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APPENDICES1 

APPENDIX 6.1: SPEAKING AND WRITING ASSESSMENT TASK AND 
SCHEME SAMPLES PROVIDED IN THE NCFL 

Sample Task (speaking): Using the picture, make up and tell a story — what happened two hours before the 
picture was taken? What happened afterwards? Specify who the people in the picture are; characterize them; 
tell the sequence of events; talk about when and where things happened. Time limit: 2 minutes. 
 

Table 6.1a: A sample assessment scheme for evaluation of learners’ speaking skill  
 

Assessment areas: Assigned point(s) 

Task achievement 

Meets the time limit 0-1 

Meets the content requirements of the task provided 0-1 

Communication skills  

Describes/reports the sequence of events appropriately 0-1 

Correctly defines the time of the events 0-1 

Language knowledge 
Uses the language forms covered in the course 0-2 

Adequately uses the grammatical tense forms 0-1 

Uses the vocabulary covered during the course 0-1 

Creative language skills 
Demonstrates imaginative skills 0-1 

Is not daunted by linguistic challenges  0-1 

  Total score: 10 

(National Curriculum for Foreign Languages, 2011: 561) 
 
Sample task (writing): Look at the bio-data presented and write a biography of the writer. Use the following 
constructions: Until…, Before…, from …to, since….  Use a minimum of 100 words. 
 
 

Table 6.1b: A sample assessment scheme for evaluation of learners’ writing skills  
 

Assessment areas: Assigned point(s) 

Task Achievement  

Meets the word limit 0-1 

Meets the content requirements of the task provided 0-1 

Communication Skills  

Describes/reports the sequence of events appropriately 0-2 

Specifies the exact time of the events 0-2 

Language Knowledge  

Uses the grammatical constructions and language forms  0-2 

Uses the vocabulary covered in the course 0-2 

Creative language skills  

Is not afraid to boldly use more complex language forms 0-1 

 Total score: 10 
 

  

                                                           
1 The numbering of these separate Appendices follows that of the chapters to which they relate. 
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APPENDIX 6.2: SAMPLES OF RECOMMENDED SYLLABUS CONTENTS FOR 
FUCTIONAL LANGUAGE AND LEXIS IN ENGLISH 
 
Table 6.1: The samples of the assessment task and scheme provided in the NCFL  
(Levels 1 and 2/CEFR A0-A1) 

Rubrics Functional language to be covered 

1.1. Social Interactions Level 1 Level 2 
 

 
Greeting/Saying Hello 

-Hello! 
-Hi! / Hi Nick! 

-Good morning / afternoon 
/evening! 

-Morning, mum / dad! 
-How are you? 
-Fine, thanks. 

-I’m fine. 

 
Saying Goodbye/Farewell 

-Goodbye! 
-Bye-bye! 

-Bye! 

 

-Good night! 
-See you! 

 
Introduction/meeting 

 

-Hello, I’m Nick. 
-This is / It’s John. 

-My name’s Jane. 
-Do you know Kate? 
-Nice to meet you. 

 

Formal/informal address 
-Please… 
-Honey! 

-Sir / Madam… 
-Mr. / Mrs. / Miss 

Thomson… 
 

Apologizing 
 -Sorry! / I’m sorry! 

-Excuse  
-Excuse me, please! 
-That’s / It’s OK 

 

Saying Thank you 
-Thanks. 

-Thank you. 
-Thank you so much. 

-Thank you very much. 

 
Congratulating 

-Happy Birthday! 
-Happy New Year! 
-Merry Christmas! 

 

-The same to you. 
-Have a good time. 

 

Praising/Encouraging 
-Good for you! 

-Oh! Yes! 
- Great! 
- Fine! 

(National Curriculum for Foreign Languages, 2011)  

 
Table 6.2: Recommended syllabus contents for vocabulary (Levels 3 and 4/CEFR A2) 

 
  

Rubrics Lexis to be covered 

2.1. Lexis Level 3 Level 4 
 

 

Body 

 

Forehead; cheek; chin; wrist; 
palm; nail; bone; thumb; neck; 

stomach. 

Eyelid; eyebrow; blood; 
elbow; fist; waist; breast; 
hip; chest; heart; heels. 

 
Appearance 

 

Good-looking; pleasant-looking; 
round/oval face; thin fingers; 

thin/thick brows. 

Charming; medium, cute; 
high forehead; attractive; 
pale; gracious; wrinkled. 

 

 
Characteristics 

 

Noisy; scared; brave; polite; 
devoted; stupid; bright; useful; 

worried; hard-working. 

Gloomy; exciting; delighted; 
curious; humorous; rude; 

impressive. 

 
 

Clothes/accessories 

Blouse; slippers; night-gown; 
sweater; trainers; earrings; 

sandals; collar; brooch; 
sunglasses; handbag; bracelet. 

Pullover; swimming-suit; 
waistcoat; suit; fur coat; 
national clothes; tie; fan; 

buttons; necklace. 

 
Hygiene 

 
Shampoo; perfume; sponge. 

 
Gel; make-up; nail polish. 
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APPENDIX 7.1A: TEACHER INTERVIEW (GEORGIAN) 
 

 

გასაუბრება maswavlebelTan 
 

piradi informacia 
 

          gvari, saxeli: …  
asaki: … 
sqesi: 
skolis dasaxeleba: 
maswavleblis akademiuri kvalifikacia: 
ucxo enis swavlebis gamocdileba: 
gaqvT Tu ara gavlili maswavlebelTa treiningi: 
sakontaqto informacia:  

   
  
  

gasaubreba 
 
 

1. icnobT Tu ara ganaTlebis saministros mier SemuSavebul ucxouri enebis 
sagnobriv programas da standartebs?  

2. iciT Tu ara ucxo enis swavlebis ra saxis meTodologiuri 
rekomendaciebiebi da miznebia warmodgenili am dokumentSi? 

3. ramdenad axerxebT dokumentSi warmodgenili rekomendaciebis 
gaTvaliswinebas swavlebis procesSi? 

4. rogor daaxasiaTebdiT swavlebis komunikaciur meTods, mis ZiriTad 
principebs, swavlebis miznebsa da aqtivobebs? 

5. rogor gesmiT, ra aris „komunikaciis unari“, da formiT SeiZleba 
ganvaviTaroT ucxo enis moswavleebSi es kompetencia? 

6. ra meTods efuZneba saxelmZRvanelo romelsac iyenebT swavlebis 
procesSi? 

7. saxelmZRvanelos garda, sxva ra saxis masalas iyenebT swavlebis 
procesSi? 

8. ra saxis aqtovobebs axorcielebT swavlebis procesSi? 
9. ra warmoadgens TqvenTvis swavlebis procesSi prioritets – moswavleebSi 

enobrivi unarebis ganviTareba Tu ufro lingvisturi codnis miwodeba? 
10. rogor daaxasiaTebdiT im meTods romelsac iyenebT? 
11. ra formiT axdenT moswavleTa warmatebis Sefasebas enis swavlebis 

procesSi wlis ganmavlobaSi? ras aqcevT yvelaze did yuradRebas 
Sefasebisas? (gramatikul codnas, leqsikis codnas, fonetikas, Tu 
mosmenis, metyvelebis, kiTxvis, weris unarebs). 

12. fiqrobT Tu ara rom moswavlis komunikaciis unaris Semowmeba met 
sirTules ukavSirdeba vidre enis gramatikisa da leqsikis codnis 
Semowmeba? 

13. ra saxis sirTuleebs awydebiT swavlebis procesSi? fiqrobT Tu ara rom 
saqarTveloSi swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodis ganxorcieleba met 
sirTules ukavSirdeba vidre swavlebis tradiciuli, gramatikaze 
orientirebuli meTodis ?  
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APPENDIX 7.1B TEACHER INTERVIEW (TRANSLATION) 
 

 

Personal data 
 

Age: … 

Sex: … 

The name of the school … 
What academic qualifications do you have? … 
How long have you been teaching English? … 
Have you had any formal training? … 
Contact information (tel. number, e-mail)…  

 
 

Interview questions: 
 
 

1. Is there any document provided by the Ministry of Education which defines the methodology 
and standards that need to be followed in the language classroom?   

2. Are you aware of the foreign language teaching methodology recommendations and the 
teaching/learning goals that the document (National Curriculum for Foreign Languages) 
provides? 

3. How closely do you follow the official recommendations provided in the National 
Curriculum for Foreign Languages? If not, what do you use as your methodology guideline 
instead? 

4. How would you describe Communicative Language Teaching? Its main principles, goals, 
procedures?  

5. How would you interpret the concept of Communicative Competence, and what would you 
say are the best ways of developing Communicative Competence in language learners? 

6. What method is the coursebook you are using in the class based upon?  
7. What other, if any, teaching materials do you use in the class?  
8. What type of activities do you use most often in the lesson? 
9. Which language areas do you focus on most in the lesson (skills, grammar, vocabulary, 

phonetics)? 
10. Overall, how would you describe your own classroom teaching – more grammar- or 

communication-driven? 
11. How do you measure students’ progress in English throughout the year? What kind of testing 

tools/system do you adopt? What do you focus upon while assessing learners (speaking, 
writing abilities,  or grammar, pronunciation, vocabulary, for instance) ?   

12.  Do you think testing learners’ communicative competence is related to more challenges than 
testing learners’ linguist knowledge is? 

13. What difficulties do you encounter in the process of teaching? Would you say communicative 
language teaching is related to more challenges than grammar-driven type of teaching 
approach is? 
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APPENDIX: 7.2: TEACHER INTERVIEW DATA ANALYSIS FORM 

 
 
School : _____________________   Teacher  : _______________________ 

 

1. Awareness of the official recommendations                                                        1/2/3      

 

 

                                                                    

2. Understanding                                                                                                        1/2/3 

 

 

                                                                        

3. Identified challenges 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                   

4. Overall Impression                                                           
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APPENDIX 7.3A: TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE (GEORGIAN) 
 
 

kiTxvari maswavleblebisTvis 
 

gvari, saxeli: … 
skolis dasaxeleba:  
sakontaqto informacia: 
(telefoni, el. fosta) 
 

 

enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodi: ZiriTadi principebi 
 

xuTquliani Sefasebis Skalaze, miuTiTeT Tu ramdenad eTanxmebiT an ar 
eTanxmebiT warmodgenil mosazrebebs; (damatebiTi komentarisaTvis an pasuxis 
dasazusteblad, gamoiyeneT kiTxvis qvemoT mocemuli xazi)2 
 

(1–kategoriulad ar veTanxmebi; 2–ar veTanxmebi; 3–maqvs neitraluri pozicia; 4–
veTanxmebi; 5–savsebiT veTanxmebi)  
 
 

1.enisa da swavlis Teoria 
 

1.   ucxo enis swavlebis mTavari mizania moswavles Tavisufali metyvelebis 
unaris     ganviTarebaSi/enis praqtikulad gamoyenebaSi Seuwyos xeli   

 

2.   ucxo enis swavlebis mTavari mizania moswavles Ggramatikulad gamarTuli   
metyvelebis ganviTarebaSi Seuwyos xeli 

   

3.    mniSvnelovania moswavles davexmaroT iseTi komunikaciuri strategiebis 
dauflebaSi (Jestikulacia, perefrazireba, a.S), romelic mas ucxo enaze 
komunikaciisas wamoWril sirTuleebis gadalaxvaSi daexmareba. 

 

4.     ucxo enas ufro advilad vswavlobT, rodesac enas bunebriv garemoSi, 

bunebrivi gziT veuflebiთ (im qveyanaSi, sadac Sesaswavl ucxo enaze    
metyveleben, am enaze  mosaubre megobrebTan urTierTobiT, a.S.) 

 

5.  ucxo enis Seswavla saklaso oTaxSi ufro iolia, rodesac  maswavlebeli 
gixsnis   enis wesebsa da leqsikas 

   

6.   Zalian mniSvnelovania moswavleTaTvis enis funqciebis swavleba (misalmeba, 
damSvidobeba, mobodiSeba, a.S.)  

 
 

7.  sasurvelia, rom enis swavlebis procesi inglisur enaze   mimdinareobdes 
 

8.  mniSvnelovania, rom moswavleebis metyveleba azrobrivad iyos  gamarTuli: 
 
 

9.  mniSvnelovania, rom moswavleebis metyveleba gramatikulad iyos  gamarTuli 
 

10.  swavlebis procesSi TiToeuli moswavlis individualuri swavlis stili 
(vizualuri, smeniTi, kinesTeturi) unda iyos gaTvaliswinebuli. 

 
 

11. ucxo enis swavlisas umTavresia enis unarebis Seswavla (smenis, metyvelebis, 
weris da kiTxvis). 

 
 

12. ucxo enis swavlisas umTavresia am enis gramatikis, leqsikisa da gamoTqmis 
Seswavla.  

