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Abstract: This paper describes the process of validating g Iqualitative interview whose aim was to
discover the views and teaching practices of tegcb&an important first-year university course.eTéourse
was important because it prepared the studenthéoacademic requirements of studying at the usityerAn
in-depth qualitative interview with the course tieais was deemed to be the most effective tooh@mpurpose,
given the practical constraints of the researckinget The study describes the design and validatibhe
interview schedule, based initially on McCrackeffdir-step model (1988) for producing an open-ended
interview schedule. A 10-point plan for the validat of the interview was devised and carried outisT
involved analysis of literature and documents, -seflection, semi-structured interviews with teashend
students, preparation of a provisional schedulpesxXeedback on this, and finally the pilotingtibé schedule.
The pilot interview, which lasted for an hour ar@rinutes, showed that the questions were capélglciing
rich data on the thinking and practice of the wiewee. It was also effective in highlighting sealeways in
which the schedule could be improved both throdgh interviewee feedback and the experience of lgtua
doing the interview. By describing this procesgletail, it is intended that the study will serve thurpose of
demonstrating how to go about validating such aaesh instrument for novice researchers.
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1 Rationale

In qualitative research, particularly ethnograpig@search, in-depth interviews play an
important part. While the number of qualitative dsés published in journals has steadily
grown over the last couple of decades, and whileym&eful books on research methodology
now deal with how to do qualitative interviews, idation studies describing the process of
developing and validating a long qualitative intew are still exceedingly rare. This article
attempts to fill that gap by explaining in detdietsteps involved in creating and piloting an
interview schedule for such an interview intendethe¢ used as part of a research study on the
teaching of academic skills at university levelill first give a brief account of the research
background and the reasons for using a long irdenas a research instrument, before going
through the validation process step by step.

As a teacher of the Academic Skills Course (ASQ) first-year students in the
Department of English Applied Linguistics (DEAL) Bbttvos Lorand University, Budapest
for the past seven years, | have become incregsinigirested in the experience of first year
students as they come to terms with a totally neadamic environment. In particular my
interest has become focused on the students’ $é&ruggmaster academic writing, which
forms the main content of the course. As a redulesearch conducted with my own class in
the autumn of 2003 which involved asking the stisléo give brief feedback at the end of
each lesson, as well as one to one conferencdseomptrogress during the course, it became
clear that:
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» the majority of students had very little idea ofatlacademic writing was before they
began the course

* many students had difficulties with elements of¢barse

» the students’ response to the course was largggriient on their understanding of
how it could help them with their writing for otheourses

Since this course has such a pivotal role in aatlgimg the students to university
requirements and is likely to influence their fietyrogress both within the Department of
English Applied Linguistics and in other departnserihese findings led me to consider the
critical importance of the teacher’s role in deting the course and suggested the need to
find out more about how teachers approached tlohiteg of the course. More specifically, |
was interested in finding out whether differentctesrs were teaching the course in the same
way or not and whether their views of what the sewshould do were similar.

Ideally the best way to verify what teachers avang would be to conduct a series of
lesson observations supplemented by interviews tathmulessons. However, for practical
reasons (principally lack of time and difficulty ghining access at convenient times) this was
not feasible. Therefore, the only other option w@get the information directly from the
teachers themselves. To provide the necessary depithrichness of data for such an
investigation, a long qualitative interview seentedbe the best instrument. Of course, a
guestionnaire can also be used to gather informathmut behaviour and attitudes, but as
Dornyei (2003) points out:

The problem with questionnaires from a qualitatiperspective is that [...] they
inherently involve a somewhat superficial and ey brief engagement with the topic
on the part of the respondent. Therefore, no méibev creatively we formulate the
items, they are unlikely to yield the kind of riahd sensitive description of events and
participant perspectives that qualitative intergtiens are grounded in. [...] So, if we are
after long and detailed personal accounts, othseareh methods such as personal
interview are likely to be more suitable for ourpose. (p.14)

Thus, | decided to develop and validate a longitpiade interview schedule designed to
discover how teachers of Academic Skills (AS) aaching their courses.

The rest of this paper will describe the procegsvhich the interview schedule was
designed and validated and discuss the resultshefpiloting of the instrument. As a
conclusion, the implications of the study for othesearchers will be considered. Firstly
though, I will outline some key concepts involvadhe study.

2 The process approach versus the product approach to academic writing

The ASC is primarily based on Anglo-Saxon writingnventions and in the first
semester encourages the students to use a pregsach to writing (this is made explicit in
the Course Contents and Requirements document)eWawit is also partly genre-based (in
the first semester the short argumentative essdyttam comparison and contrast essay are
taught, and in the spring semester longer empiaca theoretical research essays are the
main focus), and so both process and product appesato academic writing need to be
considered.
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The older product approach is so-named becausxuses on the end product of
writing — the text itself. Typically it encouragsgidents to imitate the features of model texts
and in later forms to practice using language fionst typical of academic writing such as
description, narrative, definition, exemplificatiand so on (Jordan, 1997). The organisation
of compositions, paragraph structure, cohesion, siyte are also given prominence in
textbooks using this approach (Jordan, 1997; R&€3).

