section on mpduialism that supports teaching
English according to the ELF paradigm. The staténpeomotes “experimenting with
alternative forms in different languages” and tloalgof language learning should not
be “the ideal native speaker as the ultimate mod@EFR, p. 5). What the CEFR
advocates is the redefinition of norms and objestiirom the NS-controlled practice to
specific needs of users of the language for thaitiqular purposes in the international
communication and allowing them to modify the laage accordingly (see sections
3.1.3. and 3.2).

Additionally, the framework claims that achievingparticular level of proficiency
in a certain language at a given time is only aiglathough significant, objective while
the main target of language learning ought to be tevelopment of pupils’
“motivation, skill and confidence in facing new tarage experience out of school”
(ibid., p. 5). Concerning specifically English, gshimplies that learners should gain
knowledge about the sociolinguistic developmenttled language functioning as a

lingua franca, as they are likely to use Englisthwpeakers of various first languages.
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7.3.2.2. Common Reference Levels

Chapter 3 of the CEFR provides descriptors of commeference levels. The
framework firstly formulates the individual levetsn a global scale, i.e. describes
holistically what the user should be able to dahie language Secondly, illustrative
descriptors are outlined to provide more specifiteia than the global scafest is
stated that the descriptors of individual levelowd be content-related so that
translatable to “each and every relevant conteRERR, p. 21). Therefore, teaching
English according to the ELF concept should be iptesso be applied into the CEFR
criteria. The analysis focuses at first on the glabescriptors and consequently on the
illustrative descriptors.

What clearly supports teaching English as a linflaaca is the claim that the
mastery level of foreign language learning (C2nhat associated with achieving the
“native-speaker or near native-speaker competendmit rather with gaining
communicative abilities that characterise a sudak$sarner (ibid., p. 36). Given this
argument, proficiency in English for lingua francantexts should not be based on
native speaker norms, but on one’s efficiency imeownication with speakers of
various first languages. Nevertheless, the anabyfsite proficiency levels descriptors
will illustrate that the common reference levels i provide a systematic basis for
ELF teaching.

Regarding the Al level, learners are supposed tderstand and use familiar
everyday expressions and very basic phrases aitn#tk ssatisfaction of needs of a
concrete type” (ibid., p. 24). Similarly as the FBE, the CEFR does not specify who
the speaker that pupils are to understand is aedefore, this can comprise both native
speakers and non-native speakers of various acddnis, this criterion is theoretically
applicable to English as a lingua franca teachitigpagh the ELF needs are not directly
mentioned. The users are further to be able tefaut in a simple way provided the
other person talks slowly and clearly and is pregato help” (ibid., p. 24). This
criterion emphasises the employment of accommaonlati@tegies that are a vital aspect
of ELF communication. However, the accommodatiomeguired on the part of the
interlocutor rather than the learner and thereaissmggestion that learners should be
able to use at least basic convergence stratdmgesselves. Concerning the A2 level,
no implications for teaching ELF are evident besidee same non-specification of

interlocutors as in the Al level.

® The table with the global descriptors of indivitllerels can be found in the CEFR on page 24

* The illustrative descriptors can be found on patfieand 27 of the CEFR.
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A discrepancy arises when the specifications ofitehél four higher levels are
analysed. B1 users should, on one hand, be abBetd with most situations likely to
arise whilst travelling in an area where the lamgu#as spoken” (ibid., p. 24). The
criterion presupposes the ability to communicat&lifr contexts, which is likely to be
demanded by travelling to countries of outer andaexling circles where English is
often used as a lingua franca. Meanwhile, the sainstudents are to “understand the
main points of clear standard input” (ibid., p. Z&he latter specification is in contrast
with the former in that it is unlikely that pupilgill encounter only Standard English
when travelling to different destinations, be theywhatever of the three circles.
Additionally, the descriptor of B2 level refers efitly to the communication with native
speakers by stating that the language proficienicyhe given level should make
“regular interaction with native speakers quitegdole without strain for either party”
(ibid., p. 24). As a result, the B2 users should@eable of communicating with native
speakers, while the need to successfully operatgenaction with non-native speakers
Is not articulated.

It is C1 and C2 users who are to be able to opemaéNS-NNS contexts, but the
need is only implied from the formulations. The ché¢e receptively accommodate to
different interlocutors is implied in the descriti of the C2-level user, who “can
understand with ease virtually everything heardhidi, p. 24). Theeverything heard
suggests that the users of language should not &aydroubles in comprehending
diverse accents, which in terms of English includeth native and non-native varieties.
This is complemented by the specifications of G&liéy stating that the users “can use
language flexibly and effectively for social, acade and professional purposes” (ibid.,
p. 24). As the communication in English in the abcacademic and professional
settings often involves the interaction between-native speakers, the flexibility and
efficiency is connected with the ability to accondate both productively and
receptively to different interlocutors. It is thevident that comprehending different
varieties and using English in ELF contexts isifadted to and required from high-level
users of English. However, such a conclusion isy aniplied, as the need to
communicate with non-native speakers is not explistated.

Regarding the arguments above, ELF communicati@ommected with the highest
two levels, while there is an ambiguity and a ladfkcontinuity in achieving this
objective throughout the individual lower levelstire global descriptors in the CEFR.
Therefore, teaching English according to the lingfranca paradigm is not

systematically supported by the global descriptors.
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Concerning the illustrative descriptors, the speaifons are structured into three
categories, namely understanding — comprising niste and reading, speaking —
comprising spoken interaction and production, andtig. The most relevant
categories for the lingua franca contexts as wellfa this paper are listening and
speaking and thus these are analysed below inaegrdetail and it is investigated
whether they provide insights into the discrepamarsing from the analysis of global
scales.

As far as listening is concerned, the illustratiescriptors are in line with the global
ones. In particular, it is not specified what ildeutors A1 and A2 users should
comprehend (in ibid., p. 26). This again makeoggible to apply the CEFR descriptors
to English as a lingua contexts, though no demamdseceptive accommodation are
outlined. B1 and B2-level users are both supposathtlerstand diverse listening texts
in standard dialect (ibid., pp. 26-27). As a resthle B1 and B2-level users should be
able to carry out various listening tasks involvemeakers of Standard Engfisvhile
understanding other varieties is not a part ofrtbempetence. The C1-level description
does not specify the interlocutors while the refeeeto accents is made in C2. The C2
users should be able to understand “any kind okespdanguage provided [they] have
some time to get familiar with the accent” (ibig.,27).Any kind of spoken language
terms of English requires understanding diversev@and non-native varieties and the
notion of getting familiar with the accemtefers to the need of developing receptive
convergence to different speakers, which is in Vuikh the concept of lingua franca. It
is evident from the illustrative descriptors oftdising skills that the ability to
communicate in ELF contexts is impliedly attributaaly to the highest-level users of
English while the target interlocutors of lower éév are either not specified or native
speakers.

The descriptors for speaking skills show the saameléncies as those for listening
abilities and complement the findings from the gsial of global scales. The Al and
A2-level specifications (ibid., p. 26) list commuative tasks users are to be able to
carry out without mentioning particular interloctgoor contexts. The Bl-level
specifications underline the ambiguity of globadlss by claiming that the speakers can
communicate for travel purposes in areas wherdahguage is spoken (ibid., p. 26),

® The issue of Standard English is very complicatien the accent is taken into account (see Jenkins,
2000, p. 203-204). Since it is beyond the scopehif paper to provide deeper insights, the terms
‘standard dialect’ and ‘Standard English’ are netifer analysed, but the analysis would probablgake

a great ambiguity of the descriptors in terms akat.
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while receptive abilities are limited to comprehewgdstandard input. The B2 users
should not have difficulties in regular communioatwith native speakers (ibid., p. 27)
and hence the main target at the B2 level is ¢ldhd interaction with native speakers,
while the context for the B1 level remains uncledrleast with English language. The
need to communicate in ELF contexts is reflectely onthe specifications of C1 and
C2 levels. Nevertheless, the ability to interacthwion-native speakers is not directly
mentioned at any of the levels, but the formulatidrthe descriptors allows such an
interpretation. In case of C1 it is the use of laage for social and professional
purposes (ibid., p. 27) that is articulated, arel@2 users should not have difficulties in
any kind of conversation and be able to approprib&e language use to particular
contexts (ibid., p. 27). As mentioned above, theiadcand professional domains often
involve communication in ELF. Similarly, the coxrte of the use of English include
the international interaction where native speakegsa minority group.

The illustrative descriptors thus reveal the samplications as the global scales,
l.e. the competence in operating in ELF commurocais implied only in the two
highest levels and specifications for a gradualettgwment of this competence is not
provided. ELF teaching could be theoretically agglto the two lowest levels, but the
continuity is not provided in the following stagess the two intermediate levels
prioritize the communication with native speakés.a result, the Common Reference
Levels in the CEFR do not provide appropriate suppar teaching and learning

English according to the lingua franca paradigm.

7.3.2.3. The language use and language user/learner

This part of the CEFR is claimed to provide a dtreee of parameters to state what
the learners are expected to do in the languagedar be able to act (ibid., p. 42).
Given this statement, if the CEFR is to be used aference point for teaching English
as a lingua franca, the parameters have to inclhdereflection of the necessity to
communicate with native, but mainly non-native ifdeutors. However, the CEFR
does not give answers to the issues like in whataiias learners will need to operate,
what people they will need to interact with, in wahisituations learners will need the
language or what has the lasting value when lesirreareers later diverge. Such
considerations are to remain pedagogical decisioasparticular context (ibid., p. 44),
which is in line with Seidlhofer (2005), who clairttsat teaching English according to
the ELF concept remains the teacher’s decisions€qurently, the CEFR lists a number

of contexts in which language is used, but whetsieidents are to manage the
46



communication in these situations when communigatwth native and/or non-native
speakers is not the concern of the framework. thes logical that the chapter does not
include much reference to ELF communication. On thiner hand, several
specifications regarding the interaction with natspeakers are made, which indicates
that the framework provides descriptors for the NI$S rather than NNS-NNS context.