 

 

 

                                                           
2
 დანართში წარმოდგენუილ კითხვარში არ არის მოცემული ორიგინალში არსებული ხუთქულიანი 

შკალის ამსახველი გრაფები. 
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xuTbaliani Sefasebis Skalaze, miuTiTeT, Tqveni azriT, ramdenad uwyobs 
xels warmodgenili aqtivobebi miTiTebuli unaris ganviTarebas: 
 
 

 4–Zalian uwyobs xels; 3–uwyobs xels; 2–saSualod uwyobs xels; 1–აr 

uwyobs xels; 0–სavsebiT ar uwyobs xels. 
       

    kiTxvis unari 

     a. studentebi kiTxuloben savarjiSos winadadebebs ___13                    
b. studentebi ganixilaven teqstTan dakavSirebul sakiTxebs, 

msjeloben;   Semdgom kiTxuloben teqsts zogadi informacis 

mosapoveblad, ajameben pasuxebs; Semdgom kiTxuloben igive teqsts 

detaluri informacis mosapoveblad; moswavleebi msjeloben 

wakiTxul teqstSi warmodgenili იnformaciis irgvliv ___ 14                                              

smenis unari                                                                                  

a. maswavlebeli kiTxulobs teqsts saxelmZRvanelodan, moswavleebi        

usmenen___15                                                                        
b. moswavleebi ismenen informacias internetiT; Semdgom msjeloben. 

ismenen informacias xemleored, detalebis dasazusteblad;  

gamoTqvamen pirad azrs miRebul informaciasTan dakavSirebiT ___16                                                      

metyvelebis unari                                                       

a. moswaleebi erTmaneTs SekiTxvebs usvamen saxelmZRvanelodan___ 17                                                                

b. studentebi awyoben debatebs mwvave sakiTxis irgvliv ___ 18                                                    

weris unari                                                             

a.Mmowavleebi dafidan iweren winadadebebs___19                                
b. moswavleebi weren eleqtronul werils virtualur megobars 

inglisSi ___ 20 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2.პროგრამის struqtura da silabusi  
 
 
 
 
 

21. ეnis სწავლების პროგრამა unda mihyvebodes skolis administraciis/saministros 
mier mowodebuli saxelmZRvanelos 

 
 

22. mniSvnelovania konkretuli jgufis individualuri interesebisa da 
SesaZleblobebis gaTvaliswineba da programis Sesabamisi adaptireba 

 

23. mniSvnelovania konkretuli jgufis individualuri SesaZleblobebis 
gaTvaliswineba da programis Sesabamisi adaptireba 

24. Sualeduri da saboloo testirebisas, unda Semowmdes moswavleebis 
enobrivi unarebi- mosmena, kiTxva, wera, metyveleba  

 

25. Sualeduri da saboloo testirebisas unda Semowmdes moswavleebis 
lingvisturi codna _ gramatika, leqsika, fonetika 

 

3.maswavleblisa da moswavlis roli 
 
 

25.  mniSvnelovania maswavlebeli iyos keTilganwyobili da megobruli 
swavlebis  

26. maswavlebeli unda iyos saklaso oTaxSi yuradrebis centrSi da ara 
moswavle 

27.  moswavle unda iyos swavlebis procesSi yuradRebis centrSi da ara  
maswavlebeli 

28. maswavlebeli saTanadod unda reagirebdes swavlis procesSi moswavleebis 
mxridan spontanurad wamoWril saWiroebeze 
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29. moswavleebi swavlis procesSi unda aqtiurobdnen –svavdnen SekiTxvebs, 
iCendnen iniciativas, cdilobdnen maTTvis saWiro informaciis mopovebas 

 

30.  moswavleebi unda grZnobdnen swavlis procesSi sakuTar pasuxismgeblobas  
 
 
 

4.saklaso oTaxSi urTierTobis formati 
 
 
 

31.  swavlis porcesSi ZiriTadad moswvleebs Soris unda xorcieldebodes    
urTierToba 

32. swavlis porcesSi ZiriTadad maswavlebelsa da moswavleebs Soris unda 
xorcieldebodes interaqcia 

33. gakveTilze ZiriTadad moswavleebi unda saubrobdnen 

34. gakveTilze ZiriTadad maswavlebeli unda saubrobdes 
 

35. wyvilebSi/jgufebSi muSaoba metad efeqturs xdis enis swavlis process 
36. wyvilebSi/jgufebSi muSaoba xels uwyobs moswavleebs Soris bunebriv 

interaqcias 
 

37. saklaso oTaxSi sasiamovno, arastresuli atmosfero unda iyos 
 

5.Secdomebis gasworeba 
 
 
 

38. aucilebelia moswavlis yoveli Secdomis gasworeba 
 

 

39. maswavlebeli moswavleebs saSualebas unda aZlevdes TviTon scadon 
daSvebuli Secdomebis gasworeba 

 

40 maswavlebeli moswavles ar unda awyvetinebdes saubars (diskusiisas, 
debatebisas), da daSvebul Secdomas mogvianebiT usworebdes 

 
 
 
 

6. saswavlo masala da aqtivobebi 
 

 

41. swavlebis procesSi SeZlebisdagvarad meti auTenturi saswavlo masala 
(Jurnalebi, gazeTebi, wignebi-originalSi) unda gamoiyenebodes 

 

42. roluri TamaSebi da simulaciebi xels uwyobs enis komunikaciuri gziT 
Seswavlas 

 
 

43. aqtivoba WeSmaritad komunikaciuri xasiaTisaa, roca xdeba moswavleebs 
Soris maTTvis ucnobi informaciis gacvla  

 

44. aqtivoba WeSmaritad komunikaciuri xasiaTisaa, roca moswavles saubrisas 
aqvs Tavisufali arCevani _ TviTon irCevs saTqmelis Sinaarssa da formas 

45. aqtivoba, romelic teqstSi gamotovebuli adgilebis Sevsebas da 
warmodgenili pasuxebidan swori variantis SemoxazvaSi mdgomareobs, (gap-fill 

and multiple-choice exerices) moswavlis mxolod lingvistur codnas (da ara 
unarebs) aviTarebs 

 

46. iseTi saxis aqtivobebi, rogoricaa: debatebi, diskusiebi, prezentaciebi _ 
moswavleSi Tavisuflad metyvelebis unars aviTarebs 

 

7. ucxo enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodis gamoyenebasTan 
dakavSirebuli sirTuleebi 
 
 

47. imisaTvis, rom enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodis gamoyeneba SeZlos, 
maswavlebeli srulyofilad unda flobdes im ucxo enas, romelsac 
aswavlis 

 

48. maswavlebels kargad unda esmodes enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodis 
Ziritadi principebi da Teoria  

 

49. imisaTvis, rom komunikaciuri meTodis gamoyeneba SeZlos, Mmaswavlebelma 
unda gaiaros specialuri treiningi 

50. arsebobs garkveuli SiSis faqtori maswavleblebis mxridan siaxleebis 
praqtikaSi danergvasTan dakavSirebiT – gramatikaze orientirebuli 
swavlebis nacvlad, axali, komunikaciaze orientirebuli meTodis gamoyebena. 

 

51. maswavleblebs xSirad uWirT tradiciuli meTodis gavlenisgan Tavis 
daRweva, radgan TviTon aseTi meTodiT aqvT naswavli ucxo ena, rac maT 
kominukaciuri meTodis gamoyenebaSi uSliT xels 
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studentebTan dakavSirebuli sirTuleebi 
 
 

52. enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTidi saWiroze met 
    damoukideblobasa da avtonomias aniWebs moswavles swavlis procesSi 
 

53. komunikaciuri aqtivobebis warmarTvisas rTulia moswavleebis CarTva 
saubarSi (zogi moswavle morcxvia, zogs laparaki ezareba, a.S.) 

 

54. Znelia aiZulo qarTveli moswavleebi erTmaneTSi ucxo enaze isaubron ucxo 
enis gakveTilze, roca ician, rom Tanamosaubres qarTuli ena ukeT esmis 

 

55. komunikaciuri meTodis gamoyeneba enis codnis sxvadasxva donis mqone 
moswavleebTan did sirTuleebs ukavSirdeba 

 
 

sxva sirTuleebi 
 

56. moswavleTa did jgufTan komunikaciuri meTodis gamoyeneba sirTuleebs 
ukavSirdeba (xmauri, disciplinis problemebi, maswavleblis yuradRebis 
Tanabrad gadanawileba, sakmarisi sivrce saklaso oTaxSi) 

 

57. sagamocdo sistema, romelic moswavleebis gramatikisa da leqsikis codnas 
amowmebs, negatiur gavlenas axdens enis swavlebis konmunikaciur xasiaTze 

 

58. imisaTvis, rom enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodi iqnas gamoyenebuli 
saWiroa garkveuli aRWurviloba (kompiuteri, interneti, dvd pleieri, a.S.), 
risi uqonlobac arTulebs am meTodis gamoyenebas 

 

59. enis swavlebis komunikaciuri meTodis gamoyenebas winaswar gansazRvruli 
savaldebulo saswavlo gegma arTulebs (maswavlebeli ver ergeba 
moswavleebis individualur saWiroebebs da interesebs) 

 

60. komunikaciur aqtivobebis Catarebas didi dro sWirdeba, rac xSirad drois 
ukmarisobis problemas qmnis 

61. moswavleebis komunikaciuri unarebis Semowmeba maswavleblis mxridan met 
Zalisxmevasa da gamocdilebas moiTxovs, vidre tradiciul, gramatikul 
savarjiSoebsa da leqsikaze dafuZnebuli gamocdis forma 

  

 
 

APPENDIX 7.3B: TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE (TRANSLATION) 
 

Personal data 
 

Full name: … 
School name: … 
Age: … 

Sex: …                                                 

 Specialization  Academic degree: … 
Language teaching experience: … 
Contact information: … 
 

On a five point scale, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the below presented statements 
(1–strongly disagree; 2–disagree; 3–have a neutral position; 4–agree; 5–strongly agree)3  
 
 

1. Language and learning theory 
 
 

1. Developing students’ fluency is very important    
2. Developing students’ accuracy is very important 
3. It is important to develop in learners the ability to avoid communication break-down - 

coping strategies, which can keep communication going when language knowledge is still 
imperfect (gestures, paraphrasing, etc) 

4. Languages are learned better when they are acquired (picked up without much formal 
information input) rather than learned (in a formal way) 

                                                           
3 The questionnaire presented in this appendix does not include five-scale boxes presented in the original 

questionnaire. 
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5. Languages are better learned in a formal setting (classroom) when the rules of the language 
are explained by the teacher 

6. It is very important that students are tught language functions, such as greeting, apologizing, 
etc 

7. It is desirable that the target foreign language is spoken in the classroom 
8. It is more important that the target foreign language that the learner uses was meaningful than 

grammatically correct 
9. It is more important that the target foreign language that the learner uses was grammatically 

correct than meaningful 
10. In the process of teaching, individual learners’ needs should be considered 
11. It is very important to teach learners language skills (speaking, listening, reading, writing) 
12. It is very important to teach learners grammar, vocabulary and pronunciation 

 

In a five-point scale, mark how much you think the below presented activities help 
develop the indicated language skill 
 

4–helps greatly; 3–helps; 2–helps to some extent; 1–does not help much; 0–does not help at all 
 

       Reading skill 
a. Students read out sentences of the exercise _________13. 

 

b. Students discuss the issues related to the reading passage, make predictions; after 
reading the text, students check their guesses and answer comprehension questions 
and discuss________14. 
 

       Listening 
a. Teacher reads out a text from the coursebook, students listen and answer questions 

teacher asks about the text__________15. 
 

  b.    Students listen to the BBC episode; they discuss the information they got. They listen 
the second time for more details_________16. 

 

       Speaking 
a. Students ask each other questions from the coursebook_________17. 

 

b. Students hold a debate about a controversial issue_________18. 
 

       Writing 
a. Students write downs sentences from the board/coursebook_________19. 

 

b. Students write an e-mail to a virtual friend in England _________ 20. 
 

 
 

 

2. Course design and syllabus 
 
 
 

On a five point scale, please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the below presented statements 
(1–strongly disagree; 2–disagree; 3–have a neutral position; 4–agree; 5–strongly agree)4  
 

 

21.  It is important to cater to the individual interest of a group and adapt the syllabus accordingly 
22.  It is important to take into account the abilities of individual group members and adapt the 

syllabus accordingly 
23.  In the mid-term and final language tests, learners’ language skills (speaking, reading, writing, 

listening) should be tested 
24.  In the mid-term and final language tests, learners’ grammar, vocabulary or phonology should 

be tested. 
 

3.Teacher’s and leaner’s roles and characteristics 
 

25.   It is extremely important that the teacher is friendly and encouraging in the lesson 
26.   The teacher should be the center of attention in the lesson, not the learner 
27.  The learner should be the center of attention in the lesson, not the teacher 

                                                           
4 The questionnaire presented in this appendix does not include five-scale boxes presented in the original 

questionnaire. 
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28.  Teacher should be reactive to students’ spontaneous needs  
29.  Students should be active in the lesson – taking initiative, asking for information,  
      seeking clarification, expressing opinions, debating 
30.  Students should be responsible for their own learning 
31.  There should be mostly student-student interaction in the language classroom 
32. There should be mostly teacher-student interaction in the language classroom 
33. There should be mostly student talking (ST) in the language classroom 
34. There should be mostly teacher talking (TT) in the language classroom 
35. By working in pairs/groups learners learn from one another 
36. Working in pairs/groups contributes to natural interaction and meaningful language  

production among learners in the language classroom 
37. The atmosphere in the classroom should be fun, stimulating and stress-free 

 

5. Error correction 
 

38.  It is important to correct learners’ every error immediately 
39.  It is a good idea to encourage learners to self-correct/peer-correct 
40. The teacher should not interrupt and should provide the delayed feedback/correction  when 

pupils are engaged in a free speaking activity (debate, discussion, presentation) 
 

6. Materials and activities 
 

41.  As many authentic materials should be used as possible 
42.  Role-playing and simulations are a very good way to practice the language communicatively 
43.  A truly communicative activity is characterized by information gap and freedom of  choice 
44.  A truly communicative activity is characterized by freedom of expression – learners’ can 

choose the contents as well as the form of the message they want to deliver 
45.  Activities, like fill in the gaps, multiple choice tests, question and answer, do not promote 

fluency in the language learner 
46. Debates, discussions, presentations promote the Communicative Competence in the language 

learner 
 

7. CLT-related challenges  
 

Teacher-related difficulties 
 

 
 

 

47. Unless the teacher is proficient in the target foreign language, she/he will not be able to teach 
communicatively 

48. Unless the teacher is well aware what exactly Communicative Competence means, she/he will 
not be able to efficiently apply CLT 

49. Unless the teacher has had enough professional training it is difficult to efficiently apply CLT 
in the classroom 

50. There is the fear of applying a new method on the part of the teacher  
51. It is often difficult for a teacher to overcome the influence of the traditional way of teaching 

that she/he was herself/himself exposed to  
 
 

Learner-related difficulties 
 
 