The process approach developed as a response tpetbeived limitations of the
product approach (Jordan, 1997; Grabe & Kaplan,619%his approach grew out of a
reassessment of the nature of writing and how ieant and taught which was strongly
influenced by research on cognitive psychology t@r& Kaplan, 1996). In the process
approach the focus was shifted from the produt¢héocomposition processes which writers
use to achieve the product, and thus there is@ufang of meaning over form (Jordan, 1997).
There is close general agreement about what theslesgents of the process approach are,
although there are some differences in the wordind emphasis (Jordan,1997; Grabe &
Kaplan, 1996; Reid, 1993). The following points aidely agreed upon:

» learner centredness — motivates learners to take mesponsibility for their own
learning

» writing is seen as a process of discovery

* meaning is given precedence over form

» writing should be meaningful to the writer

» importance of feedback — peer, group, confereneimigten by teacher

» stages of writing — prewriting, planning, multigleafting, editing, proofreading

* writing is recursive not linear.

Because the ASC is an amalgam of these two appesache interview schedule
needed to address the teacher’s handling of bethhtétorical and genre-based elements as
well as the process approach elements such agapessof writing and the importance of
feedback.

3 Thelong qualitative interview

What constitutes a qualitative interview is openat wide range of interpretations,
depending on which source is consulted. For ingtaRontana and Frey (2000) make a broad
distinction between structured interviews, whicleythassociate with survey research and
characterise as a form in which “all respondentgire the same set of questions asked in the
same order or sequence by an interviewer who has be&ined to treat all interview
situations in a like manner” (p.649), and the ttiadal qualitative unstructured interview
which is an “open-ended, ethnographic (in-depthégrinew” (p.652). On the other hand,
Wallace (1998) has three broad categories of ir@erconsisting of structured, unstructured
and semi-structured. This latter category is a comgse between the other two and often
makes use of a prepared interview schedule and gisortt combines “a certain degree of
control with a certain amount of freedom to devetbp interview” (p.147). Cohen and
Manion (2000) make the point that the various typiemterview can be seen as occupying a
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continuum depending on the degree of openness tndilse and depending on their
purpose. Maykut and Morehouse (1994) apply thia tdethe in-depth qualitative interview:

For the purposes of qualitative research, the shizgtean interview may take has been
described in various ways. Common to most desonptis a continuum of interview
formats ranging from a structured format to a reddy unstructured format. The
structure of the interview has to do primarily witte extent to which the questions to be
asked of the interviewee are developed prior taritezview. (p.81)

They identify three main formats, the unstructunegrview, the interview guide and the
interview schedule, and point out that while eagstmfat requires different skills from the
interviewer, they all share “a critical commonalityhe questions are open-ended and
designed to reveal what is important to understbalit the phenomenon under study” (ibid.,
p.81).

For the purposes of the present study, it wadHalt since the information sought was
complex but involved a topic about which much wiasaaly known to the interviewer, an in-
depth semi-structured format using an interviewedcite prepared in advance would be the
best approach. This would allow clear differencesl @imilarities to emerge between
respondents but would also be flexible enough lmaafurther probing, through the use of
appropriate prompts, of interesting points or akglasre information was difficult to elicit.

4 Resear ch Questions

In common with many qualitative studies, the resleaguestions developed as the
research proceeded. The initial research questas\What do teachers of academic writing
think they are teaching and why are they teaching it? The question was framed in this way
since | could not be sure merely from interviewbegchers that what they said they were
teaching in their classes was in fact what theyevaamtually doing. However, it soon became
clear in the early stages of the validation prodesge 5.3) that this bifurcated question was
insufficiently focused and needed to be refined ihiree separate questions. These were the
following:

How do teachers at the Department of English Applied Linguistics teach academic

writing?

What are their beliefs about academic writing?

What are their beliefs about the course?

Of course the first question still could not beialely answered merely by means of an
interview but a well-designed schedule could beeeig to discover quite a lot about how
teachers approach the teaching of the course. Tainola more reliable picture of how
teachers actually teach the course, observatiomdwadso be necessary.

The importance of teacher beliefs and their reteihip with classroom practice has
been the focus of an enormous amount of reseancthel case of this course, every teacher
will inevitably interpret the syllabus in their owray and make different decisions on how to
implement it in the classroom. These decisions b&linfluenced by the teacher’s beliefs
about teaching and by their personal view and expee of what academic discourse is and
what students need to know about it, although iteeature also points out the possibility of
mismatches between beliefs and practices (see EWIR&1; Pajares, 1992; Freeman &
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Johnson, 1998; and Borg, 2003 for the importanch®fteachers’ experience and beliefs on
their practice, as well as the complex relationsfg@fween them).