The CEFR presents a table (ibid., p. 48-49) of ieters for the external use of the
language with respect to various domains, locatipassons, objects, events, operations
and texts. The list of persons comprises numernaesiocutors from family members to
different professionals, without any indicators métiveness or non-nativeness. A
similar pattern is repeated in all the categonethe table and thus ELF is not directly
addressed among the parameters, which makesidudtiffo apply the demands of ELF
interaction to this overview of language uses.

The necessity to communicate with no-native spealeementioned in the section
describing purposes and tasks that speakers amnthuct. The CEFR specifies a range
of tasks that users of the language are requirexamy out with both native and non-
native speakers at work as members of host comynimi foreign country (ibid., p.
54). Nevertheless, given the previous finding that ELF communication is attributed
to the speakers with C1 and C2 levels of proficyeamied that the intermediate students
are able to successfully comprehend only nativealsgrs, only the highest-level
speakers are competent to work in a foreign couiftthe interaction with non-native
speakers is involved.

The section on communicative activities and stiatemforms that:

strategies are a means the language user exgait®bilise and balance his or her resources, to
activate skills and procedures, in order to fulfie demands of communication in context and
successfully complete the task in question in tlestntomprehensive or most economical way
feasible depending on his or her precise purpdse. (ip. 57).

It was discussed in sections 3.4.2 and 4.2. ofghpser that one of the main determiners
of successful ELF communication is accommodatiolihcdugh the CEFR does not
include a direct reference to convergence strategtecontains a table presenting
monitor and repair strategies (ibid., p. 65) thattly relate to accommodation skills.
Nevertheless, no description is available for tHeahd A2 levels, which implies that
learners on these levels are not able to make usach strategies, while they are a
central concern of ELF authors. Strategies to corsg@e for communication
breakdowns or mistakes are then listed for thedri¢gvels. The specifications concern
mainly grammar and vocabulary and suggest that aomuation breakdowns should

occur only until reaching the B2 level. Meanwhitegre advanced users of the language
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self-correct their mistakes. At the C2 level, nksts are hardly made and if they are
made, they are self-corrected without the intetioxgl mentioning. However, it is not

specified who or what determines what is correa amat is not, and there is no
reference to the use of language as a lingua frar@evaluation can thus differ when
judged according to native-speaker norms or remerdgs of ELF talk, and from this

point of view the information in the CEFR can bé¢empreted in different ways and

theoretically appropriated to ELF teaching.

In terms of listening activities and strategiesdipp. 66-68), the pattern revealed
from illustrative descriptors is repeated. Moregvarspecial section is devoted to
activities including listening to native speakealsd., p. 66) while no space is dedicated
to NNS-NNS contexts. It thus seems that the CER&ipze the communication with
native speakers of the language over the interagtith non-native speakers.

The CEFR further contains descriptors that arectlyein contrast with ELF
research. Firstly, the illustrative scale for thge uf contextual cues and inferring
meaning does not reflect the findings of ELF stadikccording to the CEFR, the Bl
learners are able to “check comprehension by usamgextual clues” and the C1 users
are even more skilful in such abilities (ibid., f2). This is in contrast to Jenkins’
research outcomes, which revealed that learneryiaggor a C1-level certificate had
great difficulties with contextual processing dgriclassroom speaking activities among
non-native interlocutors from various mother tondnaekgrounds (Jenkins, 2000, p.
81). Secondly, the descriptors of strategies to faskclarification illustrate that by
reaching the B2 level a speaker is fully competéot ask for help when
misunderstandings occur (CEFR, p. 82). Howeverkider(2000, p. 77) found out that
the potential C1 users of English are often rehicta signal non-comprehension in
ELF talk so as not to pinpoint the pronunciatioatiees of one’s L1 transfer. As a
result, the scales connected with contextual psigsand signalling misunderstanding
would have to be redefined for ELF contexts.

The section on communicative strategies makes tdieferences to the interaction
with native speakers, but does not explicitly anate strategies for the NNS-NNS
contexts. Moreover, certain formulations are intcast to the findings of English as a
lingua franca research. Thus, this part of the CHBBs not provide a sufficient basis
for ELF teaching.
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7.3.2.4. The user/learner’'s competence

The fifth chapter of the CEFR outlines competendiest a user of a foreign
language is to possess in order to successfullsatgpe the situations commented on in
the previous section. The analysis of the compewnmderlines the fact that the
framework is based primarily on the need to commatel with native speakers of the
target language and that ELF teaching does not &aexplicit support in the CEFR.

The framework expresses the need for users ofahgubhge to be aware of the
homogeneity of the target language community, heotwords to have a certain level of
sociolinguistic competence (CEFR, pp. 118, 121).e Téection describing the
sociolinguistic competence includes reference dialect and accent as markers of,
besides other things, national origin and regiopadvenance (ibid., p. 121). The
framework thus refers to the ability of coping widkferent varieties. However, while
the ELF communication requires mainly interactioithwnon-native speakers, the
illustrative examples in the CEFR include only refece to native varieties, particularly
Scottish, Cockney, New York (ibid., p. 121). Thisplies that the target in the CEFR is
the interaction with native speakers. Furthermomegarding the sociolinguistic
competence the framework contradicts the suggestbELF researchers. Specifically,
from the B2 level learners are to “begin to acqaireability to cope with variation of
speech” (ibid., p. 121). The formulation does spécify whether non-native dialects
are included, although their inclusion is possiateording to the formulation. At the
same time, the citation implies that the A1 and us2rs, who are the target group of
this paper, should not yet start acquiring the cetepce to understand various accents,
which is in contrast with the lingua franca concd#pt recommends that this ability
should be gradually developed, from the lowestlevdence, despite the fact that the
CEFR addresses the need to manage the variatidangfiage, it does not provide
complex descriptors for achieving this objectiveamcord with ELF propositions.

The central issue for the purpose of this pap#rassection on phonological control
in the CEFR. The two highest descriptors in thengascale of pronunciation skills can
be interpreted in different ways. They read as: s‘Hacquired a clear, natural,
pronunciation and intonation” for the B2 level, at@@an vary intonation and place
sentence stress correctly in order to express fhades of meaning” (ibid., p. 117) for
the C1 users (C2 level is not specified). It is detailed by the B2 formulation what
clear pronunciation is. In the English as a lingua franoatext, the clarity would be
connected with the proper realization of Linguan€eCore features. On the contrary,

the requirements of communication with native speskwould probably suggest a
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different interpretation. Similarly, the notion oatural pronunciationcould advocate
the unnecessity of employing aspects of fast caedespeech and pitch movements
according to native-speaker patterns, since theyanatural for most foreign users of
English and not demanded by the Lingua Franca Chiréghe same time, all these
specific features are natural for native speaksosthey may be required from the
foreign learners, if the descriptor is interpretedelation to native-speaker norms. The
C1 descriptor is directly in accord with the Lingaenca Core in that it articulates the
ability to place the sentence-stress correctly. elmw, it is not particularized in what
way the users are to vary the intonation and the different interpretations are again
possible.

Additional analysis of the scales reveals conttamhs of English as lingua franca.
Firstly, the scale refers to a foreign accent asething that should be gradually
reduced. This is evident from the statements thatA?2 users speak with a “noticeable
foreign accent” and the Bl-speakers are intellggiblespite “a foreign accent is
sometimes evident and occasional mispronunciatomasir” (ibid., p. 117). Although
no further reference to accent is made at highestidescriptors and it is not mentioned
whether the foreign accent should disappear corlglethese criteria imply that the
foreign accent ought to be gradually limited toemyMow extend, while the retention of
certain features of mother tongue is promoted bylLihgua Franca Core. Secondly, the
description of the Al users relates learners’ liigiieility to native-speaker interlocutors
(ibid., p. 117), and no reference is made to comaoation requirements with non-
native speakers in any of the levels. Hence, thmneonication with native speakers
seems to by prioritized by the scales.

To conclude, the association of the descriptorsgrily with the interaction with
native users and the illustration of foreign acanta lower-level phenomenon are not
in accord with the principles of lingua franca mhgm. Additionally, the descriptors of
the two highest levels do not make it clear whethernative-speaker norms or Lingua
Franca Core criteria are to be applied. As a resiét correct placement of nuclear

stress is the only phonetical aspect that is i With the Lingua Franca Core.

7.3.3. Conclusion to the documents analysis

The analyses of the FEP BE and the CEFR revealdd@spite certain signs that
the documents could be used as a basis for Eragishlingua franca teaching, it would
be hardly feasible in practice. The main problemplecing English language teaching

and learning into the same category with other uaggs while English, unlike most
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other languages, is learnt mainly to interact witim-native speakers and the English as
a lingua fraca communication should adhere to diffenorms.

Regarding the first research question, the genemdlities are not explicitly
associated with lingua franca requirements in dtph® documents. The lingua franca
reflection is implied in the CEFR by the promotiohpluringualism, by not connecting
the mastery of the foreign language with the NSqomet®nce and by covertly
articulating that the high-level users are competerthe interaction with non-native
speakers. Concerning the FEB BE, despite the cdenplesence of specifications of
interlocutors, the application of teaching Englisls a lingua franca would be
theoretically possible according to the descriptbthe educational field. Nevertheless,
this conclusion is only implied from the broad fadations, and no particular demands
on communication with non-native speakers are esgg@g Moreover, the inclusion of
the socio-cultural learning in the theme areastages 2 directly contradicts the lingua
franca concept.