52. CLT delegates too much independence and autonomy to the learner in the process of 
learning 

53. It is difficult to involve all students in communicative activities (some are shy, reserved, are 
lazy to speak out and be active, etc) 

54. It is difficult to make Georgian learners speak in the target foreign language among 
themselves 

55.  Learners with mixed levels and abilities are especially difficult to deal with in the CLT 
classroom. 

 
 

Other difficulties 
 
 

56. Applying CLT with large groups of students often results in difficulties (noise, discipline 
problems, lack of individual attention, not enough space) 
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57. The examination system, which focuses of testing learners’ knowledge of language forms 
(grammar and vocabulary), negatively affects teachers’/learners’ motivation to use CLT 

58. Special teaching equipment is needed to apply CLT in the language classroom (a computer, a 
CD player, the Internet, etc) 

59. The officially pre-defined language curriculum to which language teachers have to adhere 
does not contribute to CLT application in the classroom (teachers cannot adapt teaching 
materials or cater to students’ individual needs and interests) 

60. CLT activities can be time consuming, which often result in lack of teaching time  
61. It is much more difficult to assess learners’ communicative skills than grammar or vocabulary  
 
   

 

APPENDIX: 7.4: INTERVIEW RESULTS: CLT-RELATED DIFFICULTIES 
 
 
 

 
 
 

A better theoretical understanding of CLT 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 17   81.0   

I am facing this problem 4   19.0   

Total 21   100   

Learners are given too much independence in the learning process 

 Frequency Percentage   

 I am not facing this problem 21  100   

 
It is difficult to involve all learners in the study process 

               Frequency                 Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 9       42.9   

I am facing this problem 12        57.1   

Total 21       100   

 
Learners with mixed levels and abilities are difficult to deal with 

                Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 12    57.1   

I am facing this problem 9    42.9   

Total 21    100   

There are not enough methodology trainings 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem                 11 52.4   

I am facing this problem                 10 47.6   

Total                 21 100   

  

Low language proficiency makes it difficult for teachers to practice CLT 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 16 76.2   

I am facing this problem 5 23.8   

Total 21 100   

There is an influence of the older methods 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 19 90.5   

I am facing this problem 2 9.5   

Total 21 100   

The fear of applying  a novel method of teaching 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 11 52.4   

I am facing this problem 10 47.6   

Total 21 100   
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Lack of teaching resources 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 3 14.3   

I am facing this problem 18 85.7   

 Total 21 100   

Little time to cover the course 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem 11 52.4   

I am facing this problem 10 47.6   

Total  21 100   

Examination system which focuses on testing knowledge about language forms 

  Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem   20         95.2   

I am facing this problem    1          4.8   

Total    21          100   

Pre-determined syllabus which makes CLT application difficult 

    Frequency Percentage   

 I am not facing this problem   21          100   
 

CLT-related classroom management problems 

 Frequency    Percentage   

 
I am not facing this problem   3   14.3   

I am facing this problem   18   85.7   

Total   21  100   

 
  

It is difficult to apply CLT with large classes 

   Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem  4 19.0   

I am facing this problem   17 81.0   

Total   21 100   
 

CLT takes much preparation time 

   Frequency Percentage   

 

I am not facing this problem     15 71.4   

I am facing this problem     6 28.6   

Total      21 100   
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APPENDIX 7.5: QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: TEACHERS’  
ATTITUDES TOWARDS CLT5 
 
 

 

1. Developing students’ fluency is very important 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

 Neutral 3 3.1   

 Agree 22 22.9   

 Strongly Agree 71 74.0   

 Total 96 100.0   

2. Developing students’ accuracy is very important 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

 Strongly Disagree 3 3.1   

 Disagree 15 15.6   

 Neutral 22 22.9   

 Agree 35 36.5   

 Strongly Agree 21 21.9   

 Total 96 100.0   

3. It is important to develop in learners the ability to avoid communication break-down –  
coping strategies which can keep communication going when language knowledge is 
still imperfect (gestures, paraphrasing, etc) 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree 1 1.0   

Disagree 2 2.1   

Neutral 5 5.2   

Agree 32 33.3   

Strongly Agree 56 58.3   

Total 96 100.0   

4. Languages are learned better when they are acquired (picked up without much formal 
information input) rather than learned (in a formal way) 

        Frequency                  Percentage   

 

Disagree 2                        2.1   

Neutral 3                        3.1   

Agree 16                       16..7   

Strongly Agree 75                       78.1   

Total 96                        100.0   

5. Languages are better learned in a formal setting (classroom) when the rules of the 
language are explained by the teacher 

            Frequency                      Percentage   

         

Strongly Disagree 1                 1.0   

Disagree 22                22.9   

Neutral 24                25.0   

Agree 35                36.5   

Strongly Agree 14                14.6   

Total 96               100.0   

  

                                                           
5 The numbering of the items in this appendix follow that of the original questionnaire (see Appendix 7.3). 
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6. It is very important that students are taught language functions, such as, greeting, 
apologizing 

          Frequency                  Percentage   

 

Disagree 2                   2.1   

Neutral 8                   8.3   

Agree 28                  29.2   

Strongly Agree 58                  60.4   

Total 96                 100.0   

7. It is desirable that the target foreign language is spoken in the classroom 

      Frequency             Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree        1          1.0   

Disagree       4          4.2   

Neutral        4          4.2   

Agree        26          27.1   

Strongly Agree        61          63.5   

Total        96         100.0   

8. It is important that the target foreign language that the learner uses is meaningful 

         Frequency           Percentage   

 

Agree 51                      53.1   

Strongly Agree 45                      46.9   

Total 96                     100.0   

9. It is important that the target foreign language that the learner uses is grammatically 
correct 

                   Frequency   Percentage   

 

Disagree 2                            2.1   

Neutral 9  9.4      

Agree 61   63.5   

Strongly Agree 24                           25.0   

Total 96  100.0   

10. In the process of teaching. individual needs of learners should be considered 

 Frequency             Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree 1                      1.0   

Disagree 4                      4.2   

Neutral 7                      7.3   

Agree 39                     40.6   

Strongly Agree 45                     46.9   

Total 96                    100.0   

11. It is very important to teach learners language skills (speaking, listening, reading, writing) 

        Frequency            Percentage   

 

Neutral   1                        1.0   

Agree  14                       14.6   

Strongly Agree  81                       84.4   

Total  96                      100.0   

12. It is very important to teach learners grammar, lexis and pronunciation6 

             Frequency Percentage   

 

Disagree 1             1.0   

Neutral                                 4             4.2   

Agree                                27             28.1   

Strongly Agree                                64             66.7   

Total                                96             100.0   

                                                           
6Items 13 – 20, dealing with CLT activities, are presented separately in Appendix 7.6. 
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21. It is important to cater to individual interests of a group and adapt the syllabus accordingly 

        Frequency Percentage   

 

Disagree      4           4.2   

Neutral      9           9.4   

Agree      33          34.4   

Strongly Agree      50          52.1   

Total      96         100.0   

22. It is important to cater to individual abilities of a group and adapt the syllabus  accordingly 

     Frequency              Percentage  

 

Neutral      13                       13.5  

Agree      39                       40.6  

Strongly Agree   44                45.8  

Total   96               100.0  

23. In the mid-term and final language tests, learners'  language  skills should be tested-
speaking, writing, reading and listening 

   Frequency         Percentage  

 

Useful  3 3.1   

Very useful  93.1 96.9   

Total  96 100.0   

24. In the mid-term and final language tests, learners’ linguistic knowledge should be tested – 
grammar, vocabulary or phonology 

        Frequency  Percentage  

 

Strongly Disagree 1 1.0   

Disagree 2 2.1   

Neutral 16 16.7   

Agree 33 34.4   

Strongly Agree 44 45.8   

Total 96 100.0   

25. It is extremely important that the teacher is friendly and encouraging in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage  

 

Neutral                             1                                                    1.0 

Agree                            11                                                  11.5 

Strongly Agree                            84                                                  87.5 

Total                            96                                                 100.0 

26. The teacher should be the center of attention in the lesson, not the learner 

 Frequency    Percentage   

 

Very little use 11 11.5   

Useful to some extent 55 57.3   

Useful 18 18.8   

Very useful 15 12.5   

Total 96 100.0   

27. The learner should be the centre of attention in the lesson, not the teacher 

  Frequency  Percentage   

 

Disagree 1 1.0   

Neutral 7 7.3   

Agree 30 31.3   

Strongly Agree 58 60.4   

Total 96 100.0   
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28. Teacher should be reactive to students’ spontaneous needs 

                    Frequency                                       Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree 2 2.1   

Disagree 12 12.5   

Neutral 33 34.4   

Agree 24 25.0   

Strongly Agree 25 26.0   

Total 96 100.0   

29. Learners should be active in the lesson – showing initiative, asking for information and 
expressing one's own opinions 

     Frequency Percentage   

 

Neutral       3 3.1   

Agree       12 12.5   

Strongly Agree       81 84.4   

Total       96 100.0   

30. Students should be responsible for their own learning 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Neutral   1 1.0   

Agree   7 7.3   

Strongly Agree   88 91.7   

Total                                      96 100.0   

31. There should be mostly student-student interaction in the language classroom 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Disagree   15 15.6   

Neutral   34 35.4   

Agree   22 22.9   

Strongly Agree   25 26.0   

Total   96 100.0   

32. There should be mostly student-student interaction in the language classroom 

             Frequency       Percentage   

 

Very little use         4 4.2   

Useful to some extent        10 10.4   

Useful        21 21.9   

Very useful        61 63.3   

Total        96 100.0   

33. There should be mostly student talking (ST) in the language classroom 

        Frequency             Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree                   1           1.0   

Disagree                   4          4.2   

Neutral                   6    6.3   

Agree                  43  44.8   

Strongly Agree                  42   43.8   

Total                  96  100.0   

 34. There should be mostly teacher talking (TT)  in the language classroom 

   Frequency        Percentage   

 

Very little use                                12  12.5   

Useful to some extent                                47  49.0   

Useful                                26  27.1   

Very useful                                11                   11.5   

Total                                96   100.0   
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35. By working in pairs/groups learners learn from one another 

        Frequency        Percentage   

 

 Disagree                                       1                   1.0   

 Neutral                                       1                  1.0   

 Agree                                      48                 50.0   

 Strongly Agree                                      46                 47.9   

 Total                                      96                100.0   

36. Working in pairs/groups contributes to natural interaction and meaningful language 
production among learners in the language classroom 

                  Frequency      Percentage   

 

Neutral   1     1.0   

Agree  33      34.4   

Strongly Agree  62     64.6   

Total  96     100.0   

37. The atmosphere in the classroom should be fun, stimulating and stress-free 

     Frequency                       Percentage   

 

Disagree      1    1.0   

Neutral      2    2.1   

Agree      12    12.5   

Strongly Agree      81    84.4   

Total       96    100.0   

38. It is important to correct learners’ every error immediately 

                                                                  Frequency                                                                   Percentage   

 Very little use            7                         7.3   

Useful to some extent            33                           34.4   

Useful            18                         18.8   

Very useful            38                         39.5   

Tota l           96                         100.0   

39. It is a good idea to encourage learners to self-correct/peer-correct  

       Frequency                            Percentage   

 

Disagree         2         2.1   

Neutral         2         2.1   

Agree         48         50.0   

Strongly Agree         44          45.8   

Total         96         100.0   

40. The teacher should not interrupt and should provide the delayed feedback/correction 
when pupils are engaged in a free speaking activity (debate, discussion, presentation) 

                     Frequency                    Percentage   

 

Neutral                 1              1.0   

Agree                39               40.6   

Strongly Agree                 56               58.3   

Total                 96               100.0   

41. As many authentic materials should be used as possible 

       Frequency      Percentage   

 

Disagree                       3      3.1   

Neutral                      14      14.6   

Agree                      46      47.9   

Strongly Agree                      33      34.4   

Total                      96      100.0   
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42. Role-playing and simulations are a very good way to practice the language 
communicatively 

                                    Frequency                       Percentage   

 

Disagree                          2               2.1   

Neutral                          4              4.1   

Agree                          36               37.5   

Strongly Agree                          54               56.3   

Total                          96              100.0   

43. Truly communicative activity is characterized by information gap 

                                                                   Frequency  Percentage   

 

 Disagree                                   7     7.3   

 Neutral                                  14      14.6   

 Agree                                  43       44.8   

 Strongly Agree                                  32      33.3   

 Total                                  96      100.0   

44. A truly communicative activity is characterized by freedom of expression –learners choose 
what to say themselves 

                Frequency                    Percentage   

 

 Disagree   7                        7.3   

 Neutral   21                       21.9   

 Agree  42                       43.8   

 Strongly Agree   26                       27.1   

 Total   96                       100.0   

45. Activities, like fill in the gaps, multiple choice tests, question and answer, do not promote 
fluency in the language learner 

                      Frequency   Percentage   

  

 Strongly Disagree 4      4.2   

 Disagree 30      31.3   

 Neutral 18      18.8   

 Agree 29      30.2   

 Strongly Agree 15       15.6   

 Total 96      100.0   

46. Debates, discussions, presentations promote the communicative competence in the 
language learner 

        Frequency             Percentage   

 

Disagree 1                    1.0   

Neutral 1                    1.0   

Agree 26                   27.1   

Strongly Agree 68                    0.8   

Total 96 100.0   
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APPENDIX 7.6: QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: TEACHERS’  
EVALUATIONS OF LANGUAGE ACTIVITIES7 

 
13. Students read out the sentences of an exercise 

 Frequency                           Percentage   

 

Not useful at all                                       10           10.4   

Very little use                                       18           18.8   

Useful to some 
extent 

                                      36           37.5   

Useful                                       30           31.3   

Very useful                                        2            2.1   

Total                                       96           100.0   

14. Students discuss the issues related to the reading passage, make predictions; 
after reading the text, students check their guesses and answer comprehension 
questions 

  Frequency                Percentage   

 

 Useful to some extent      4                        4.2   

 Useful      8                         8.3   

 Very useful      84        87.5   

Total      96         100.0   

15. Teacher reads out a text from the course book, students listen and answer questions, 
teacher asks about the text 

 Frequency           Percentage   

 

Not useful at all                           7         7.3   

Very little use                          11          11.5   

Useful to some extent                          47         49.0   

Useful                          17         17.7   

Very useful                          14         14.6   

Total                          96         100.0   

16. Students listen to the BBC episode; they discuss the information they got, they listen  
the second time for more details 

 Frequency                    Percentage  

 

Not useful at all 2    2.1   

Very little use 2    2.1   

Useful to some extent 5    5.2   

Useful 19    19.8   

Very useful 68    70.8   

Total 96    100.0   

17. Students ask each other questions from the course book 

  Frequency   Percentage   

 

Not useful at all  4    4.2   

Very little use  9    9.4   

Useful to some extent  32    33.3   

Useful  27    28.1   

Very useful  24    25.0   

Total  96   100.0   

  

                                                           
7The numbering of the items in this appendix follows that of the original questionnaire (see Appendix 7.3).  
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18. Students hold a debate about a controversial issue 

 Frequency        Percentage   

 

Not useful at all  1    1.0   

Useful to some extent   5    5.2   

Useful   10    10.4   

Very useful   80    83.3   

Total   96    100.0   

19. Students write down sentences from the board/course book 

   Frequency          Percentage   

 

Not useful at all                9                 9.4   

Very little use              20 20.8   

Useful to some extent              42 43.8   

Useful              17                 17.7   

Very useful               8                  8.3                         

Total              96 100.0   

20. Students write an e-mail to a virtual friend 

                          Frequency                     Percentage   

 

Not useful at all  1               1.0   

Very little use  1              1.0   

Useful to some extent  5              5.2   

Useful  29              30.2   

Very useful  60              62.5   

Total  96                100.0   
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APPENDIX 7.7: QUESTIONNAIRE RESULTS: TEACHERS’    
EVALUATIONS OF CLT-RELATED DIFFICULTIES 
 

47. Unless the teacher is proficient in the target foreign language, she/he will not be able to 
teach communicatively 

 Frequency    Percentage   

 

Disagree      1  1.0   

Neutral      2  2.1   

Agree     15 15.6   

Strongly Agree      78 81.3   

Total     96 100.0   

48. Unless the teacher is well aware what exactly Communicative Competence means, 
she/he will not be able to efficiently apply CLT 

           Frequency                              Percentage   

 

Disagree  2  2.1   

Neutral  2  2.1   

Agree 38 39.6   

Strongly Agree 54 56.3   

Total 96 100.0   

49. Unless the teacher has had a professional teachers’ training in methodology, she/he will 
not be able to teach communicatively 

    Fre      Frequency                         Percentage   

 

Disagree   6  6.3   

Neutral  14 14.6   

Agree  41 42.7   

Strongly Agree  35 36.5   

Total  96 100.0   

50. There is fear of applying a new method on the part of the teacher 

 Frequency                                Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree  3                            3.1   

Disagree  9                            9.4   

Neutral 18                           18.8   

Agree 31                           32.3   

Strongly Agree 35                           36.5   

Total 96                          100.0   

51. It is often difficult for a teacher to overcome the influence of the traditional way of 
teaching that she/he was herself/himself exposed to 

 Frequency                              Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree   8   8.3   

Disagree 18  18.8   

Neutral 21  21.9   

Agree 31  32.3   

Strongly Agree 18  18.8   

Total 96 100.0   
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52. CLT delegates too much independence and autonomy to the learner in the process of 
learning 

 Frequency                       Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree                 4  4.2   

Disagree 33 34.4   

Neutral 30 31.3   

Agree 17 17.7   

Strongly Agree 12 12.5   

Total 96 100.0   

53. It is difficult to involve all students in communicative activities (some are shy, reserved, 
are lazy to speak out and be active, etc) 

 Frequency                        Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree   1    1.0   

Disagree  24 25.0   

Neutral  12 12.5   

Agree  42 43.8   

Strongly Agree  17 17.7   

Total  96 100.0   

54. It is difficult to make Georgian learners speak in the target foreign language among 
themselves 

                                         Flequency      Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree   2    2.1   

Disagree 19 19.8   

Neutral 23  24.0   

Agree 35  36.5   

Strongly Agree 17 17.7   

Total 96 100.0   

55. Learners with mixed levels and abilities are especially difficult to deal with in CLT 
Lesson 

                                           Frequency                                Percentage 

 Disagree                        5                       5.2 

Neutral                       10                       10.4 

Agree                       49                       51.0 

Strongly Agree                       32                       33.3 

Total                       96                      100.0 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

56. Applying CLT with large groups of students often results in difficulties (noise, discipline 
problems, lack of individual attention, not enough space) 

 Frequency                             Percentage   

 

Disagree  5  5.2   

Neutral 10  10.4   

Agree 50  52.1   

Strongly Agree 31  32.3   

Total 96    100.0   

57. The examination system, which focuses of testing learners’ knowledge of language 
forms negatively affects teachers/learners motivation to use CLT 

    Frequency         Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree    8    8.3   

Disagree   52    54.2   

Neutral   20   20.8   

Agree   10   10.4   

Strongly Agree    6   6.3   

Total   96  100.0   
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58. Special teaching equipment is needed to apply CLT in the language classroom (a 
computer, a CD player, the Internet, etc) 

  Frequency          Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree  1   1.0   

Disagree  5   5.2   

Neutral  8   8.3   

Agree 32  33.3   

Strongly Agree 50  52.1   

Total 96 100.0   

59. Officially pre-defined language curriculum to which language teachers have to adhere 
does not contribute to CLT application in the classroom (teachers cannot adapt teaching 
materials or cater to students’ individual needs and interests) 

   Frequency         Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree  3   3.1   

Disagree 23  24.0   

Neutral 30  31.3   

Agree 31  32.3   

Strongly Agree  9   9.4   

Total 96 100.0   
 

60. CLT activities can be time consuming, which often results in lack of teaching time 

   Frequency         Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree  1   1.0   

Disagree 29  30.2   

Neutral 19  19.8   

Agree 35    36.5   

Strongly Agree 12  12.5   

Total 96 100.0   

61. It is much more difficult to assess learners’ communicative skills than grammar or 
vocabulary 

   Frequency                 Percentage   

 

Strongly Disagree  2   2.1   

Disagree  6   6.3   

Neutral  7   7.3   

Agree 42  43.8   

Strongly Agree 39  40.6   

Total 96 100.0   
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APPENDIX 8.1A: LEARNER QUESTIONNAIRE (GEORGIAN) 

kiTxvari moswavleebisTvis AP 
PE 
nawili I 
 

1.  saxeli da gvari… … 
2.   skola                           

3.   asaki ramdeni welia am skolaSi swavlobT?  sad swavlobdiT manamde? 

4.   ramdeni welia ucxo enas swavlobT skolaSi? 

5. skolis gareT Tu giswavliaT ucxo ena? (kerZo skolaSi, kerZo   

maswavlebelTan?) sad? ramdeni weli? 
 

SemoxazeT a. an b. an orive varianti 

 a. ukeTesad vswavlob maSin, rodesac ucxo enis gakveTilze qarTulad 

vsaubrob. 

 b. ukeTesad vswavlob maSin, rodesac ucxo enis gakveTilze ucxo enaze 

vsaubrob. 
 

 a. ukeTesad mesmis teqsti, rodesac teqstis irgvliv vmsjelobT, da mere 

vkiTxulobT da  axali sityvebis mniSvnelobis   gamocnobas Tavad vcdilob 

da Semdeg maswavlebelTan erTad ganvixilav. 

 b. ukeTesad mesmis teqsti, rodesac teqsts da ucxo sityvebs vizepireb.   
 
 a. gakveTilze saubrisas, met yuradRebas vaqcev imas, Tu raze vsaubrob.  
 b. gakveTilze saubrisas, met yuradRebas vaqcev imas, Tu ramdenad sworad 

vambob saTqmels.  
 
 

 a. mirCevnia maswavlebeli ar mawyvetinebdes saubars da Secdomebs mogvianebiT  

misworebdes.  

 b. mirCevnia maswavlebeli yvela Cem Secdomas saubris drosve misworebdes. 
 

 a. ukeTesia, rodesac maswavlebeli maZlevs SesaZleblobas da mexmareba 

daSvebuli Secdoma TviTon gavasworo.  

 b. ukeTesia, rodesac maswavlebeli TviTon misworebs Secdomebs.  
 
 

a. gakveTilze metwilad moswavleebi unda urTierTobdnen erTmaneTSi. 
b. gakveTilze maswavlebeli unda iyos yuradRebis centrSi da igi unda 

warmarTavdes gakveTils. 
 

 

 a. gakveTilze ZiriTadad maswavlebeli unda saubrobdes. 

 b. gakveTilze metwilad moswavleebi unda saubrobdnen. 
 
 

 a. ukeTesad vswavlob da naklebad daZabuli var, rodesac davalebebs klasSi 

wyvilebSi/jgufebSi vasrulebT. 

 b. ukeTesad vswavlob, rodesac davalebebs klasSi marto vasruleb. 

 

a. ukeTesad vswavlob, rodesac gakveTilze vvaqtiurob: vsvam SekiTxvebs, viTxov 

ganmartebas, ganvmartav sakuTar azrs. 

b. ukeTesad vswavlb, rodesac gakveTilze CemTvis, Cumad vzivar da marto 
vmuSaob; vsaubrob  mxolod maSin, rodesac maswavlebeli moiTxovs amas.  

 
a. maswavlebeli bavSvebs unda aZlevdes saSualebas TaviTon mixvdnen 

konteqstidan Tu  rogor moqmedebs esa Tu is wesi. 
b. maswavlebelma wesi moswavleebs TviTon unda auxsnas. 



306  APPENDICES 

 

 

 

a. Mmaswavlebeli megobruli da keTilganwyobili unda iyos. 

b. Mmaswavlebeli unda iyos mkacri da momTxovni. 
 

a. maswavlebeli TiToeul moswavles individualur yuradRebas unda aqcevdes. 

b. maswavlebeli mTlianobaSi klass unda aswavlides da TiToeuli moswavlis 

problemaze gakveTilze dros ar unda kargavdes. 
 

a. gakveTilze meti yuradReba enis unarebis (saubari, mosmena, wera, kiTxva) 

ganviTarebas unda eTmobodes. 

b. gakveTilze meti dro gramatikis, leqsikisa da fonetikis Seswavlas unda 
eTmobodes. 

 

a. ukeTesia gamocdaze enis unarebi  (saubari, mosmena, wera, kiTxva) mowmdebodes.  
b. ukeTesia gamocdaze gramatikis, leqsikisa da fonetikis codna mowmdebodes. 
 

a. swavlis process sasiamovnos xdis iseTi saswavlo masalis gamoyeneba, 

rogoricaa Jurnali ucxo enaze, gazeTi, statia internetidan. 

b. swavleba mxolod saxelmZRvanelos mixedviT unda xorcieldebodes. 
 

a. gakveTilze minda vswavlobde imas, rasac vici rom gamocdaze momTxoven 

b. gakveTilze minda maswavlidnen imas, rac vici, rom realur cxovrebaSi 

gamomadgeba 
 

a. iseTi aqtivoba, romelic realur cxvrebaSi arsebul situacias hgavs, 

swavlis process metad sasiamovnos da sasargeblos   xdis. (mag. sasurveli 

informaciis mopoveba, arsebuli problemis gadaWra, debatebi, a.S.) 

b. martivi, aqtivobebi, rogoricaa, kiTxva-pasuxi, dialogis dazepireba da Semdeg 

gaTamaSeba, savarjiSos Sevseba, ufro martivia da swavlas miadvilebs.  
 

xuTquliani Sefasebis Skalaze, miuTiTeT Tu ramdenad mogwonT warmodgenili 

aqtivoba: 
 

(5–Zalian momwons; 4–momwons; 3–maqvs neitraluri pozicia; 3–ar momwons; 1–
Zalian ar momwons) 

 

debatebi da diskusiebi_____ werilobiTi gramatikuli savarjiSoebi _____  
 

werilobiTi leqsikuri savarjiSoebi _____  prezentaciebi____                                  
 

dazepirebuli teqstis Cabareba _____    enobrivi TamaSebi _____  

roluri TamaSebi_____                    karnaxi_____     
 

nawili 2 
 

gakveTilze ucxo enaze saubari rTulia 

veTanxmebi Aar veTanxmebi miWirs pasuxis gacema 
 

qarTvel TanaklaselTan ucxo enaze saubari uxerxulobas miqmnis 

veTanxmebi Aar veTanxmebi miWirs pasuxis gacema 
 

rodesac jgufSi bevri bavSvia, es swavlaSi miSlis xels 

veTanxmebi Aar veTanxmebi miWirs pasucis gacema 
 

ar mainteresebs iseTi saswavlo masala, romelic CemTvis ucnob  

situaciebs da garemos exeba 

veTanxmebi Aar veTanxmebi miWirs pasuxis gacema 
 

wyvilebSi/jgufebSi muSaoba xmaurs iwvevs, rac swavlaSi miSlis  

xels. 

veTanxmebi Aar veTanxmebi miWirs pasuxis gacema 
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APPENDIX 8.1B: LEARNER QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 

1. Name:  

2. School: 

3. Grade: 

4. Age: 

5.  When did you start studying a foreign language in school? 

6. Had you studied the language before that elsewhere? 

7. Do you have any exposure to foreign language teaching outside the   school? Where?  
 

 

 

Section 1: CLT conceptions 
 

Circle the letter (a. or b. or both) which corresponds to your preference 
 

1. Learning theory 
 

(1) 
a. I learn better when Georgian is spoken in the class 
b. I learn better when a foreign language is spoken in the class 
 

(2) 

a. While working on the text, I learn better when I discuss the text and analyze the vocabulary  

b. While working on a text, I learn better when I memorize the text and list of vocabulary 

(3).  

a. It is more important to pay attention to the meaning of what you are saying 

b. It is more important to pay attention to the correct form of what you are saying  

(4). 

a. I learn better when the teacher makes us guess/deduce the meaning of language forms ourselves  
b. I learn better when the teacher explains rules herself/himself 
 

2. Error correction 
 

(5) 

a. I would rather the teacher did not interrupt me and corrected mistakes afterwards 

b. I would rather the teacher corrected all my mistakes while I am speaking 

(6) 

a. It is more useful when the teacher makes us to selfcorrect 

b. It is more useful when the teacher corrects our mistakes herself/himself  

4. Classroom interaction  
(7).  
a. There should be more student-student interaction 
b. There should be more teacher-student interaction 

(8) 

a. There should be more teacher talking time 

b. There should be more student talking time 

(9) 

a. I learn better and feel more relaxed when I work in pairs/groups 

b. I learn better and feel more relaxed when I work on my own 
 

4. Teachers’ and learners roles  
 

(10) 

a. I learn better when I am active: when I take the initiative, express my opinion 

b. I learn better when I sit quietly, working on my own and speak out when the teacher calls on me.  