As for the second research question, the need feztigkely communicate with
speakers of various native and non-native variefiesot explicitly acknowledged by
the documents. The FEP BE does not particulariggetanterlocutors’ origins in any
way. The CEFR, besides one occasion, does nottlgiracticulate the need to
communicate with non-native speakers of the languagt several references to the
interaction with native speakers are made. Moreoakhough it is claimed that the
paper should be applicable to all contexts, cenpairis of the CEFR contradict lingua
franca research findings. The development of accodation strategies, a vital aspect
of international uses of English, is not directlydeessed in the framework and the
partial reference to it is not sufficient for theeas of ELF teaching.

The norms of phonetic correctness are not spedifiéde FEP BE, but, as has been
revealed by the CEFR analysis, they are more @af$sociated with the interaction with
native than non-native speakers. Particularly, eminess in the higher levels is
connected with the reduction of first language Uesg, while the Lingua Franca Core
leaves space for the mother tongue transfer imtree-core aspects. The only direct
accordance of the CEFR with the Lingua Franca Gerthe production of nuclear
stress. Therefore, if English as a lingua franeeheng is to be implemented into the

classroom practice, different criteria from thosevided by the documents are needed.
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7.4. Textbooks Evaluation

7.4.1. Textbooks Selection

Two textbooks, namely Project and Way to Win, weekected for the evaluation.
The selection is based on the findings by Jurk@®.1, p. 37) indicating that Project
and Way to Win are the most frequently used Englesttbooks in Czech primary
schools. Besides, since Project is designed int@ed&in and Way to Win in the
Czech Republic, the choice offers a comparison atenals developed in the inner and
expending circle. The latest editions of both cebooks (Way to Win, 2005 and
Project, 2008) are analysed, which makes the tefle®f English as a lingua franca
more likely, as the greatest amount of lingua fearesearch has taken place in recent
years. Two levels of each textbook correspondinthéobinding stages of the FEP BE
are evaluated in order to reveal whether the nasefulfil the need of expanding

learners’ receptive repertoire in line with thenguistic competence.

7.4.2. Research Tool

A list of criteria defined in section 4.3.2. is dder the evaluation (see Appendix 1).

The list should provide answers to research ques#doand 5.

4. Do the listening materials in textbooks conttéto the development of receptive
accommodation skills by providing various NNS an8 Blccents and raising learners’
awareness of the differences?

5. Do the pronunciation activities in textbooks dscon teaching the Lingua Franca
Core features and abandon the teaching of nonasmects for production?

As a result, the evaluation reveals to what extésigning and pronunciation
activities reflect the concept of English as a liagfranca. The outcomes of the

evaluation are summarized in tables in Appendix 2.

7.4.3. Project

The coursebook package of Project includes theheacbook, Student’s book and
Workbook. The listening materials are provided wo Class CDs and an interactive
disc is attached to the workbook in order to prewidainly grammar and vocabulary
practice. Since the interactive disc does not ¢onsmy audio materials, it is not
analysed in this paper. The levels chosen for dhalysis are Project 1 and Project 3
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since they are claimed to be designed for studdritse A1l and, respectively, A2 levels

corresponding to the stage 1 and stage 2 of FEP BE.

7.4.3.1. Project 1

The investigation of listening tasks in Projecttie(class CDs are referred to as
Hutchinson, 2008c and Hutchinson, 2008d) revedbadl the recordings are designed
mainly to provide listening and pronunciation preeteither in explicit pronunciation
exercises or in vocabulary/grammar introductionvaas, often involving repetition of
target items so that learners are to copy the msplehker. The recordings are firstly
evaluated from the point of view of developingdising skills for ELF contexts and
subsequently with respect to phonological aspedtsessed in the pronunciation and
vocabulary exercises.

Regarding the development of listening skills fbe tpurposes of international
communication the materials in general do not Iftitie needs of preparing learners for
coping with the real-life variation of English lamapge. As outlined in section 4.3.2., the
recordings should include at least a limited raoigaccents comprising ideally both NS
and NNS varieties. However, the analysis shows Braject 1 presents only native
speakers, and mainly those of RP accent.

The textbook contains just one speaker (in Hut@nng008d, tracks 34 and 62),
whose production of a vowel sound differs from doenmon variety promoted by the
coursebook. Specifically, the speaker pronouncésaseh/ in the wordsfat, hasn't
black andhands Even though this could lead to a very basic amess raising of the
diversity of English, no space is devoted to ittlse learners’ realization of the issue
would have to take place subconsciously, whicimigrobable given that the difference
concerns only one speaker in two 1 minute’s reogsli The lack of awareness raising
is even more evident from the fact that althougba&prs in track 81 (in Hutchinson,
2008c) claim to be from the USA and Canada, thepkpvith RP and no illustration is
made of American or Canadian varieties. Moreoveaickis 51 (in Hutchinson, 2008c)
and 14 (in Hutchinson, 2008d) feature characteosnfiexpanding circle countries,
namely Hungary, Slovakia and Thailand. The acceetsertheless do not differ from
the British RP speakers presented in the resteotektbook and this corresponds to the
findings of Matsuda (section 4.3.2.) in that cobszks mainly promote L1 English. In
addition, the implication that native and non-nati@ccents are the same gives an
incorrect perspective of the use of language inntbdd by illustrating that fluent RP is
spoken by expanding-circle learners and an untgafisodel is presented to the pupils.
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As a consequence, instead of raising learners’eveas of the ways English is used in
the world as a lingua franca and preparing thentHertasks outside the classroom, the
textbook presents one variety of British Englislgarelless of the nationality of
interlocutors. From the developing receptive cogeace point of view, the listening
activities in Project 1 are evaluated negativelgause they oppose the sociolinguistic
reality and provide an incorrect image of Englisithe world without offering hardly
any diversity of input.

Concerning the pronunciation activities, Projeatahtains 21 exercises and 18 of
them are relevant for this paper. Most of the taskguire both perception and
production of the target aspects. The productiore@ized by repeating after an RP
speaker, so that the model is not in accord wighlitigua franca requirements because
it seems to function as a norm (see sections Adl4&.2).

On the segmental level, the textbook contributesntweasing intelligibility in
lingua franca contexts by activities aimed at thecpption and repetition of consonants,
which is in accordance with the Lingua Franca Coregarticular, the focus is put on
contrasting /r/ and /I/, jtand /&/, /f/ and /s/ (in Hutchinson, 2008a, pp. 33, 3B). But
since the model speakers provide the input in R&non-rhotic [r] is used in contrast to
the suggestion of the LFC to choose its rhoticardariThe RP accent, on the other hand,
conduces to the textbook’s concord with the Linguanca Core in that the intervocalic
[t] is indirectly required, if this consonant occurs pronunciation and vocabulary
exercises. No special regard is given to the fitetiss distinction, and neither aspiration
nor different vowel length connected with this opipion is addressed, so in this respect
the LFC is not sreflected. Likewise, the consoradusters are not addressed directly,
but when the textbook activities require their prettbn, the pronunciation according to
RP norms is endorsed instead of taking lingua &rareeds into consideration.

In terms of vowels, Project 1 reflects the demawidthe Lingua Franca Core only
to a limited extent. The coursebook includes at#isi aimed at the auditory and
productive distinction between long and shorts Mevi@ ibid., pp. 5, 7, 21, 55), which
is in accordance with the core. However, since Ipugrie to repeat the target sounds or
words according to the RP model, there is no spHoeated for the regional variation
in the quality of vowels, advocated by the LFC dhe conformity to native-speaker
norms is implied. The emulation of NS pronunciatiather than promoting regional
variation is further complemented in activitiesdeed solely on vowel quality (in ibid.,
pp. 43, 45, 69).
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Suprasegmental features that Project 1 focuseseomainly pitch movement, word
stress and rhythm. As mentioned in section 3.4vihat is considered critical by the
LFC is the nuclear stress. The nuclear stressfesregel to in only one exercise of the
coursebook (in ibid, p. 23). On the contrary, thesercises are dedicated to teaching
pitch movement in statements, wh- and yes/no questfin ibid., pp. 29, 31, 47), but
this suprasegmental aspect is not part of the Lk@e same line is the focus of Project
1 on word stress and stressed-timed rhythm addtesstaree exercises (in ibid., pp.
19, 41, 53). As a result, the coursebook prior#titelaching suprasegmental features that
are considered unnecessary for the intelligibilitycommunication among non-native
speakers, while the critical nuclear stress istde#&h only in one activity without
putting a special emphasis on this phenomenon.

An ambiguity concerns the dental fricativég and /d/ that are suggested to be
substituted by different consonants by the Lingten€a Core because they are labelled
as unteachable in the classroom contexts and redumaor intelligibility. Whereas the
coursebook does not aim any overt pronunciatiorctipea at #/ and /6/, several
vocabulary activities demand pupils to repeat the sounds after an RP model in
vocabulary exercises, e.g. in the warthths (ibid., p. 34). Given the difficulty of
producing the two consonants for many non-nativeakers, it is dubious that pupils
will be able to pronounce the words as requiredhouit direct instructions.

From the arguments above it is evident that thkeeidbn of English as a lingua
franca in Project 1 is scarce. The ELF paradignefiected only in a few pronunciation
activities focusing on vowel quantity, consonanbduction and sentence stress.
Meanwhile, the main drawback is the invariable pston of Received Pronunciation
even in the situations where this accent is unfikelbe encountered. The given variety
is presented in the vast majority of tracks on<l@®s, be they for the purposes of
developing listening skills, pronunciation or voaoiry. Moreover, RP serves in many
cases as a model to be copied in non-core areash wbntrasts with acknowledging
learners’ own national variety of language thaguggested by lingua franca advocates.
Also the finding that the practice of non-core fgas is addressed more often than core
aspects indicates that Project 1 supports teacBmgjish according to the foreign
language paradigm rather than the lingua francaegmn The textbook recordings and

relevant activities are thus evaluated as inadedoatELF teaching.
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7.4.3.2. Project 3

Audio materials accompanying Project 3 (referredaso Hutchinson, 2008f and
Hutchinson 2008g) are, as in the case of Projece&igned for developing listening
skills, pronunciation teaching and vocabulary/grannpresentation. The analysis
reveals identical outcomes to the evaluation ofdetdl, so that the materials in general
do not provide a sufficient basis for teaching Estghs a lingua franca.