(11) 

a. The teacher should be friendly and encouraging                                                                                           

b. The teacher should be strict and demanding 

 



308  APPENDICES 

 

 

(12) 

a. The teacher should pay individual attention to each student 

b. The teacher should teach the class as a whole, and not worry about needs of each student 
 

5. Syllabus and course design 
(13) 
a. In the lesson, more time has to be dedicated to developing language skills  
b. In the lesson, more time has to be dedicated to teaching grammar, vocabulary and phonology      
(14)  
a. It would be better if language skills were tested at the exam 
b. It would be better if grammar, vocabulary and phonology were tested at the exam 
 

(15) 

a. I would like to be taught the language and skills that I will need in real life 

b. I would like to be taught the language and skills that will be tested at final exams 
 

6. Teaching material and language activities: 
(16) 

a. I like when the material is authentic – the Internet resources, magazines, newspapers, etc. 

b. I like when the material comes from the coursebooks or other academic source. 
 

(17) 

a. Activities which resemble real life task help me more in the learning process 

b. Activities which are structured, straightforward, like asking and answering the questions from the 

coursebook, memorizing the dialogues, filling in the gaps, help me more in the learning process 
 

Section 2 
 

7.  CLT versus Non-CLT activities 
 

On a four-point evaluation scale, please indicate how much you like/do not like the below presented language activities: 
 

(4–like very much; 3–like; 2–have neutral attitude; 1–do not like it; 0–do not like it at all) 
 

18. Debates and discussions_____                            

19. Presentations____                        

20. Language games _____                                                                          

21. Dialogues and role plays_____            

22. Fill-in the gaps exercises_____       

23. Reciting a memorized text _____    

24. Written grammar/vocabulary exercises_____ 

25. Dictations_____     
 

Section 3 
 

8. CLT-related Challenges 
 

Circle one of the options: ‘agree’, ‘disagree’, ‘not sure’. 
 

26.  Learning in a foreign language is difficult for me 
 

 
 

27. I feel uncomfortable when I have to speak in a foreign language with a Georgian classmate 
 

agree disagree not sure 
 

28. Having many students in the group makes it difficult to learn a foreign language 
 

agree disagree not sure 
 

29. It is difficult for me to get interested in the material which is not related to my  

agree disagree not sure 
 

30. Speaking activities and pair/group work results in much noise, which makes it difficult for me to learn a 
language 

 

agree disagree not sure 

agree disagree not sure 
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APPENDIX 8.2: FREQUENCY ANALYSIS OF THE LEARNER 
QUESTIONNAIRE DATA  

 
 

SECTION 1 
 
 

Items 1–17: General CLT conceptions 
 

 

 

 

 

  

1. It is better to have the foreign language spoken in the class than Georgian. 

     Frequency               Percantage  

 

  Disagree 143 20.6   

 Not sure 105 15.2   

 Agree 445 64.2   

  Total 693 100   

2. While working on the text, I learn better when I discuss the text and analyze the 

vocabulary afterwards rather than when I memorize the text and lists of vocabulary. 

         Frequency           Percentage   

 

Disagree  39            5.6   

Not sure  28            4.0   

Agree 626           90.3   

Total 693           100   

3. It is more important to pay attention to the meaning of what you are saying than to the 
correct form.  

     Frequency Percentage   

 

   Disagree 321      46.3   

   Not sure 182      26.3   

   Agree 190      27.4   

   Total 693      100   

4. I learn better when the teacher makes us guess/deduce the meaning of language 
forms ourselves than when teacher explains rules. 

                    Frequency                          Percentage     

 

Disagree    406    58.6   

Not sure     88    12.7   

Agree    199    28.7   

Total    693    100   

5. I would rather the teacher corrected the mistakes I make after I finish speaking rather 
than during speaking. 

                             Frequency                                  Percentage   

 

       Disagree          349                         50.4   

      Not sure           16                          2.3   

      Agree          327                        47.2   
      Total                                   693                                   100       
 

6.  It is more useful when the teacher makes us to selfcorrect than when the teacher 
corrects our mistakes herself/himself. 

                            Frequency                           Percentage   

 

   Disagree           95          13.7   

   Not sure           38           5.5   

     Agree          560          80.8   

     Total          693           100   
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7. There should be more student-student interaction than teacher-student interaction. 

     Frequency                            Percentage   

 

   Disagree          461        66.5   

   Not sure           80        11.5   

   Agree          152        21.9   

   Total          693        100   

8. There should be more student talking time than teacher talking time. 

      Frequency                     Percentage   

 

     Disagree             307          44.3   

     Not sure             146          21.1   

     Agree             240          34.6   

     Total             693          100   

9. I learn better and feel more relaxed when I work in pairs/groups than when I work on 
my own. 

        Frequency                            Percentage   

 

    Disagree                          218               31.5   

    Not sure                           64                9.2   

    Agree                          411               59.3   

    Total                          693               100   

10. I learn better when I am active in the lesson: take initiative, express my opinion, than 
when I sit quietly working on my own and only speak out when the teacher calls on me. 

 Frequency                              Percentage   

  

  Disagree                       12          17.6   

  Not sure                       42           6.1   

  Agree                      529          76.3   

 Total                      693          100   

11. The teacher should be friendly and encouraging rather than strict and demanding.  

           Frequency                          Percentage   

 

Disagree                 85                   12.3   

Not sure                156                    22.5                      

Agree                452                          65.2                    

Total                                693                             100   

12. The teacher should pay individual attention to each student rather than teach the class 
as a whole and not worry about needs of each individual student. 

     Frequency                             Percentage   

 

Disagree           242                34.9   

Not sure            53                     7.6   

Agree           398                57.4   

Total           693               100   

13. In the lesson more time has to be dedicated to developing language skills (reading, 
listening, speaking, and writing) than to teaching grammar, vocabulary and phonology. 

           Frequency                              Percentage   

 

 Disagree 166      24.0   

 Not sure 240       34.6   

 Agree 287       41.4   

 Total 693      100   
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Section 2 
Items 18-25: CLT and non-CLT language activities 
 
 

18. Debates and discussions 

16. I like when the material comes from outside the classroom - the Internet, magazines, 
newspapers than from the coursebook. 

                                Frequency                                             Percentage   

 

Disagree                        134              19.3   

Not sure                         59               8.5   

Agree                        500              72.2   

Total                      693                  100   

17. I prefer activities which prepare me for real life communication than activities which are 
more structured and academic in nature 

                        Frequency                                        Percentage   

 

 Disagree                     469                           23.5    

 Not sure                      60                  8.7   

 Agree                     163                 67.7   
 Total                           693                                                                             100      

 Frequency               Percentage   

 

I do not like it at all      30 4.3   
I do not like it      18 2.6   
have a neutral position     121 17.5   
I like it     232 33.5   
I like it very much     292 42.1   
Total     693 100   

19. Presentations 

 Frequency   Percentage   

 

I do not like it at all 15                   2.2   
I do not like it 26                   3.8   
have a neutral position 69                    10.0   
I like it 161                    23.2   
I like it very much 422                    60.9   
Total 693                    100   

14. It would be better if language skills were tested at the exam than grammar, vocabulary 
and phonology. 

     Frequency                                  Percentage   

  

Disagree 208  30.0   

Not sure   172  24.8   

Agree   313  45.2   

Total   693                     100   

      

15. I would prefer to be taught the language and skills that I will need in real life than the 
language and skills that will be tested at final exams. 

     Frequency                                  Percentage   

 

Disagree  364 52.5   

Not sure  236 34.1   

Agree   93 13.4   

Total  693                      100   
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20. Language games 

 Frequency                 Percentage   

 

I do not like it at all 18 2.6   

I do not like it 31 4.5   

have a neutral position 100 14.4   

I like it 198 28.6   

I like it very much 346 49.9   

Total 693 100   
 

23. Reciting a memorized text 

        Frequency                                               Percentage  

 

I do not like it at all    197 28.4   

I do not like it    132 19.0   

have a neutral position    178 25.7   

I like it    114 16.5   

I like it very much              72                   10.4   

Total            693                   100   

24. Grammar/vocabulary exercises 

  Frequency                                 Percentage   

 

I do not like it at all 29        4.2   

I do not like it 44        6.3   

have a neutral 
position 

164        23.7   

I like it 242        34.9   

I like it very much 214        30.9   

Total 693        100   

  

21. Dialogues and role plays 

     Frequency             Percentage   

 

I do not like it at all                    33                    4.8   

I do not like it                    57                    8.2   

have a neutral position        145                      20.9   

I like it        179                     25.8   

I like it very much        279                     40.3   

Total        693                    100   

  22. Fill-in the gaps exercises     

 Frequency            Percentage   

 

   I do not like it at all           30            4.3   

   I do not like it          58            8.4   

   have a neutral position         187           27.0   

   I like it         269           38.8   

   I like it very much           149                 21.5   

   Total          693                 100   
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25. Dictations 

       Frequency             Percentage   

 

I do not like it at all        165                     23.8   

I do not like it        121                     17.5   

have a neutral position        03                     29.3   

I like it         95                     13.7   

I like it very much            108                     15.6   

Total        693                       100    

 

 Section 3 
   

 Items 26-30: CLT-related difficulties  
 
26. It is difficult for me to study in a foreign language. 

       Frequency                       Percentage   

 

I disagree                387        55.8   

I am not sure                147         21.2   

I agree                159         22.9   

Total                693        100   
 

27. I feel uncomfortable when I have to speak in a foreign language with a Georgian 
classmate. 

         Frequency          Percentage   

 

I disagree            485                         70.0   

I am not sure 84        12.1   

I agree 124       17.9   

Total 693    100   

28. Having many students in the group makes it difficult to learn a foreign language. 

  Frequency          Percentage   

 

I disagree 280                                         40.4   

I am not sure 100                               14.4   

I agree 313                               45.2   

Total 693                              100   

29. It is difficult for me to get interested in the material which is not related to my context 
(culture. everyday life). 

            Frequency                Percentage   

 

I disagree                                         362                          52.2   

I am not sure                               118                          17.0   

I agree                               213                          30.7   

Total                               693                         100   

30. Speaking activities and pair/group work results in much noise, which makes it difficult 
for me to learn a language. 

                  Frequency        Percentage   

 

I disagree                                     431 62.2   

I am not sure                                     98 14.1   

I agree                                     164 23.7   

Total                                     693 100   
 

  



314  APPENDICES 

 

 

APPENDIX 8.3: THE EFFECT OF ‘SCHOOL TYPE’ ON 
 

LEARNERS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS CLT  
 

 

Questionnaire Section 1 
 
 

 

Questionnaire items: thematic groups 1–6 
 

Mean 
 

SD 
 

Sig. 

1. Language and Learning Theory 

Public Central 3.538 .667  

Public Peripheral 3.54 .647  

Private Central 4.00 .840 .009 

Private Peripheral 3.98 .751 .000 

Total 3.60 .696  

2. Error Correction 

Public Central 3.57 1.180  
Public Peripheral 3.62 1.234  
Private Central 3.98 1.097  
Private Peripheral 3.85 1.228  
Total 3.64 1.205  

3. Classroom Interaction 

Public Central 2.75 1.138  
Public Peripheral 2.89 1.123  
Private Central 2.92 1.080  
Private Peripheral 2.84 1.118  
Total 2.82 1.127  

4. Learner and Teacher Roles 

Public Central 3.79 1.039  
Public Peripheral 3.94 1.058  
Private Central 4.10 .887  
Private Peripheral 4.06 .992  
Total 3.89 1.037  

5. Syllabus and Course Design 

Public Central 2.91 1.033  
Public Peripheral 2.98 1.004  
Private Central 2.98 1.051  
Private Peripheral 3.05 1.204  
Total 2.96 1.039  

6. Teaching Materials and Activities 

Public Central 4.01 1.264  

Public Peripheral 3.86 1.362  

Private Central 4.28 1.086  

Private Peripheral 4.14 1.285  

Total 3.98 1.300  
 

  

                                                           
8As a result of post hoc analysis, statistically significant differences were detected between the public and 
private school learners’ attitudes towards CLT conceptions; the significance level is indicated in the right-
hand column  
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Questionnaire Section 2 
 

   Composite mean scores of learners’ attitudes towards CLT and non-CLT  
    activities across various school types  

 

Questionnaire items: thematic group 7                       Mean        SD               Sig.  

CLT activities9 

public central   4.09  .622          .005   

Public  Peripheral   4.27  .567          .000   

private central   4.32  .625         .000   

private peripheral  3.60 1.072    

Total  4.13 .682    

Non-CLT activities10 

public central  3.30 .715          .001            

Public  Peripheral  3.34 .659         .000   

Private Central  2.84 .676    

Private Peripheral  2.55 .839    

Total  3.22 .743      

Questionnaire Section 3 
 
 

   Learners’ assessments of CLT-related challenges across different school types 
 

Questionnaire items: thematic group 8  Mean SD         Sig. 