In terms of listening activities and developingagtive convergence by providing
different accents, Project 3 should include a greaiversity than Project 1.
Nonetheless, Project 3 incorporates almost congtapéakers of RP, so the extension
of pupils’ receptive repertoires does not take @lathe textbook recordings feature
only two characters who are not natives of GreataBr, which is even fewer than
Project 1 does. The first case concerns track H(itchinson, 2008f) that presents a
boy claiming to come from New Zealand and who Heesady lived in the UK for two
years. The speaker’s accent is a British one, semiar to that of the majority of RP
speakers, differing only in substituting the dipgintg /ei/ by /ai/ in the wordgreat play
andrained The same divergence from the common pronunciaonbe found on track
46 (in Hutchinson, 2008g) in the expressi@mywayand raining when uttered by a
different speaker, presumably a British charaderthat the variation in pronunciation
cannot be attributed to New Zealand accent. Thengknon-British person is presented
in track 44 (in Hutchinson, 2008g). This speakeaint to be Polish, but has the same
accent as the rest of British characters in thébtek. Therefore, not only do the
recordings in Project 3 not contribute to the depelg of receptive accommodation,
but they also fail to increase pupils’ receptivgperoire in accordance with their
increased level of proficiency. Moreover, by présena Polish character speaking RP
accent the textbook sets an unrealistic modelxXparding-circle students.

Pronunciation activities again require pupils &idn and repeat after an RP speaker
and the conformity to NS norms is implied despiite tact that occasional accord with
the Lingua Franca Core occurs. The teaching of satgh aspects partly reflects the
Lingua Franca Core in that two exercises (pp. 3b#hnin Hutchinson, 2008e) address
the distinction between voiced and unvoiced consta\evertheless, although the
target letters and words are pronounced by the hepsaker with aspiration after /p/,
It/ and /k/, the aspiration is neither referredtertly nor its significance for successful
intelligibility is pointed out. Since the absenckiwstruction concerns also different
lengths of vowels preceding voiced and unvoicedsonants, the textbook fails to raise

learners’ awareness of important features of promtion stressed by the LFC. There
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are other four exercises (pp. 21, 23, 37, 51 id.jbihat focus on the reception and
production of consonant sounds, which is in acceith the lingua franca core.
However, the exercise on page 23 demands the M$tibduction oft/ and /6/, which,
according to Jenkins (see section 3.4.1. of thpepa puts an irrelevant learning load
on pupils who should be rather instructed to stiistithese consonants by different
ones.

Concerning vowel sounds, exercises in Project 3rali@e with those in Project 1.
In particular, the coursebook prioritizes the distions of both quantity and quality.
But whereas the quantity distinction is in accomanvith the Lingua Franca Core,
producing the sounds with RP quality opposes tiguk franca concept.

On the suprasegmental level, the situation is agamlar to Project 1. Sentence
stress is addressed only in one exercise (in ipid57), while pitch movement in
statements, wh- and yes/no questions is the sutijéotir activities (in ibid., pp. 39, 69,
71 and 73). Moreover, the coursebook further diegrgom the Lingua Franca Core by
dedicating two exercise to the production of weatais (in ibid., pp. 59 and 61) and
one activity to word stress (in ibid., p. 45) tlaa¢ not parts of the core. On the basis of
the ratio of addressing the core and non-core ffestand providing the RP speaker as
the model even in the non-core aspects, the coowgetloes not facilitate teaching
pronunciation according to the ELF concept.

The fact that Project 1 and Project 3 promote timeri-circle centred instruction is
additionally apparent from one reading exerciseHirichinson, 2008a, p. 72) that asks
students to identify “English-speaking countriestiahe correct answer includes only
inner-circle areas (Hutchinson, 2008b, p. 77) whdarners can choose also India,
China, Poland and lItaly. In fact, besides informiingt English is an official language in
India (ibid., p 77), no acknowledgement is providealt the language is used also in the
outer and expanding circles, which creates the enthgt English belongs only to the
inner circle and that the other countries are ‘Bmiglish speaking’.

In conclusion, the analyses of Project 1 and Pt@aevealed that the series is not
adequate for teaching ELF. The reflection of ELEhe coursebooks is only occasional
and often concerns aspects common for both English foreign language and English
as a lingua franca paradigms, such as the produefioonsonant sounds (exceft /6/
and /r/) or vowel quantity. Listening texts do mmintain a sufficient material for
developing pupils’ receptive convergence, as threggnt almost invariably RP accent.
Even if there is a potential space for improvingdsints’ receptive accommodation

skills — when including characters from expandiirgle countries or inner-circle areas
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other than Great Britain — the textbook creategfeciént picture of the way English is
used in the world instead of raising learners’ amass of the variation. Other finding
that contributes to the negative evaluation ofttheébooks concerns imparting the RP
speaker as the pronunciation model that is ofteuired to be copied in non-core
aspects. Furthermore, the items not belongingéd._thgua Franca Core are addressed
more frequently than the core features and consoess of the importance of the core
aspects is not increased by the textbooks. Asudtrésarners are being prepared for the
communication with native speakers, but ideallyyowith those speaking with RP
accent since the textbooks do not prepare the gefiiciently for coping with other

varieties.

7.4.4. Way to Win

The coursebook package of Way to Win includes Sitslebook, Workbook,
Teacher’s guide, and audio materials for teachaidearners. The textbook levels 6 - 9
should correspond to school grades of lower-seaggndducation and lead students
from the CEFR level Al to A2. However, it was retfegbthat the school participating in
the case study uses Way to Win 8 as the end poidttlaerefore this part of the
coursebook series was selected for the analysigad of Way to Win 9. Way to Win 6
was chosen because it is closest to the first bgngiage of the FEP BE. Concerning the
audio-recordings, the school involved in the caseysuses the materials for teachers
and abandons those for learners. As a consequenlgethe teacher’'s materials will be
analysed, comprising two CDs for each level oftéhebook.

7.4.4.1. Way to Win 6
Audio materials for Way to Win 6 (CD 1 and CD2 aeéerred to as Betakova and

Dvorakova, 2005c; Betakova and Graova 2005d) serve, as in the case of Project, for
improving listening skills, pronunciation teachiagd presenting vocabulary items.
Concerning the listening practice, the coursebomsgnts mainly British native
speakers in the inner-circle context. Majority bé tcharacters speak RP or its close
varieties. However, in several recordings a cetaml of divergence from the common
accent appears, including both native and non-eapeaker accents. As regards the
native accents differing from RP, speakers in tvaxks (Betakova and Dy@kova,
2005d, tracks 19 and 35) produce the glottal stepead of /t/ at the end of the sentence
I've got it According to (Wardhaugh, 2006, p. 47), the gladtap is a common aspect

of Estuary English — a modified version of RP — dimel feature is frequently used in
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many other accents throughout the British Isle®ré&tore, its inclusion in the textbook
increases pupils’ chances of comprehending a numib@ritish regional accents. In
track 3 on CD 1 a speaker substitu®siri the wordthree by /f/, which illustrates the
point made by Jenkins (2000, p. 138) that this jeroltic fricative is sometimes not
realized even by native speakers themselves. Analivergence from RP relates to
vowel quality and is obvious in track 25 (in Bet@&and Dviakova, 2005d), in which
the speaker puta//in the place of /ae/ in the words likack. Concerning non-native
varieties, the coursebook comprises Indian acqewiten in two tracks (Betadkova and
Dvorakova, 2005c, track 15; and Betakova andiakova, 2005d, track 39). Although
it is not clear whether a real Indian or a natipeaker provides the input, the accent is
considerably marked on the levels of rhythm andnation and offers a realistic
illustration of the Indian English for learners.eTtextbook includes also Czech learners
of English (in Betakova and Dy@kova, 2005d, tracks 14 and 15), but they speak avit
NS accent (RP or very close to it) so that a natiggc model is provided to the pupils.
The presentation of the Indian speaker with anamdaccent and Czech learners
speaking a British variety implies that on the e level, pupils should be aware of
the diversity of English in the world, but at thanse time they are given a model
suggesting the emulation of native-speaker norms.

Way to Win 6 does not focus any direct attentiomaising learners’ awareness of
the differences in pronunciation, and it is quesdlae if they are able to realize the
diversity subconsciously. However, given the leweélthe coursebook, a sufficient
variation of input is illustrated and the expostwedifferent accents itself increases
pupils’ receptive convergence in general, althotighprocess would be more efficient
if activities aimed at the particular differencegrey included. On the basis of the
arguments, the evaluation of the listening material positive, with the exception of
associating Czech learners with a British accent.

In terms of pronunciation teaching and vocabulargsentation, an RP speaker
functions as a model. Since the vocabulary aadwifocus solely on the presentation of
lexical items without the need of learners’ prodtutt the focus of the analysis is solely
on pronunciation exercises. The model speaker seefusctions as a norm for correct
pronunciation, which is implied from the teacheyiside, where the necessity to copy
the model pronunciation by pupils is stated (Betd@kand Dv#akova, 2005b, e.g. p. 9).

The textbook contains nine pronunciation activitesl all of them concentrate on
segmental aspects. However, the teacher’s guide.,(ip. 23) expresses the need of

emulating both the nuclear stress and intonatiomepygating sentences in an exercise
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aimed at vowel quantity. As a result, the reflectaf the Lingua Franca Core is only
partial in that nuclear stress is a core aspecilewsitch movement is a non-core
feature. On the segmental level, the courseboakites are in line with the Lingua
Frana Core by dedicating one exercise to the retognand production of vowel
quantity, particularly /i/ and /i:/ (in Betakovaabdvorakova, 2005a, p. 17). In addition,
five activities are aimed at the recognition and dne case also production of
consonants, a core aspect (in ibid., pp. 9, 33,748,81). But since the production is
required by only one of the exercises, the conamith the Lingua Franca Core is
limited. The requirements of the core are, howenadtected by not including the dental
fricatives b/, /8/. The coursebook is in a direct contrast \hith Lingua Franca Core in
two exercises. Firstly, the recognition and progurcobf non-rhotic /r/ is demanded (in
ibid., p. 64). Secondly, vowel quality is addressedboth receptive and productive
levels in two activities (in ibid., pp. 23, 57), Huat no space is provided for regional
variation if the model RP-pronunciation is to bdldwed. Moreover, certain core
aspects are not included, specifically the aspinatienis-fortis contrast and consonant
cluster simplification.

In conclusion, the pronunciation exercises accoitth ¥he Lingua Franca Core in
certain aspects but contradict the core in otheidisadvantage is that an RP speaker is
presented as a model to be copied in both corenanecore features. Furthermore,
some core aspects are not addressed at all andalseem-core aspects are taught.
Consequently, teaching pronunciation according be tELF paradigm is not

systematically supported by Way to Win 6.

7.4.4.2. Way to Win 8

Way to Win 8 does not include any pronunciationvags. This is a considerable
drawback given that no direct attention is paidtie subskill most threatening
intelligibility in ELF communication. The audio neatals (CD 1 and CD2 are referred
to as Betadkova and Di@kova, 2005e and Betadkova and Eakmva, 2005f) thus serve
mainly the purposes of developing listening skils.in case of Way to Win 6, some of
the audio materials present vocabulary items. Bwabse the vocabulary exercises do
not require production, the analysis concentradésyson the listening tasks.

The accents presented in most tracks are agairr RPabose variants. However, the
coursebook contains additional range of native ramttnative accents. The first unit of
the textbook introduces Wales and its culture. Agsult, several listening exercises

present Welsh speakers. What is a common divergaeinttee Welsh characters in the
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recordings from RP is the substitution of /ae/Ayn the words likedad (Betakova and
Dvoidkova, 2005e, track 4)thanks (ibid., track 6) andhavent (ibid., track 8).
Moreover, the Welsh characters pronounce a strbaticr/r/ in, e.gfriendsand right

(in ibid., tracks 16, 18, 19 and 20he rhotic /r/ is also realized by a Scottish chima
who moreover illustrates h-dropping in the waat, which is then pronounced as /eet/
(ibid., track 26). CD 1 additionally contains an Antan accent with the rhotic /r/
(track 21), a British variety substituting /ei/ lai/ in way, stayand realizing the glottal
stop init (track 30), and also a British dialect with a sggoaccent wherenyselfis
produced like /miselfAhat with the glottal stop instead of the word-finaldtidain’t is
used as a negative operator (track 14).

US English is the most frequent variety in units87and 9, as the US culture and
realia is the focus of these chapters of the tekbés a consequence, the American
accent is spoken in more than 15 tracks on CD #hofigh General American is
presented in most activities and no regional viesebf the American English are
included, the textbook directly raises learnersaeemess of the differences between the
US and British pronunciation (Betakova and BAkova, 2005f, track 24). The most
significant difference between the varieties is pieduction of /r/, with the American
rhotic version closer to the Lingua Franca Core.

Besides General American, non-native accents mdrkadtonation and stress are
presented in 7 tracks. It is specifically Indiargksh (ibid., tracks 2, 3, 5), another non-
specified Oriental variety (ibid., track 1), an é&d€aribbean (ibid., track 11) and a
Vietnamese accent (ibid., tracks 42 and 44).

On the basis of the accentual diversity in Way tm 8/ the textbook is evaluated as
adequate for ELF teaching. Despite putting the ns&iess on the UK-US difference,
the inclusion of a range of inner-circle varietees well as non-native accents should
sufficiently develop learners’ receptive convergenthe only drawback is that the
direct awareness raising activity concerns only tihe native accents, but given the
amount of diversity, the receptive accommodation likely to take place
subconsciously. Furthermore, extending learnerseptve repertoires is evident after
the analysis of both levels of Way to Win, as thenber of accents is significantly
higher in the more advanced coursebook.

Therefore, despite the fact that Czech speakerasm@ciated with a British accent
in Way to Win 6, the listening materials in bottades of the textbook are evaluated
positively from the point of view of improving rgu&ve accommodation skills. In terms

of pronunciation the evaluation is negative. Altgbuhe analysis of Way to Win 6
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reveals certain concord with the Lingua Franca Cthre demands are not directly and
systematically reflected. Besides, Way to Win 8=doet provide any explicit support
for pronunciation teaching be it according to Eslglas a foreign language or lingua

franca paradigms, which is evaluated as the maakness.

7.4.5. Conclusion to the Textbooks Evaluation

The analyses revealed differences between the anobueflection of English as a
lingua franca in Project and Way to Win in termsdef/eloping receptive convergence.
While Project includes only a very limited diveysand promotes almost entirely RP
accent, Way to Win contains a range of native amlmative varieties. Even though
both coursebooks illustrate Central-European speakpeaking with British accents
and provide thus an unrealistic model for the leesndifferences arise with other
nationalities and regional speakers. Project sustahe unrealistic presentation
regardless of the character’s origin throughoutlistening extracts, but Way to Win
provides native and non-native accents on the hmsise origins of speakers, which
makes the textbook listening materials much mofeave of English as a lingua
franca. The latter textbook moreover includes apliex awareness raising of the
differences (concerning British and US English) axtends the number of varieties
with the growing level of learners. As a result, YWa Win is evaluated positively and
Project negatively from the point of view of the vdepment of receptive
accommodation skills. The result of the analysisoateflects the effort of British
enterprises to promote British English around thaldv Such a practice is not that
evident in the case of Way to Win, designed inGaech Republic.

In terms of pronunciation teaching, neither of te&tbooks reflects the Lingua
Franca Core and both Project and Way to Win ardéuated negatively. Although a
certain concord with the core is apparent in bathreebooks, each of them omits
teaching some core features and, especially ireBra@ttention is paid more often to the
non-core than core aspects instead of concentratingthe areas threatening
intelligibility in lingua franca contexts. The ca@books also seem to present RP
speakers as the norm that should be imitated, wdodltradicts the allowance of space
for a local variety advocated by the Lingua Fra@oae. In addition, Way to Win 8 does
not include any pronunciation tasks, so that thestmimportant language aspect for

intelligibility in lingua franca communication iohtargeted.
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7.5. The Research of Teachers’ Attitudes

7.5.1. Background Information

Two teachers were selected on the basis of thanguBroject and, respectively,
Way to Win. For ethical reasons, the teachersefered to as teacher A and teacher B.
Teacher A utilizes Project and teacher B uses WWayVin. Both participants are
women, speak Czech as their first language, havajar degree in English language
teaching and teach in classes ranging from theo63" grades of the primary school.
Teacher A has been teaching English for 10 yeadstaacher B for 4 years. The

interviews were carried out on the and %' June 2012 and were conducted in Czech.

7.5.2. Research Tool

A structured interview was used to elicit the temash attitudes to English as a
lingua franca (see Appendix 3). The focus of therinew was to answer research
guestions 6 — 10 outlined in section 7.1.

6. Are the teachers familiar with the concept nglksh as a lingua franca?

7. Do the teachers consider themselves approppiadeunciation models for their

learners and do the teachers identify their Englisbents with their L1 community
rather than inner-circle varieties?

8. Do the teachers approve of teaching pronunaiaiccording to the Lingua Franca
Core?

9. Do the teachers consider it important to proveners with listening to various
NNS and NS accents?

10. Are the teachers contented with listening amodngnciation activities in the

textbooks they are using?

To avoid ambiguity of the questions in the intewi®rm, the interview was piloted
with one English teacher in the basic educatiorortter to illustrate the implications of
English as a lingua franca for teaching practibe, {not) teaching oft/ and /d/was

used as a sample aspect in the formulation of surtiee questions.
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7.5.3. Research Outcomes

Regarding the familiarity of the teachers with Esiglas a lingua franca, neither of
the participants heard of the concept before thernrew, so that they were briefly
explained the main principles of the concept.

Responses to the second and third questions afitdreiew form revealed that both
of the teachers consider their accents approppiadeunciation models for pupils and
do not perceive themselves as subordinate when a@thgo native-speaker teachers.
Teacher B articulated that any non-native varistgufficient for the purposes of basic
education, if, put in her words, “it sounds at teasbit English”. To explain, the
participant stated that the main role of primarficsa teachers is to provide the very
basics of the language and that the accent isheatrucial aspect. However, both of the
participants associate themselves with a nativalsyeaccent, rather than a L2 variety.
In particular, teacher A expressed that she comsbieatures of British and American
accents in her speech and informs learners abeuitierences to raise their awareness.
She explained the efficiency of her accent by #ut that she is a competent speaker of
the language in the interaction with both nativel smon-native speakers. Teacher B
related her accent to British English due to hemg&r-term residence in the country.
The latter responder also communicated the effod desire to sound native-like.
Contrary to Jenkins’ study (section 4.1. of thipgr, both of the participants rejected
the idea that a native-like accent is connectet pibfessional success of the teacher.