26.11 It is difficult for me to study in a foreign 
language 

Public Central 2.69 1.979     .027 

Public  Peripheral 3.16 1.997  

Private Central 2.20 1.856     .023 

Private Peripheral 1.80 1.612     .000 

Total 2.77 1.988  

27. I feel uncomfortable when I have to speak 
in a foreign language with a Georgian 
classmate 

Public Central 2.17 1.824  

Public Peripheral 2.19 1.834  
Private Central 2.00 1.754  
Private Peripheral 2.23 1.861  
Total 2.18 1.824  

28. Having many students in the group makes 
it difficult to learn a foreign language 

Public Central 3.34 1.974  
Public Peripheral 3.45 1.953  
Private Central 3.20 2.015  
Private Peripheral 3.52 1.945  
Total 3.39 1.962  

29. It is difficult for me to get interested in 
the material which is not related to my 
context (culture, everyday life) 

Public Central 2.95 2.003  
Public Peripheral 2.96 2.003  
Private Central 2.60 1.985  
Private Peripheral 2.78 2.004  
Total 2.92 2.000  

30.12 Speaking activities and pair/group work 
results in much noise, which makes it difficult 
for me to learn a language 

Public Central 2.46 1.928      .001 

Public Peripheral 2.71 1.983  

Private Central 1.50 1.340      .000 

Private Peripheral 2.54 1.961  

Total 2.51 1.941  

 

                                                           
9 As a result of a post hoc analysis, a significant difference was revealed between Private Peripheral school and all other 

school type learners’ attitudes towards CLT activities. The significance level is indicated in the right column. 
10 Private school learners were found to be significantly less in favor of non-CLT activities than public school learners; the 

significance level is indicated in the right column. 
11 A statistically significant difference was revealed between Public Peripheral and all other school types: public,   central: 

p.=.027; Private Central: p.=.023; Private Peripheral: p.=.000. 
12 A statistically significant difference was revealed between Public Peripheral and Public Central (p.=.001) and Private 

Central (p.=.000) school types. With no other items was any statistically significant difference detected. 



APPENDIX 9.1: OBSERVATION FORM USED IN THE STUDY 

 

 
 

  

3
1
6
 

   

 School: …                                                              Grade: …                                                Course book used: … 

Date: …                         Level: …                          Length of lesson: …                               Number of students: …  

_______________ 

  

Lesson focus: …                                                     Method used: … 

Classroom Behavior Yes No Partly 

1. Language and learning theory 

1. There is more focus on meaning than form of the language 
 

    

2. Natural situation for meaningful language use is provided   

    

3.  Language functions are dealt with     

4.   Discourse and strategic competencies are dealt with     

5.   Target language is spoken in the lesson     

6.  There is more fluency than accuracy work done in the lesson     

7.  An inductive rather than deductive approach is used while explaining language concepts     



 

 

 

3
1
7
 

2. Course design and syllabus 

 8.  The course is primarily aimed at teaching lear 

ners language functions and help them develop language skills  

   

 9.  Besides the course book, other teaching resources, more adapted to learners' needs and interests, are 

also incorporated into the study process 

    

10. The lesson is aimed at preparing learners for real life   communication 

 

 

 

 

    

3. Teacher and learner roles 

 
11. The teacher is a facilitator, monitor, a guide, feedback provider,  needs analyst, co-communicator      

12. The teacher provides a relaxed and pleasant atmosphere in the class      

13. The teacher is friendly and encouraging     

14. The teacher is reactive to students’ spontaneous needs     

15. The learner is independent in the study process     

4. Classroom interaction 

16. There is more student-student than teacher-student interaction      

17. There is more student talking time (STT) than teacher talking time (TTT)     

18. There is pair/group work conducted in the lesson      

19. The individual attention is paid to learners' needs and interests     

20. Teaching process is student-centered 
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5. Error correction 

21. Error correction is provided in the form of a delayed feedback during free speaking activities     

22. The learners are encouraged to peer-correct     

23. The learners are encouraged to self-correct     

6. Teaching materials and activities 

24. Some authentic materials are used      

25. Material seems to be interesting and matching to the learners’ needs     

26. Many CLT activities are conducted in the lesson, such as discussions, debates, role plays, presentations     

27. The activities have truly communicative character      

       7. Challenges 

28. Teachers are not proficient in the target foreign language     

29. Teachers do not seem to be aware of CLT principles     

30. Teachers do not seem to be trained in using CLT     

31. There is the influence of traditional way of teaching felt in the class     

32. Students do not seem willing to speak out and be active in the lesson     

33. Students seem uncomfortable speaking in a foreign language with each other     

34. Learners of various level of language proficiency seem to be causing difficulties     

35. Learners are having difficulties learning in the foreign language     

36. Large group of students seem to be complicating the study process      

37. There are classroom management problems (noise, chaos, not enough space) related to CLT practices     
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   APPENDIX 9.2: CLT PRINCIPLES OBSERVED IN THE ENGLISH LESSONS IN TBILISI 

1. There is more focus on meaning than form of the language 

 Frequency  Percentage   

 

Not True     18     69.2   

Partly True      3     11.5   

True      5     19.2   

Total     26      100   

2. Natural situation for meaningful language use is provided 

  Frequency              Percentage   

 

Not True       18                                           69.2   

Partly True       4                                            15.4   

True       4                                           15.4   

Total      26                                             100   

3. Language functions are dealt with 

                Frequency   Percentage   

 

Not True                  22   84.6   

Partly True                   2    7.7           

True                   2    7.7   

Total                  26   100   

4. Discourse and strategic competences are dealt with 

    Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True        22     84.6   

Partly True         2      7.7   

True         2      7.7   

Total          26     100   

5. The target language is spoken in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True         4     15.4   

Partly True        10     38.5   

True        12     46.2   

Total        26      100   

6. There is more fluency than accuracy work done in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True      15    57.7   

Partly True       6    23.1   

True       5    19.2   

Total       26        100   

7. Attention is paid to learners' individual needs and interests 

 Frequency                                             Perrcentage    

 

Not True      17                                                         65.4    

Partly True       4                                                          15.4    

True       5                                                          19.2    

Total       26                                                          100    
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8. An inductive rather than deductive approach is used while explaining language concepts 

     Frequency                               Percentage Percent   

 

Not True       18                                             69.2                                             

Partly True        5                                              19.2    

True        3                                              11.5    

Total       26                                                1    

9. Besides the coursebook, other teaching resources, more adapted to learners' needs and 
interests, are also used in the lesson 

 Frequency                           Percentage   

 

Not True       18                                 69.2   

Partly True        7                                      26.9   

True        1                                  3.8   

Total       26                                 100   

10. There is enough skills work provided in the lesson 

 Frequency                      Percentage   

 

Not True        17            65.4   

Partly True         5            19.2   

True         4            15.4   

Total        26           100   

11. The lesson is aimed at preparing learners for real life communication 

 Frequency                       Percentage   

 

Not True       18               69.2   

Partly True        6                23.1   

True        2               7.7   

Total       26              100   

12. The teacher is friendly and encouraging 

 Frequency                      Percentage   

 

Not True          3               11.5   

Partly True         10               38.5   

 True         13               50.0   

Total         26              100   

13. The teaching process is student-centered 

 Frequency                          Percentage   

 

Not True 16  61.5   

Partly True 6  23.1   

True 4  15.4   

Total 26 100   

14. The teacher is a facilitator and guide in the lesson 

 Frequency                      Percentage   

 

Not True 13                     50.0   

Partly True 7                     26.9   

True 6                      23.1   

Total 26                    100   

15. The teacher is reactive to students’ spontaneous needs 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 16   61.5   

Partly True 5   19.2   

True 5   19.2   

Total         26   100   
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16. There is more student-student interaction than teacher-student interaction 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

 Not True 18  69.2   

 Partly True 4  15.4   

True 4  15.4   

Total 26  100   

17. There is more students talking time (STT) than teacher talking time (TTT) 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 20 76.9   

Partly True 3 11.5   

True 3 11.5   

Total 26 100   

18. There is pair/group work conducted in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 19 73.1   

Partly True 2 7.7   

True 5 19.2   

Total 26 100   

19. There is a relaxed, pleasant atmosphere in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 8 30.8   

Partly True 9 34.6   

True 9 34.6   

Total 26 100   

20. Error correction is provided in the form of a delayed feedback during free speaking activities 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 18 69.2   

Partly True 4 15.4   

True 4 15.4   

Total 26 100   

21. Learners are encouraged to peercorrect 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 15 57.7   

Partly True 6 23.1   

True 5 19.2   

Total 26 100   

22. Learners are encouraged to selfcorrect 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 15 57.7   

Partly True 5 19.2   

True 6 23.1   

Total 26 100   

23. Some authentic materials are used in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

 Not True 18 69.2   

 Partly True 3 11.5   

 True 5 19.2   

 Total 26 100   



322  APPENDICES 

 

 

24. Materials seem to be interesting and matching learners’ abilities and needs 

      Frequency Percentage   

 

Not  Not  True 12      46.2   

 Partly True 9       34.6   

Tu    True 5       19.2   

 Total 26      100   

25. Many CLT activities are conducted in the lesson, such as discussions, debates,  
 

role plays, presentations 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 15 57.7   

Partly True 8 30.8   

True 3 11.5   

Total 26 100   

26. Activities have a truly communicative character 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 17 65.4   

Partly True 6 23.1   

True 3 11.5   

Total 26 100   

27. Teachers are not proficient in the target foreign language 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 10 38.5   

Partly True 7 26.9   

True 9 34.6   

Total 26 100   

28. Teachers do not seem to be aware of CLT principles 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 6  23.1   

Partly True 6  23.1   

True 14  53.8   

Total 26 100   

29. Teachers do not seem to be trained in using CLT 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 12 46.2   

Partly True 6 23.1   

True 8 30.8   

Total 26 100   

30. There is an influence of the old- fashioned way of teaching 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 5 19.2   

Partly True 7 26.9   

True 14 53.8   

Total 26 100   

31. Students do not seem willing to speak out and be active in the lesson 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 25 96.2   

Partly True 1 3.8   

Total 26 100   
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32. Students seem uncomfortable speaking in a foreign language 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 22 84.6   

Partly True 4 15.4   

Total 26 100   

33. Learners of various levels of language proficiency seem to be causing difficulties 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 16  61.5   

Partly True 10  38.5   

Total 26  100   

34. Learners are having difficulties learning in a foreign language 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 14 53.8   

Partly True 10 38.5   

True 2 7.7   

Total 26 100   

35. Large groups of students seem to be complicating the learning process 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 9 34.6   

Partly True 10 38.5   

True 7 26.9   

Total 26 100   

36. There are classroom management problems (noise, chaos, not enough space) related to 
CLT practices 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 9 34.6   

Partly True 13 50.0   

True 4 15.4   

Total 26 100   

37. There are not enough facilities to support CLT 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 7 26.9   

Partly True 4 15.4   

True 15 57.7   

Total 26 100   

38. The classroom is arranged in such a way that it does not support CLT 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 7 26.9   

Partly True 15 57.7   

True 4 15.4   

Total 26 100   
 

39. The pre-determined and imposed language curriculum seems to be impeding CLT 
application 

 Frequency Percentage   

 

Not True 5 19.2   

Partly True 5 19.2   

True 16 61.5   

Total 26 100   
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PPENDIX 9.3: INTER-ITEM CORRELATION ANALYSIS: OBSERVATION 
THEMATIC GROUPS 1–7  
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1. Language and 
learning  

    theory 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.846** 1       

Sig. (2-tailed) .000        

2. Course design 
and syllabus 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.637** .775** 1      

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000       
3.  Teachers’ 
     and learners’ 

roles 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.832** .895** .796** 1     

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000      

4. Classroom 
interaction 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.777** .918** .807** .895** 1    

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000     

5.  Error 
correction 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.787** .800** .552** .812** .803** 1   

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .003 .000 .000    

6.  Teaching 
materials and   
activities 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.844** .924** .693** .839** .850** .783**      1  

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   

7.CLT-related    
challenges 

Pearson 
Correlation 

-.793** -.933** -.814** -.839** -.869** -.673** .900**    1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000   .000     .000  .000 
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APPENDIX 9.4: THE EFFECTS OF CERTAIN TEACHER-RELATED 
FACTORS ON TEACHERS’ CLASSROOM PERFORMANCE 
 

9.4A: Teachers’ classroom performance across different school types:  

Observation item thematic groups   Four school types Mean   Sig.  

1. Language and learning theory1 

Public Central 1.47          006 
Public Peripheral 1.44   .003 
Private Central 3.80    
Private Peripheral 2.56    
Total 2.08    

2. Course design and syllabus 

Public Central 1.37   .000 
Public Peripheral 1.25   .000 
Private Central 3.53    
Private Peripheral 1.83    
Total 1.82    

3. Teacher's and learner's roles 

Public Central 1.94   .000 
Public Peripheral 1.94   .000 
Private Central 4.70   
Private Peripheral 2.88   
Total 2.62   

4. Classroom interaction 

Public Central  1.44   .005 
Public Peripheral  1.44   .006 
Private Central  4.30    
Private Peripheral  2.50    
Total  2.15    

5. Error correction 

Public Central  1.96    
Public Peripheral  1.33    
Private Central  3.67    
Private Peripheral  2.33    
Total  2.15    

6. Teaching materials and activities 

Public Central  1.50   .000 
Public Peripheral  1.56   .000 
Private Central  3.90    
Private Peripheral  2.38    
Total  2.12  

 
  

Note: The mean scores are presented on a scale of 1-5 (1=not communicative at all; 5=highly 
communicative). 
Note: The highest scores among the groups are underlined.  
 