Concerning the relative status of native and ndiveaEnglish teachers, the
responders articulated invaluable benefits of tleed@ teacher (in Czech primary
schools), especially in terms of providing learneish the basics of grammar and
language system, while the native English teachaiisantages were connected mainly
with interactive skills, which were seen by bothtggpants as the complementation of
the Czech teacher’s roles.

Reactions to questions four and five disclosed egattitudes of the participants
to teaching pronunciation according to the ELF gapa. Both teachers articulated
using different criteria for evaluating learnergsbpunciation in respect to the activity
type. In particular, it was communicative efficigncather than accuracy during
communicative tasks. Nevertheless, in more stradt@xercises both teachers claimed
to correct phonetic mistakes. When directly intgated, the teachers claimed to require
the production of &/ and /8/ even though teacher B admitted to vary the demands
according to the abilities of specific classes eamrhers. When asked if they would

approve of not teaching the two dental fricativesubtituting them by other
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consonants), the participants responded negataralystated that they would probably
teach them even if such a practice were part ottlmeculum. According to teacher A,
the mentioned sounds are typically English and ghdd not imagine their omission
from the pronunciation core. Teacher B connectedstibstitution with the lowering of
standards and thus limiting learners’ future chanaed status in the language. The
former argument reflects teachers’ general uncegtan practical issues concerning
English as a lingua franca and the latter is incooth with Jenkins’ finding that the
professional success is associated with nativekspemrms (section 4.1.).

The participants acknowledged the need to prowedeners with different accents,
however, they were doubtful about non-native vaasetBoth teachers stated that they
used recordings of various native-speaker varigti@der to prepare the pupils for the
real-life communication. Teacher A was well awafah® lack of diversity in Project
and admitted complementing the textbook by matefi@m other sources. As regards
non-native accents, teacher A does not present thetihe classroom, although she
admitted that they might be beneficial for devehgpliearners’ receptive repertoires. But
at the same time, she expressed worries that nbrenaccents could set an
inappropriate model for learners. Teacher B did pariceive any advantages of non-
native varieties for basic school pupils. She farttommunicated that non-native
accents are “unnecessary extras”, and stated #ti@erspeaker varieties are the basics
to be presented at primary schools and that namenatcents can be employed at later
stages of the education.

The level of the participants’ contentment withdising and pronunciation activities
in textbooks differed. Teacher A, using Projecpraped of the audio materials and, in
particular, expressed her satisfaction with promtman activities. She explicitly
conveyd a positive attitude to teachifig /6/ and intonation. Since these items are not
part of the Lingua Franca Core, the argument supgwr negative perception of the
practical implementation of ELF teaching. Teacherdd the other hand, was not
satisfied with the textbook Way to Win. The reasa@se not, however, connected with
the accents or specific activities but rather vatigeneral complexity and difficulty of
the textbook, so that no implications for the Eliktades arise. When directly asked
about the accents in the textbook, teacher B wdbk amare of the inclusion of US
English, but less so of the presented non-naticerds. In addition, the teacher did not
seem to pay a great importance to the absenceoi@ipciation activities in Way to Win
8.
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Negative attitudes to ELF were evident from respsn® the last question of the
interview form. Teacher A directly expressed helikie of the concept, and connected
it with lowering of standards. Simultaneously, siémitted the possibility that ELF
might gain prestige in the future, illustratingbly an example of the City and Guilds
examination, where she noticed promoting commuivieafficiency over grammatical
accuracy. Teacher B acknowledged that she wouldilheg to accept ELF if it had
support in textbooks, which is, nonetheless, intras with her previous resentment of
the notion. The resentment is then apparent fromclaification that the teaching of
ELF would lack system and demands on the learnexddnvbe lower, which would

generally lead to the decrease in their proficiency

7.5.4. Conclusion to the Research of Teachers' Attides

The interviews revealed negative attitudes to Bhghis a lingua franca teaching and
associating English language teaching with innesleivarieties. One of the reasons
may be the participants’ unfamiliarity with Englisis a lingua franca concept prior to
the interview. Given the phenomenon of gatekeefsagtion 4.1.), it is unlikely that
the responders had ever considered such a changearfigm. The teachers’ attitudes
are in most respects in line with Jenkins’ reseéselation 4.1.).

Concerning the research question 7, the particspassociated themselves with the
role of pronunciation model. However, teacher B glad give much importance to the
teacher’s accent in general, which implies her uegtenating the role of pronunciation,
and is contrary to her later-expressed demandachtag non-core aspects according to
a native-speaker model. The inclination to innectei Englishes is also supported by
the teachers’ identifying themselves with nativeafer varieties rather than an L2-
influenced accent.

In contrast to Jenkins’ study, the responders ditlrelate teachers’ professional
success to a native-speaker variety, which howeees not correspond with their
identification with native-speaker accents. Thaveaspeaker teacher was perceived as
complementary, while the non-native English teachss considered the primary
authority for basic school learners.

Research question 8 is answered negatively. Baborelers were sceptical to the
teaching of pronunciation according to the Enghsha lingua franca paradigm even if
there were a curricular support. As in Jenkins'dgfuthe participants claimed to
promote fluency and communicative efficiency ovepecorrection in certain types of

activities, but they rejected the possibility of itimg non-core features from the
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syllabus. Teaching English as a lingua franca wea® ss the lowering of standards and
limiting learners’ future achievements in the laage. This is in concord with
implications stated in section 4.1. and confirms tlonnection of success with native-
speaker standards.

Research question 9 was answered positively instefative accents, but not with
regard to non-native varieties. Both teachers clamst necessary to expose learners to
different varieties. Nevertheless, they preseny onler-circle accents, while non-native
varieties are seen as either setting a wrong mekether A) or unnecessary for basic-
school education (teacher B). The argument of wa¢his in line with Jenkins’
findings (section 4.1.) in that errors are oftelertated in production, but not as a model.

The last research question was answered positbyetgacher A and negatively by
teacher B. The participants’ appreciation of thetliteoks reveals that teachers put
emphasis on native-speaker varieties. Project waki&ed positively mainly on basis
of teaching non-core aspects, and the lack of rasfgaccents was claimed to be
compensated by different sources. Way to Win wasuaed negatively and the teacher

was aware of its promoting US English, but not native accents.

8. CONCLUSION

This case study analysed three interconnectedsl®fddasic education in the Czech
Republic. Although certain positive implications tenglish as a lingua franca teaching
were revealed on all of the levels of the reseatble, overall outcome displays
insufficient support for the implementation of tRaglish as a lingua franca paradigm
into practice.

On the documents level, the need to communicatectefely with speakers of
different varieties is implied only in certain padf the Common European Framework.
In terms of general abilities, some formulationg an line with the lingua franca
concept. However, the competence to interact with-mative speakers is associated
only with the highest-level users of the languagdijle the ability to successfully
communicate with native speakers is explicitly taiato intermediate levels. This
suggests that the interaction with native speaieosild be concentrated on prior to the
communication with non-native speakers, which iscontrast to the lingua franca
propositions. Regarding the Framework Educatiomagmme for Basic Education,
the target interlocutors and criteria of correctnase not specified and, as a result,
teaching English as a lingua franca could be thmaiey conducted according to the

document. Nevertheless, the framework contradibes lingua franca paradigm by
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including socio-cultural learning about relevanhdaage areas. Given also that the
Framework Educational Programme is based on then@onEuropean Framework and
its reference levels, the interaction with nonveatspeakers is not assumed to be the
target of basic-school learners, i.e. A1 and AZlesers of the language.

The textbooks evaluation indicates that Englisla éisgua franca requirements are
met only in listening activities of Way to Win. Tleeursebook provides different native
and non-native accents on the basis of the originthe characters and extends the
number of the varieties with the increased levaheftextbook. Way to Win 8 dedicates
space to raising learners’ awareness of the larguagation, although this concerns
only British-US differences. The disadvantage @& toursebook is that Czech learners
are illustrated as speaking with Received Prontiocia Project was evaluated
negatively in all of the aspects mentioned aboviee Textbook presents Received
Pronunciation speakers regardless of the natignafitcharacters, which creates an
unrealistic impression that the accent is spokéraund the world and learners’
receptive repertoire is not developed. The analgtiProject illustrates the language
distribution by British enterprises and the promotof Oxford English worldwide.

The pronunciation activities in the textbooks da accord with the Lingua Franca
Core. Both textbooks include exercises aimed aptbduction of non-core features and
copying a native-speaker model. Moreover, the @sgects are often not addressed
and, even if they are included, their importancaetiie intelligibility in the international
communication is not mentioned. The biggest drakbiagealed by the analysis is the
complete absence of pronunciation activities in \ayVin 8, so that the coursebook
does not support intelligibility in English as adua franca contexts by the omission of
the most crucial linguistic area.

Teachers’ attitudes elicited by the case studylayspegative perceptions of the
lingua franca paradigm, which may be partly caubgdheir unfamiliarity with the
concpept. On the one hand, the teachers assodiatase¢lves with the role of
pronunciation models, as advocated by English dsmgua franca advocates. The
responders also perceive the need to provide lesawiéh listening to different accents.
On the other hand, the teachers are reluctantesept non-native varieties and relate
their own ways of speech to native-speaker vagetnth participants disapprove of
teaching pronunciation according to the lingua dearparadigm and support the
underlying theme of the previous research of teaclatitudes to English as a lingua
franca by connecting the professional success mdtive-speaker accents and lingua

franca teaching with the decrease of standardsliamttions of future chances. The
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assessment of textbook audio materials by the éeads not based primarily on the
inclusion of a range of varieties, perhaps becabgeresponders complement the
coursebooks by other sources. Also the respondbysiands on the pronunciation
activities do not accord with the concept of Erfghs a lingua franca.