 

 
 

 
  

                                                           
1  A statistically significant difference was detected between Private Central and both public school types in 

Thematic groups 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6. There was no statistical difference revealed in Thematic Group 5. The 
significance levels are indicated in the right-hand column in the table, next to the mean score. 
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9.4B: Effect of teachers’ age on their classroom performance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note: The mean scores are presented on a scale of 1-5 (1=not communicative at all; 5=highly  
communicative). 
Note: The highest scores among the groups are underlined.  

 
  

                                                           
2  For Thematic Groups 1, 3, 5 and 6, statistically significant difference was detected between the age group 

‘25-35’, on the one hand, and age groups ‘44-45’ and ’55-65’, on the other (p.=.000 for all groups); also, 
between the age group ‘35-34’ and ’55-65’ (p.=0.33 (1), p.=0.27 (3), p.=043 (5); p.=.023 (6).  

3  No statistically significant difference was detected among the groups 2 and 4. 

 

 

Thematic groups:   Age group         Mean     

1. Language and learning theory2 

Between 25-35 3.63                   
Between 35-45 2.58      
Between 45-55 1.60      
Between 55-65 1.42      
Total 2.08      

2.3 Course design and syllabus 

Between 25-35 3.33      
Between 35-45 2.19      
Between 45-55 1.33      
Between 55-65 1.67      
Total 1.82      

3. Teachers’ and learners’ roles4 

Between 25-35 5.00      
Between 35-45 3.11      
Between 45-55 1.96      
Between 55-65 2.17                                               
Total 2.62      

4. Classroom interaction 

Between 25-35 4.50      
Between 35-45 2.50      
Between 45-55 1.67      
Between 55-65 1.50      
Total 2.15      

5. Error correction 

Between 25-35 4.33      
Between 35-45 2.56      
Between 45-55 1.67      

Between 55-65 1.44      

Total 2.15 
\ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

     

6. Teaching materials and activities 

Between 25-35 4.00      
Between 35-45 2.56      
Between 45-55 1.67      
Between 55-65 1.33      
Total 2.12                          .000                
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9.5C: Effect of teaching experience on the teachers’ classroom performance 

 

Note: The mean scores are presented on a scale of 1-5 (1=not communicative at all;  
5=highly communicative). 
Note: The highest scores among the groups are underlined. 
 

 
  

                                                           
5  In Thematic Groups 1 and 3, statistically significant differences were detected between the group of 

teachers with ‘over 5 years’, on the one hand, and ‘over ten years’ and ‘over twenty year’ of teaching 
experiemce groups, on the other. The significance levels are indicated in the right-hand column in the table, 
next to the mean scores. 

6  For Thematic Groups 2, 4, 5, 6, statistically significant differences were detected between the group of 
teachers with ‘over 5 years’ and ‘over twenty year’ of teaching experience. The significance levels are 
indicated in the rigt-hand column of the table. 

Thematic groups Teaching experience   Mean  Sig.  

1. Language and5 learning 
theory 

over 5 years 2.88    

over 10 years 1.61  .037  

over 20 years 1.38            .011  

Total 2.08    

  2. Course design and syllabus6 

over 5 years 2.67    

over 10 years 1.24  .015  

over 20 years 1.67    

Total 1.82    

3. Teachers’ and learners’ roles 

over 5 years 3.55    

over 10 years 2.11  .049  

over 20 years 1.50  .005  

Total 2.62    

4. Classroom interaction 

over 5 years 3.05    

over 10 years 1.61    

over 20 years 1.50      .039  

Total       2.15    

5. Error correction 

over 5 years 2.87    

over 10 years 1.81    

over 20 years 1.00       .004  

Total 2.15    

 6. Teaching materials and 
activities 

over 5 years        2.85    

over 10 years        1.71    

over 20 years        1.25         .030  

Total        2.12   
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9.4D: Effect of teachers’ understanding level of theoretical underpinning of CLT on their 
classroom performance 

Observation item thematic groups: 
Understanding level 
of CLT theory 

Mean   Sig.      

 
 
1. Language and learning theory7 

 

Have no understanding 1.30    

Have partial understanding 2.36    

Have full understanding 3.85 .011   

Total 2.08    

2. Course design and syllabus 

Have no understanding 1.19    

Have partial understanding 2.43    

 Have full understanding 2.73 
 
 
 

   

Total     1.82    

3. Teachers’ and learners’ roles 

Have no understanding 1.68    

Have partial understanding 3.14    

Have full understanding 4.50 .002   

Total 2.62    

 
 
4. Classroom interaction8 
 
 
 
 
 

Have no understanding 1.36    

Have partial understanding 2.43    

Have full understanding 4.00 .024   

Total 2.15    

 
5. Error correction9 

Have no understanding 1.43    

Have partial understanding 2.14 .028   

Have full understanding 4.20 .008   

Total 2.15    

6. Teaching materials and activities 

Have no understanding 1.32    

Have partial understanding 2.29 .012   

Have full understanding 4.10 .001   

Total 2.12 
 
 

 
 
 

  

Note: The mean scores are presented on a scale of 1–5(1=not communicative at all; 5=highly 
communicative).  

 

  

                                                           
7 In Thematic groups 1, 2, and 3, statistically significant differences were detected between the group of 

teachers with ‘full understanding’ and ‘no understanding’ of the theoretical underpinnings of CLT. The 
significance levels are indicated in the right-hand column in the table, next to the mean scores. 

8  No statistically significant differences were revealed in Thematic Group 4. 
9  In Thematic groups 5 and 6, statistically significant differences were detected between the group of teachers 

with ‘full understanding’ of the theoretical underpinnings of CLT, on the one hand, and ‘partial 
understanding’ and ‘no understanding’, on the other.  The significance levels are indicated in the right-hand 

column in the table, next to the mean scores. 



APPENDICES  329 

 

 

APPENDIX 9.5: ‘SCHOOL TYPE’  EFFECT ON THE LEVEL OF 

DIFFICULTY FACED BY THE TEACHERS 

 

    School 

types 

           Mean                     

Mean  

       Sig.  

  

Public Central 

Public Peripheral 3.47  1.000   

Private Central 1.29  .000   

Private  Peripheral 2.50  .025   

Public Peripheral 

Public Central 3.42  1.000   

Private Central 1.29  .000   

Private Peripheral 2.50  .020   

Private Central 

Public Central 3.42  .000   

Public Peripheral 3.47  .000   

Private Peripheral 2.50  .007   

Private Peripheral 

Public Central 3.43  .025   

Public Peripheral 3.47  .020   

Private Central 3.42  .007   

Note: The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level. 
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        APPENDIX 10.1: CEF DESCRIPTORS – QUALITATIVE ASPECTS OF SPOKEN LANGUAGE USE 

 

  

 RANGE ACCURACY FLUENCY INTERACTION COHERENCE 

 

 

C2 

Shows great flexibility 

reformulating ideas in differing 

linguistic forms to convey finer 

shades of meaning precisely, to 

give emphasis, to differentiate 

and to eliminate ambiguity. Also 

has a good command of 

idiomatic expressions and 

colloquialisms. 
 

Maintains consistent 

grammatical control of 

complex language, even 

while attention is otherwise 

engaged (e.g. in forward 

planning, in monitoring 

others' reactions). 

Can express him/herself 

spontaneously at length with 

a natural colloquial flow, 

avoiding or backtracking 

around any difficulty so 

smoothly that the interlocutor 

is hardly aware of it. 

Can interact with ease and skill, 

picking up and using non-verbal 

and intonational cues apparently 

effortlessly. Can interweave 

his/her contribution into the 

joint discourse with fully natural 

turn-taking, referencing, allusion 

making etc. 

Can create coherent and 

cohesive discourse making 

full and appropriate use of 

a variety of organisational 

patterns and a wide range 

of connectors and other 

cohesive devices. 

 

C1 

Has a good command of a 

broad range of language 

allowing him/her to select a 

formulation to express him/ 

herself clearly in an appropriate 

style on a wide range of general, 

academic, professional or leisure 

topics without having to restrict 

what he/she wants to say. 

Consistently maintains a 

high degree of grammatical 

accuracy; errors are rare, 

difficult to spot and 

generally corrected when 

they do occur. 

Can express him/herself 

fluently and spontaneously, 

almost effortlessly. Only a 

conceptually difficult subject 

can hinder a natural, smooth 

flow of language. 

Can select a suitable phrase 

from a readily available range of 

discourse functions to preface 

his remarks in order to get or to 

keep the floor and to relate 

his/her own contributions 

skilfully to those of other 

speakers. 

Can produce clear, 

smoothly flowing, well-

structured speech, showing 

controlled use of 

organisational patterns, 

connectors and cohesive 

devices. 
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B2 

Has a sufficient range of 

language to be able to give 

clear descriptions, express 

viewpoints on most general 

topics, without much con-

spicuous searching for words, 

using some complex sentence 

forms to do so. 

Shows a relatively high 

degree of grammatical 

control. Does not make 

errors which cause 

misunderstanding, and can 

correct most of his/her 

mistakes. 

Can produce stretches of 

language with a fairly even 

tempo; although he/she can 

be hesitant as he or she 

searches for patterns and 

expressions, there are few 

noticeably long pauses. 

an initiate discourse, take 

his/her turn when appropriate 

and end conversation when he 

/ she needs to, though he /she 

may not always do this 

elegantly.  Can help the 

discussion along on familiar 

ground confirming comprehen-

sion, inviting others  

Can use a limited number 

of cohesive devices to link 

his/her utterances into 

clear, coherent discourse, 

though there may be some 

"jumpiness" in a long con-

tribution. 

 

B1 

Has enough language to get 

by, with sufficient vocabulary 

to express him/herself with 

some hesitation and circum-

locutions on topics such as 

family, hobbies and interests, 

work, travel, and current 

events. 

 

Uses reasonably accurately a 
repertoire of frequently used 
"routines" and patterns asso-
ciated with more predictable 

situations. 

 

Can keep going compre-
hensibly, even though pausing 

for grammatical and lexical 
planning and repair is very 
evident, especially in longer 
stretches of free production. 

 

Can initiate, maintain and close 
simple face-to-face conversation 
on topics that are familiar or of 

personal interest. Can repeat 
back part of what someone has 

said to confirm mutual 
understanding. 

 

 

Can link a series of shorter, 
discrete simple elements 
into a connected, linear 

sequence of points. 

A2 

 

Uses basic sentence patterns 
with memorised phrases, 

groups of a few words and 
formulae in order to commu-
nicate limited information in 
simple everyday situations. 

 
 

Uses some simple structures 
correctly, but still 

systematically makes basic 
mistakes. 

Can make him/herself 

understood in very short 

utterances, even though 

pauses, false starts and 

reformulation are very 

evident. 

 
 

Can answer questions and 
respond to simple statements. 
Can indicate when he/she is 
following but is rarely able to 
understand enough to keep 

conversation going of his/her 
own accord. 

 

 

 

Can link groups of words 
with simple connectors like 
"and, "but" and "because". 

 

A1 

 

A very basic repertoire of 
words and simple phrases 

related to personal details and 
particular concrete situations. 

Shows only limited control of 
a few simple grammatical 
structures and sentence 
patterns in a memorised 

repertoire. 

 

Can manage very short, 
isolated, mainly pre-packaged 
utterances, with much pausing 
to search for expressions, to 
articulate less familiar words, 
and to repair communication. 

 
 

Can ask and answer questions 
about personal details. Can 
interact in a simple way but 

communication is totally 
dependent on repetition, 

rephrasing and repair. 
 

Can link words or groups 
of words with very basic 

linear connectors like "and" 
or "then". 
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PRONUNCIATION1 

 
C2 

-  Has a totally natural, native-like speech, with no accent. 
-  Absolutely no interference of pronunciation with meaning comprehension. 

 
C1 

-  Has a natural speech, with only a slight accent noticeable sometimes. 
-  No obvious interference of pronunciation with meaning comprehension. 

 
B2 

-  Has a relatively natural speech with noticeable Georgian accent. 
-  Almost no interference of pronunciation with meaning comprehension. 

 
B1 

-  Maintains an acceptable degree of naturalness of the speech, with a considerable   
Georgian accent 

-   Occasional interference of pronunciation with comprehensibility. 
 

 
A2 

-  Very low degree of naturalness of the speech, with a heavy Georgian accent 
-  Frequent interference of pronunciation with comprehensibility of the speech. 
 
 
 
 

 
A1 

-  Almost no naturalness observed in the speech, with a very heavy Georgian accent. 
-  Constant interference of pronunciation with comprehensibility of the speech. 

 

A0 
- Pronunciation problems make the speech almost incomprehensible. 

 
 
 

                                                           
1 As pronunciation is not included in CEF spoken language descriptors, a separate scheme was 

evaluated for this aspect of the spoken language in consultation with the experts and specialists. 
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        APPENDIX 10.2: LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY EVALUATION FORM  

        School Name: …                                                                                                                           Expected level/Course book:…      

       Please evaluate students’ spoken language proficiency, on the scale 0-6, according to the language proficiency level descriptors presented below 

 
Student Name 

 
Fluency  

 
Accuracy  

 

Coherence
/ cohesion 

 

Grammatical 
Range 

 

Lexical 
Range 

 
Pronunciation 

 
Interaction 

 
Overall 

level 

1.          

2.         

3.         

4.         

5.         

6.         

7.         

8.         

9.         

10.         

      Overall impression/comments: … 
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1 A statistically significant difference was detected between Private and Public school types across most of the 

spoken language aspects. In ‘fluency’ and ‘Coherence/Cohesion’ areas statistically significant difference was 
also detected between Private Central and Private Peripheral schools.   

APPENDIX 10.3: LEARNERS’ COMMUNICATIVE PROFICIENCY ASSSSESSMENT1   

 Language aspects                    School types  Mean           SD 

Fluency 

Public Central  1.17 .633 

Public Peripheral  1.18 .624 

Private Central  2.52 .378 

Private Peripheral  2.00 .418 

Accuracy 

 

Public Central  
 

1.17 
 

.591 
Public Peripheral  1.15 .570 
Private Central  2.45 .350 
Private Peripheral  1.73 .518 

 

Coherence/Cohesion 

Public Central  1.11 .669 
Public Peripheral  1.13 .565 
Private Central  2.39 .282 
Private Peripheral  1.93 .420 

Grammatical range 

Public Central  1.09 .587 
Public Peripheral  1.14 .516 
Private Central  2.55 .472 
Private Peripheral  1.82 .549 

Lexical range 

Public Central  1.23 .665 
Public Peripheral  1.44 .543 
Private Central  2.70 .430 
Private Peripheral  2.16 .594 

Pronunciation 

Public Central  1.27 .652 
Public Peripheral  1.55 .491 
Private Central  2.84 .516 
Private Peripheral  2.11 .563 

Interaction 

Public Central  1.21 .660 
Public Peripheral  1.35 .462 
Private Central  2.70 .498 
Private Peripheral  2.05 .292 

 

Overall language proficiency 

Public Central  1.18 .641 

Public Peripheral  1.30 .571 

Private Central  2.82 .513 

Private Peripheral  2.09 .478 
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APPENDIX 10.4: CORRECLATION OF THE LEARNERS’ PERFORMANCE  
 

 Fluency Accuracy Coherence

nceee 

 

Grammar Lexis Pronun.  Interaction 

Fluency 

 1       

Sig. 
 

      

        

Accuracy 

 .953** 1      

Sig. .000 
 

     

        

Coherence/ 

Cohesion 

 .952** .946** 1     

Sig. .000 .000 
 

    

        

Grammatical      

range 

 .926** .957** .919** 1    

Sig. .000 .000 .000 
 

   

        

Lexical range 

 .928** .930** .938** .936** 1   

Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 
 

  

        

Pronunciation 

 .919** .929** .918** .944** .946** 1  

Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 

 

        

Interaction 

 .937** .903** .925** .897** .926** .927** 1 

Sig. .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 

N 65 65 65 65 65 65 65 

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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APPENDIX 10.5: LEARNER SPEECH SAMPLES2: Levels A0–B2 
 

Estimated language proficiency level: A0–Almost no competence  
Task 1: Picture description 
 
R3: What can you see in the picture? 
L: Family…as…uh….dad…uh…as children…… mum is… “shvilebi rogor aris inglisurad? - how is 

‘children’ in English?”(prompt), yes, children… (communication breakdown). 
R: What do you see in the background? Nature? 
L: Mmm…(prompt) – mountain…beautiful…yes…(communication breakdown). 
 
Task 2: Role Play4 

 What’s your name? 

 *I’m… 

 What’s your name? 

 *I am fine…Nika 

 (Prompt)”Ara, ra gqvia? – No, what’s your name?” 

 ...*Ana 

 Do you like Italia? 

 *Yes. 

 What you see? 

 *Italy /italia/ and Rome /romi/ (with Georgian pronunciation)...... 

 “mkitxe rame – ask me something!”. 
(Communication Breakdown) 

 
Estimated language proficiency level: A1–Limited competence 
 
Task 1: Picture Description 
 
L:   Uh, these people are…uh…uh…on holiday…they are on seaside…uh…uh……weather is 

sunny……uh……(communication breakdown) 
R:  Can you tell me about the family? 
L:  uh…This is father, mother, daughter and son… I think that this boy can’t swim, so he has got 

this …uh…… (communication breakdown). 
R: What about the nature? 
L: … Nature?...uh...uh……uh.here are some hotels, I think…uh…this is castle,  

maybe…uh……some mountains there……(communication breakdown). 
R: Well, what about the beach? 

                                                           
 

2 Speech sample notes: 1. ‘…’ indicates a pause. 2. ‘……’ indicates a very long pause. 3. ‘uh’ indicates 
mumbling. 4. Speech bounded by a pair of asterisks (* - *) indicates self-correction. 5. A carat (^) indicates 
an incomplete word. 6. Words produced in Georgian are italicized and bound with inverted commas (“–”) 
which also includes the English translation of the Georgian word presented. 7. Incomprehensible words 
are marked as “?”. 8. Wrong pronunciation is italicized and phonetic sound are indicated with /-/ next to 
the word. 8. Additional, meta-linguistic information (e.g. laughing, prompts from the co-speaker or the 
researcher) about speakers’ speech is provided in brackets (-). 9. The fillers produced in Georgian during 
the speech are italicized and a GF (Georgian Filler) note is put next to it. 

3   R=researcher; L=Learner. 
4   The speakers under evaluation in this and all subsequent role plays presented in this Appendix will be 

marked with an asterisk*. 
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L: Beach is…uh…“Qvishiani – sandy” (prompt), of yes, the sandy beach; I think people like sandy 
beach because the stones don’t…uh…“erchoba - prickle”…uh……uh……(communication 
breakdown). 

R: Ok, what else? How do you think they are spending their holidays? 
L: Uh…uh…in the morning they go to the beach, swim…uh……uh……they play 

something…uh…… (communication breakdown) 
 

Task 2: Role Play 
 

 Hello, what is your name? 

 *My name is Nutsa and…how… 

 And my name is Dimitry. How old are you? 

 *I am fine… /auhaiu/  (laughs) 

 How old are you? (repeats) 

 *Ah, how old are you? I am thirteen years old. 

 Where do you live? 

 *I live in Tbilisi, and I was…I was in England. 

 I was in Spain…..uh…how did you spend your …holiday time? 

 *……”Rogor? Gamimeore –What did you say? Can you repeat?” 

 How did you spend your holiday time? 

 *Holiday time? Uh…… 

 (prompts) “Rogor gaatara ardadegebi? – how did you spend your holidays?” 

 *I…uh…I was in England and I…I was in England with my friend. 

 I was in Spain and I visit a lot of good places – like a parks and museums, and …uh…good 
places. 

 *…uh……good places…uh…(communication breakdown) 
 
Estimated language proficiency level: A2–Basic competence 
 
Task 1: Picture description 
 
Learner: Here is a little family: there are mother, father, sister and brother. They’re in beach, they 
have fun day, I think. There are some guys in the…uh…I forgot it…in beautiful boat/bouθ/… 
Here are some beautiful houses, and here are *some – many* people, I can say; and they are 
swimming in water, playing in water, it’s…and… uh…then …uh…they… are doing…..doing 
some things…uh…we do this…uh… with the ground of beach; and they have fun here, I can 
say. They are together, and…uh… oh, yes…they are playing with this….this is some… *One 
hun…- this game*, you need to …uh…*’ro^ – throw* this …uh…..‘isa  (GF)’…what is this grey 
thing…(prompt)… ring, yes, throw and get to it, so, it’s …uh…I know this game; It’s too good 
to be in the beach, to play, *fa^ - run* and so…uh… it’s very good, I think. There are some 
houses, and, oh yes, its’ like castle, but I don’t think so, it’s big house; there can be rich men, who 
have many…uh…many…uh…many  money, yes, so it’s beautiful. So, it’s the holiday of the 
family,…uh… one family. 
 
Task 2: Role Play 
 

 *How are you and what’s your name? 

 My name is Mariam and your? 

 *My name is Nika. Where did you spend your holidays? 

 Uh…In Paris.  

 *Uh…it’s fine. 

 Uh…and you? 

 *Uh…I was in Mexico. 
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 …Wow! Excellent! 

 *Yes, it very nice and…exciting. 

 Uh…how did you spend …uh… your time? 

 *It was very good…uh…me and *our friend – my friends* were together, and we 
were…uh…laughing…and playing. 

 Uh…….uh…were your parents with you? 

 *No, my parents were in Tbilisi…in Georgia…and I want to see them… very fast. And 
yours? 

 Uh…yes, my parents were… with me, and my sisters too. 

 *Oh, it’s great. Uh… ok, nice to meet you. 

 …*Nice. Good-bye!* 
 
Estimated language proficiency level: B1–Sufficient Competence 
 
Task 1: Picture Description 
 
Learner: This family went to Greece...in…island, it’s summer, it’s already August, and they’re 
having fun, and there’s whole family: mother, father and children; *their- they’re* uh…they are 
having much fun…they are on a beach and one hour ago they came here. There is also pool and 
they will like it, but their mother and father told them that sea is better for them, like for 
everyone, but it’s not available to swim too far, because there are sharks and everything… They 
are having fun together because they are brother and sisters. They are making some…some 
things with sand and everything…they …they don’t know how to swim yet, and, and also, they 
don’t know how to have fun on the beach, because they are too little, and their mother and father 
are teaching them about everything, *they taught them that…they taught them how* to play 
volleyball and also football on the beach ... and they really want to *tease - teach* them how to 
swim. 
 
Task 2: Role Play 
 

 *How are you? 

 Fine, and you? 

 *Yes, fine. Where are you from? 

 I am from Georgia and you? 

 *Me, too. And where do you live? 

 I live in Abashidze Street. 

 *And I am on Petriashvili Street. Nice to meet you! 

 Me too. Where were you on a holiday? 

 *I was in New York, in USA, and how about you?> 

 I was in Germany. 

 *That’s great! In what…in what …uh…city? 

 I was in Baxba. 

 *That’s great, and now you’re going back to Georgia, right? 

 Yes, you too, yes? 

 *Ja, of course, this train goes back to Georgia. 

 Did you like…uh 

 *New York? Oh, ja, of course! I went there with my family, we had fun; we went to 
amusement parks, and also the best part was shopping. Uh, we like shopping. And you? 

 Yes, I was with my friends and I liked it very much, because we went on a shopping too, and 
also, we went to school for one month. 

 *And are your friends here? 

 Uh…no, they *went – they’re …uh…going* to Georgia next week...by plane. 
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 *By plane? I also wanted to go by plane, but my mum told me that it’s better to travel with a 
train. 

 Yes, I agree with her 

 *Well, I don’t, I like plane better. 

 Uh…what…you said you were shopping there. What did you bought there? 

 *I bought *a – many* things like, clothes, T-shirt, pants, everything. And you? 

 Uh…I bought some gift for my friends, too. 

 *That’s great. How…and…your friends, they’re going in one week, right? 

 Yes. 

 *That’s too bad, I wanted to meet them. 

 Hmm, we can meet each other next week. 

 *Yes, of course we can! Can you …uh…tell me your number? Phone number? 

 Yes, 595 472147. 

 *I’ll call you then. Do you want to know my number?  

 Ok 

 *557 207 207.  I think that I have the greatest number in Georgia. Well, they told me they call 
this number is called a golden number? 

 That’s cool! 

 * Do you have a boyfriend? 

 No, and you girlfriend? 

 *No. 

 Bad. 

 *Well, I had it at least one month ago. 

 And you broke up?  

 *Yes. 

 Ok, I think the train…uh…went to Georgia now. Bye 

 *Ok. Bye. 
 
Estimated language proficiency level: B2–Good competence 
 

 Task 1: Picture description 
 

- So, I can see a happy family in this picture. There are two children, *a man and a…a husband 
and a* wife; their marriage is very happy, the children are very happy too. The boy is wearing a 
green sunglasses…uh…and *there is – and around* the boy there is something like the sun, 
*which helps him not to – which helps him to* swim in the sea. In the background, I can 
definitely say that there is a mountain…*there is not much… the sky is not really* cloudy and I 
can see people playing volleyball and…and they are trying to ride the boat in the sea, I think. It 
is funny weather and everybody’s faces are happy, and also in the back I can see umbrellas, 
which are protecting the people from the sun. Yes...uh…I can also see sand and a very big 
house in the mountains, yes…uh…what else can I say… I think, uh, in the…in the sand there 
is a big blue building, I think it’s a café, because usually in the places like this, there always is a 
café. Uh…*the – a* husband and a boy are holding things, like…circular things – a husband is 
holding a red thing and the boy green….uh…*they – I think they* have not swum yet, but they 
have certainly *build – built* the castles from the sand, because there you can see in this picture 
something which helps the boy and the girl to help the castles from the sand, I think. I also can 
say, that the half of the beach is empty, which I don’t definitely know why, people who are still 
on the beach are very happy because they all are having fun, and on the boat I can see two boys 
or guys; one is sitting and having rest and the other is definitely not having fun, because 
he’s…the boat and it’s really hard for him. Yes, so it’s a really happy family, everything’s nice in 
this picture, yes, everything’s fine. 
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Task 2: Role Play5 
 

 *Hi, you are going to Georgia, yes? 

 Well, yes, it’s…it has been a very, very long day and… but I think it’ll be good to see my 
country again. 

 * Well, my name is David, and yours? 

 Well, my George, George, well I haven’t seen you… 

 *I haven’t seen you too, but… 

 No, no I remember you in New York; 

 *No, it seems it wasn’t me. And from which country are you coming to Georgia? I am 
coming from Switzerland. 

 Oh, was in England 

 * Oh, you were in England, I was in England too. You know, England, then Switzerland and 
then Georgia. It was a really nice holiday.  I really had some fun, and you? 

 Yes, it was pretty fun for me too. I was there with my mother, and I can say that it was very, 
very, very… stressful for me. 

 *Yes, it was stressful. I was with my family, so it was harder, but right now I am coming back 
to Georgia and my school is starting, and that’s really bad for me because I …well, that’s not 
bad but that’s really hard for me; and what…what would you say about the school? Do you 
like it or not? 

 My personal thoughts, well, I think school is very nice /nis/. 

 *Oh, yes, school is nice, but it’s very hard, yes. What sports to you play? 

 Football, basketball, but I most… karate. 

 *Karate? So, you’re the future Bruce Lee, yes?! 

 So, I was interesting in…in your life…so, when I look at you… I think that you…have 
been… taking some art classes. 

 *Yes, I have been taking some art classes, and whole my life I’ve dedicated to learn to unlock 
the Da Vinci Code 

 Oh, you are one funny man. 

 *Oh, thank you. So, the train has just stopped. It was really nice to meet you. Bye! 

 Bye!

                                                           
5 The speaker under evaluation is marked with an asterisk*. 