To conclude, it was revealed that, firstly, the sorgptive documents do not
articulate their objectives and criteria in ternfdimgua franca requirements. Secondly,
the textbooks do not provide a sufficient basistéaching pronunciation according to
the Lingua Franca Core and, thirdly, the teachees raluctant to approve of the
paradigm shift. As a result, the introduction oé ttoncept to the pedagogical practice
lacks support on all three investigated levels.rEvmugh the outcomes of the research
cannot be generalized, it seems that teaching &ngiccording to the lingua franca
paradigm in basic education in the Czech Repubiicremain, at least for some time,

only a hypothetical issue.
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9. RESUME

Diplomova prace se zabyva arjiiou jako jazykem mezinarodni komunikace, a
vyucovanim podle konceptu oztavanéhoanglictina jako lingua francaPrace nejprve
dany koncept popisuje v teoretick@sti a na tomto zaklédje poté vypracovana
vyzkumna ¢ast. Cilem je zjistit, zda-li v kontextu zékladnitvadilavani vCeské
republice existuje dostatek podpory a vhodnych goékn pro vydovani anglického
jazyka podle modelu lingua franca.

V kapitole 2 v teoretickéasti prace jsou nejprve definovany pojmy attgia jako
rodny, druhy a cizi jazyk. Nasleéje pedstaven modefitkoncentrickych krui, ktery
slouzi jako ilustrace ptu rodilych a nerodilych mluf angliétiny. Z nadefinovanych
pojma vyplyva, Ze angétina jako rodny (prvni) jazyk je kod, jenz je t&nbez vyjimky
osvojen mlu¢imi jiz vraném stadiu zivota. Tito rodily mltv jsou posléze
charakterizovani specifickymi lingvistickymi, pragtickymi a paralingvistickymi
kompetencemi, které jsou podpay spolénymi kulturnimi znalostmi. Rodily mlus
také ztoto#uji svou identitu s rodnym jazykem. Angina jako druhy jazykéasto
slouzi jako oficialni jazyk v @ité zemi, jejiz obyvatelé hovioovSem jinou rodnoieci.
Pro lidi v €chto statech je potom velmilgzité unét hovait anglicky, aby byli schopni
komunikovat ve své zemi v oficidlnich kruzich, gghrnuji napiklad vliadu, vzdlavani
nebo pravo. Angdtina jako cizi jazyk slouzi fedevSim Gelim mezinarodni
komunikace. S ohledem na postaveni anglického g@jgko globalniho prostdku
komunikace je angitina vywovana jako primarni cizi jazyk v bezfho zemi po celém
swté a Zadna jin&e¢ neni vydovana tak hoja Charakter angitiny ve s¥té secasto
znazotiuje pomociit koncentrickych kruth. Takzvany vnitni kruh zahrnuje staty, kde
je anglttina uzivana jako rodny jazyk. & rodilych mlueich se pohybuje mezi 320
az 380 miliony. Do v§Siho kruhu paf zene, kde se anglicky mluvi jako druhym
jazykem a poet €chto uzivatel je 300 az 500 milioin RozStujici se kruh referuje
k oblastem, kde anglina funguje jako cizi jazyk a pet mluwich je zhruba 500
miliont az jedna miliarda. &oliv se jedna pouze ofiplizna ¢isla, je vSeobeen
uznavane, Ze get nerodilych mluvich prevySuje mnozstvi rodilych mlgich.

Kapitola 3 se zabyva anglinou jako jazykem mezinarodni komunikace. Vyzkumy
ukazuji, Ze piblizné 80 procent mezistatni komunikace v atigiié probiha bez &asti
rodilych mluwich. Nasledujici sekce kapitoly nasfie vyvoj, jenZz dal vzniknout
zminéné situaci. Aspekty, jezigpivaly k roz&eni anglétiny do riznych ¢asti séta
pied z&atkem dvacatého stoleti, bylyealevSim kolonialni politika Velké Britanie a
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pramyslova revoluce, v jejim&ele stala Velka Britanie a posléze Spojené Staty
Americké. Ve dvacatém stoleti to byla hlavpokraujici ekonomicka dominance
Spojenych Stdt jez vytvdela poptavku po anglickém jazyce. V posledniékotika
desetiletich je to ale také distribuce $guani anglického jazyka zpréstikovavana
pievazre Velkou Britanii a Spojenymi Staty, coz stale zygstisla anglicky hovtici
populace. Tato distribuce je vSak kritizovanakterymi autory zabyvajicimi se
vyuzivanim angtitiny. Zatimco se totiz mezindrodni jazyk modifikug@munikaci
nerodilych mluéich a aspsné jsou pouzivany nestandardni formy, britské a ackéri
spole&nosti dale vyvazeji svojie¢ do vSech kouit swta. Autdi proto navrhuji, aby se
na zaklad vyzkumi anglitiny mluvené mezi nerodilymi ml@mi vytvorilo nové
paradigma angitina jako lingua franca, které by bylo alternativguo tradéni
vyucovani jazyka podle norem rodilych mitigh. Ktomu je ovSem pigba, aby
anglictina jako lingua franca byla pinkodifikovana a uznavana jako legitimni
dorozumivaci progedek. Autdi prosazuji, aby nerodilé dialekty a akcenty byly
postaveny na stejnou Uravgako regionalni variace rodilé anglny, a aby nebyly
hodnoceny jako prvky poukazujici na snizenou jazgkoschopnost

Jak jiz byloteteno, anglitina jako lingua franca je specificka prvky netyyimi
pro konverzaci mezi rodilymi ml@mi. Tato prace stin¢ uvadi lexiko-gramatickeé
charakteristiky a za#iuje se pedevSim na vyslovnost cilového jazyka, ktera je
nejkritictéjSim jazykovym aspektem pro vzajemné poroZnima mezinarodni arovni
mezi nerodilymi mlu¢imi. JelikoZ anglitina je pouzivana viznych ¢astech sgta,
mezinarodni komunikace se vyzog vyskytem mnohaienych gizvuki ovlivnénych
rodnymi jazyky mluéich. Pro zaji&ni srozumitelnosti byl navrZzen fonologicky
sylabus, vytvéen na zakla#l studie komunikace mezi nerodilymi miini. Tento
sylabus definuje prvky, jez jefeba spravé vyslovit, aby dosSlo k porozuni
posluchdgem, pro kterého je angtina cizi nebo druhy jazyk. Zarokejsou
identifikovany aspekty &né pro rodilé mludi, které neohroZuji srozumitelnost
v mezinarodni komunikaci a mohou byt tudiZz modii&oy na zaklagirodného jazyka,
coz zarové podpdi moznost vyjatlt narodni identitu v angiting piizvukem.
Vyuc¢ovani podle lingua franca sylabu méngst zefektivini vyuovani a deni se
vyslovnosti pro mezinarodnicély komunikace tim, Ze bude moZné z#impozornost
na prvky dilezité pro srozumitelnost, zatimco aspekty neoljfoZzulsgEsnou
komunikaci nebudou pozadovany. Aby bylo z&ngt porozumini rodilym mluwim,
prvky, jez nejsou saidsti sylabu, maji byt osvojeny receptivivedle prvkKi uvedenych

v sylabu, klade lingua franca vysoky narok na sdosfi @izpisobit se receptivni
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produktivre  komunik&nim partneilm s iznymi cizimi gFizvuky. Zatimco na
produktivni arovni by tato schopnostla byt spojena s produkci privizahrnutych ve
fonologickém sylabu, na receptivni Udrovni jdefegevSim o navyky spojené
s porozundnim riznym akcent rodilych, ale pedevsim nerodilych miwich.

Nasledujici kapitola prace seénuje vywovani receptivnich dovednosti a
vyslovnosti s ohledem na rozdilné zdroje cilovébpyka. Witel, ktery je nerodily
mluv¢i anglictiny a jenZ ma stejny rodny jazyk jako Z&ci, je abovan za idedlni a
realisticky model vyslovnosti, fgemZz se fpedpoklada, Ze spravnrealizuje prvky
zahrnuté ve fonologickém sylabu. Komunikace mekyaz vicejazynych tidach by
naopak nila prispivat k rozvoji receptivnich a produktivnich sphosti gizpiasobit se
mluv¢im riznych gizvuki. V jednojaz¢nych ¥idach vSak komunikace mezi Zaky
k této dovednosti népiva, a je tedy nutné ji rozvijet, alegpoo se tyka receptivni
arovrg, pomoci audio nahravek. Z tohotaivddu je kladen narok na poslechové
nahravky v debnicich, aby obsahovalyané fizvuky nerodilych i rodilych mlugich a
aby navic navySovaly rozmanitost ak@ese vzfistajici jazykovou kompetenci Zék
Audio nahravky v gebnicich slouzi také k rozvoji vyslovnosti &lynby byt v souladu
s fonologickym sylabem angtiny jako lingua franca, tudiz se saigstit na produkci
prvki zahrnutych v sylabu a omezit dalSi aspekty poaze=oeptivni Urove

Pristupy witela k angliéting jako lingua franca vyznam$novliviwuji implementaci
konceptu do vy€ovani. Redchozi vyzkumy fistupu diteli jsou shrnuty v kapitole 5.
Spoleénym vysledkem jednotlivych vyzkuin je neochota akceptovat Wavani
anglictiny jako lingua franca. tltelé ¢asto spojuji svoji identitu s anginou rodilych
mluwgich a gitazuji normy rodilych mlu¥ich k profesni prestizi. DalSitgkaZkou
jejich prijmuti nového modelu jsoucekavani a naroky Siroké tegnosti, jez spojuji
vyucovani jazyka s angliinou mluvenou v zemich viiitiho kruhu. PFzvuky
vyskytujici se v mezindrodni komunikaci mezi nelpdi mluvéimi jsou naopak
asociovany se snizenymi standardy, naroky a omeaovaudoucich Sanci zék

Zawrecna cast teoretick&asti prace popisuje dokumentycujici cile vywovani
ciziho jazyka v zékladnim vzthvani vCeské republice. Prvnim z nich je Ramcovy
vzklavaci program pro zakladni wddvani. Jeho popis se saiggiuje na hlavni
principy, klicové kompetence a védvaci obor cizi jazyk, p#iti do vzalavaci oblasti
jazyk a jazykova komunikace. Druhym relevantnimwtakntem je Spotey evropsky
referergni ramec pro jazyky, kdmuz Ramcovy program odkazuje.

Vyzkumna ¢ast prace nejprve stanovujedp\cil, kterym je zjiSéni podpory pro
vyucovani anglitiny jako lingua franca naidch Urovnich v kontextu zakladniho
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vzdklavani vCeské republice. K dosazeni cile napoméaha zvolentodoiegie a
stanovené otazky, které vyzkum olfjae. Stanovené otazky slouzi navic k zvySeni
hodnowrnosti vyzkumu. Samotny vyzkum je r@ten na ti ¢asti - analyzu dokumeint
hodnoceni &ebnic a zjisini pristupu @itela k angliting jako lingva franka.

Analyzovanymi dokumenty jsou Ramcovy ¥l/aci program pro zakladni
vzklavani a Spokny evropsky referami ramec pro jazyky. Zéwy analyzy ukazuii,
Ze cile vzdlavani v oboru Cizi jazyk v RAmcovém programu nesipeji cilovou
skupinu komunikénich partnel, ani kritéria spravnosti. Uité c¢asti a odkaz na
Spole&ny evropsky referami ramec nazraji, Ze by se vyEovani ntlo soustedit
predevSim na komunikaci s rodilymi mkimi, coZ je v nesouladu s konceptem
anglictiny jako lingua franca. Referémi rAmec posléze obsahuje jisté implikace na
schopnost komunikovat s nerodilymi méimi. Rozvijeni této kompetence ale nema v
dokumentu systematickou podporu a neni v soulagozadavky vytovani podle
konceptu lingua franca. Celkovy problém obou dokatihgprameni z toho, Ze pro
vyucovani anglického jazyka jsou stanoveny stejné ail&ritéria jako pro ostatni
jazyky, které jsou ovSem pouzivaniegevsim ke komunikaci s rodilymi migimi.

Hodnoceni tebnic se soustdilo na audio nahravky slouzici k rozvoji
poslechovych dovednosti a vyslovnosti, a jejichetgbvani poteb komunikace v
anglicting jako lingua franca. Pro vyzkum byly vybranyédwebnice Project a Way to
Win, jeZ jsou podle f@dchoziho Séni nefastji se vyskytujici debnice angtitiny na
ceskych zakladnich Skolach. Jako nastroj vyzkumu pglzit seznam Kritérii,
vyplivajicich z teoretick&asti prace. Co se tyka rozvoje poslechovych dovstiino
specificka role tebnich materiél z pohledu mezinarodni komunikace je rozvoj
schopnosti porozu#h riznym gizvukim. Kladré v tomto ohledu byla ohodnocena
ucebnice Way to Win, zatimcocebnice Project byla ohodnocena negatjvjelikoz
prezentuje vyhradn mluvéi oxfordské angtitiny. Oke ucebnice byly nasledn
negativié ohodnoceny z hlediska rozvoje vyslovnosti prorgmy komunikace v lingua
franca kontextech. Ani jednacebnice totiz nereflektuje lingua franca sylabus a
vyucovani vyslovnosti je spojeno s imitaci rodilych miich i v aspektech, jez bydhy
poskytovat prostor pro specifickyipvuk.

Pristupy Witela k angliting jako lingua franca byly zji®vany pomoci
strukturovaného rozhovoru. Byli vybrani dvételé, jeden vyuZzivajicidebnici Project
a druhy Way to Win. Ani jeden zZastniki neznal model angfiiny jako lingva franka
pied z&atkem rozhovoru. KdyZz byli s konceptem seznameba citelé vyjadili

negativni pistup k vyw@ovani vyslovnosti podle lingua franca konceptu adalSich
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aspektech jevili inklinaci k normam rodilych mitieh anglického jazyka. Podobjako
piedchozi studiefstupi weiteli, rozhovory ukazaly, Ze angfina jako lingua franca je
vhiména coby sniZzovani narok limitovani moznych budoucich Sanci student
Zawrecna kapitola prace poskytuje celkové shrnuti vyzkurfehoz vysledky
indikuji, Ze angltina jako lingua franca nema dostateu podporu ani na jedné zé t
zkoumanych Grovni, a jeji aplikace do wguani na zékladnich SkolachCeské

republice se v s@asné dobjevi jako nepravébodobna.
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Appendix 1 — Criteria for Textbook Evaluation

Listening
- Inclusion of native-speaker accents
- Inclusion of non-native speaker accents
- Gradual extension of the amount of diversity
- Differences of the accents from RP

- Raising awareness of the differences

Pronunciation
- What accents are used as models- L1/L2?

- What aspects of pronunciation are addressed/(emrecore — receptively
/productively)

- Concord with the Lingua Franca Core
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Appendix 2 — Outcomes of Textbook Evaluation

LISTENING

Project 1

Inclusion of NS accents

No, mostly RP. Only one speaker substituting /agdAby
US and Canadian characters speak RP.

Inclusion of NNS accents

No, Hungarian, Slovakiad &hai characters speak RIP.

Gradual extension of the
amount of diversity

Not relevant here

Differences of the accents
from RP

No differences except the substitution of /ae/Aby /

Raising awareness of the | No.
differences
Evaluation Negative

Project 3

Inclusion of NS accents

No, mostly RP. Only twoadqms substituting /ei/ by /a
and one of them claims to be from New Zealand it
substitution is not probably result of NZ accent.

Inclusion of NNS accents

No, a Polish characteakp®&P.

Gradual extension of the
amount of diversity

No.

Differences of the accents
from RP

No differences except the substitution of /ei/ dy./

Raising awareness of the |No.
differences
Evaluation Negative

U

Way to Win 6

Inclusion of NS accents

Yes, RP, two speakers egngitiital stops. One speake
substitutest/ by /f/. One speaker substitutes /se/Ady /

Inclusion of NNS accents

Yes. Indian accent in tvaoks. But Czech characters
speak RP.

Gradual extension of the
amount of diversity

Not relevant here.

Differences of the accents
from RP

NS - differences as outlined above in the table.
NNS (Indian) - rhythm and intonation.

Raising awareness of the
differences

No overt practice.

Evaluation

Positive, except the Czech charactezalspg RP
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Way to Win 8

Inclusion of NS accents

Yes, RP, Welsh, Scottish, &d other two unspecifieq
UK accents.

Inclusion of NNS accents

Yes. Indian, Afro-Caribbediethamese, and one
unspecified oriental accent.

Gradual extension of the
amount of diversity

Yes.

Differences of the accents
from RP

Welsh — substitution of /ae/ by// strong rhotic /r/,
Scottish — strong rhotic /r/, h-dropping

GE - rhotic /r/

other NS — substitution of /ei/ by /ai/, glottabgt
NNS (all of them) — rhythm and intonation

Raising awareness of the
differences

Yes, US-UK difference.

Evaluation

Positive

PRONUNCIATION

Project 1

Model accent

Received Pronunciation

The consonant inventory

Yes, but non-rhotic /grnsmoted

Phonetic requirements

Not addressed

Consonant clusters
simplification

Not addressed

Vowel quantity

Yes, but RP vowel quality is requingroductively

Tonic nuclear stress

Yes, but marginal in comparigidh non-core
suprasegmental features

Evaluation

Negative

Project 3

Model accent

Received Pronunciation

The consonant inventory

Yes, bat,/d/ and non-rhotic /r/ production

Phonetic requirements

Aspiration to be copied withayert instruction, voicedr
voiceless distinction productively, but no focustbe
length of the preceding vowel.

Consonant clusters
simplification

Not addressed

Vowel quantity

Yes, but RP vowel quality is requingroductively

Tonic nuclear stress

Yes, but marginal in comparisith non-core
suprasegmental features

Evaluation

Negative
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Way to Win 6

Model accent

Received Pronunciation

The consonant inventory

Yes, but mostly receptiaglgt non-rhotic /r/ is requireg
productively

Phonetic requirements

Not addressed

Consonant clusters
simplification

Not addressed

Vowel quantity

Yes, but RP vowel quality is requingroductively

Tonic nuclear stress

Yes, but also production twhpmovement according tc
RP model

O

Evaluation

Negative

Way to Win 8

Model accent

Received Pronunciation

The consonant inventory

Not addressed

Phonetic requirements

Not addressed

Consonant clusters
simplification

Not addressed

Vowel quantity

Not addressed

Tonic nuclear stress

Not addressed

Evaluation

Negative
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Appendix 3 — Interview Form

Education: Number of years of teaching English:

Students’ age (grades):

1. Have you ever heard of English as a lingua &&nc

2. How do you value/assess your own accent? / Dagasider yourself a suitable
pronunciation model for pupils? / Do you desird&we a more native-like

pronunciation?

3. How do you perceive the status of NS and NN&heas?

4. How do you evaluate pupils’ pronunciation? (¢biave NS-like pronunciation/
intelligibility criterion/ fluency-accuracy)

5. Do you approve of sustaining some features dhardongue when teaching
pronunciation (e.g. substitution & /and /3/)? If not, why?

6. Do you find it useful to provide learners witkténing to different varieties (NS-
NNS)?

7. Are you contented with listening and pronunoiatactivities in the textbook? If
not, why?

9. Do you see the possibility of teaching Englisladingua franca in the future? (in
the basic education, other education)
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