5 Research Method

The research method was based on McCracken’s Y 10&8step model for designing
and implementing a long qualitative interview. MaCken clearly differentiates the long
interview from the unstructured ethnographic iniem

It departs from the unstructured “ethnographicemtew insofar as it adopts a deliberately moréciefiit

and less obtrusive format. It is a sharply focusegijd, highly intensive interview process thatkse®
diminish the indeterminacy and redundancy thatndgemore unstructured research processes. The long
interview calls for special kinds of preparationdastructure, including the use of an open-ended
guestionnaire, so that the investigator can maxrttie value of the time spent with the respondent)

In effect, this is a description of a schedulecerepnded format similar to that
described by Maykut and Morehouse (1994) undetdire interview schedule.

The four stages of McCracken’s model are as fatow

(1) review of analytic categories and interview design

(2) review of cultural categories and interview design

(3) interview procedure and the discovery of cultuedkgories

(4) interview analysis and the discovery of analytatiegories
(McCracken, 1988, p.29)

Only the first three stages are relevant to tHielaaon study as the last stage relates to
analysing the data gathered following the comptetibthe interview. The first two stages are
both concerned with the identification of categsrilbat need to be included in the interview
schedule but also have an important role in manwrfiag distance or, as Holliday (2002)
puts it “making the familiar strange” (p.13). Tlgsnecessary to avoid or neutralise the effect
of the researcher's own assumptions about the phemon under investigation. These
assumptions are particularly dangerous when theareler is familiar with the research
setting as in the present case. Stage 1 invohastaled literature review both to establish
“an inventory of the categories and relationshipat tthe interview must investigate”
(McCracken, 1988, p.32) and also to alert the mebea to the preconceptions already
existing in the literature. The second stage is nhda harness the researcher’'s own
familiarity with the culture being studied in ordey add to the categories for question
formulation as well as to enable a clearer reatinadf how the researcher understands the
culture in order for him to be able to attain dical distance from it.

Using these two steps as a starting point, a 1@ptan for the validation process was
designed. This process is summarized in Table Ichndiso shows where the individual steps
are detailed in this article:
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Steps of the validation process Described in
section
1) Review of the literature 51
2) Review of documents and course descriptions 5.1
Appendix A
3) Self-reflection and self-interview 5.2

4) Asking teachers to define academic writing and @xpihe purpose of teaching it5.3

(using a brief survey) Appendix B
5) Semi-structured interview with a highly experientedcher about the 5.4
development and purpose of the course Appendix C
6) Semi-structured interviews with two teachers athmut they teach the course | 5.5
Appendix D
7) Informal interviews with students to get their veean the course 56
8) Preparation of provisional interview schedule 5.7
Appendix E
9) Asking for feedback on the schedule from other Arai¢ Skills teachers 58
10) Piloting the interview schedule 6

Table 1. The 10-step validation process

While the first three points correspond closelythe first two steps in McCracken’s
model, points 4—-7 go somewhat beyond it. This wasabse | felt that reading the literature
on the teaching of academic skills would not bdiceht to uncover the complexity of the
specific research setting — | needed to know mdreutathe theoretical basis and the
development of the course at the university andatohis | had to interview the only teacher
who was present when the course was implementedlagy, | felt that a thorough review of
cultural categories should include all the paraoifs within the culture, not just myself, as
well as looking at the artefacts of the culturedi@oents and course descriptions). Another
advantage of this extended approach is that itsesilthe emergent nature of qualitative
research in that each stage incorporates and boildsie previous ones. This will become
clear as the process is described in more detail.

It should be noted that some of the steps werecaotpleted in the manner or the
order originally intended due to practical and tioenstraints. These divergences from the
original plan will be described below at the appraje points.

5.1 Review of literature and documents describing the course

A close reading of the literature on the teachmigacademic writing identified the
main approaches used in the Anglo-Saxon acadentigrey(the USA and the UK), and by
comparing these with the Course Contents and Rmmemts document and the official
course descriptions it became clear that the catontained elements of both the product and
the process approach. For instance, the courseimtest for semester 1 mentions “the
process of evaluating their own and their peerstkwand rewriting their drafts” (see



WoPaLP, Vol. 5, 2011 Prescott 22

Appendix A) which is typical of the process appitmathe descriptions for both semester 1
and 2 also mention writing paragraphs, differepiesy/of essay and learning the structure of
theoretical and empirical research papers. A facuthe rhetorical organisation and structure
of academic writing is more typical of the prodagproach. This meant that the schedule
would need to include a category that looked at hmsvteacher handled the course content
and what elements they gave more or less attettion

However, rather than constructing a schedule witbstions about every element of
the course contents (such a schedule would neexkkoabout the teaching of invention
techniques, writing for different audiences, stgled register, paragraph structure, cohesion
and coherence, titles, thesis statements, drafand redrafting, revision techniques,
summarising and paraphrasing, plagiarism and ne¢erg, research skills, as well as the four
main written genres covered in the two semested®cided it would be better to ask teachers
what elements of the course they attached mostriapee to and if there were any elements
they considered to be of less importance. It wagetdhat this would expose any differences
in emphasis between teachers in handling the ctntehthe course. Also, by asking
guestions about what teachers thought about thmoperof the course, it might be possible to
see how learner centred a particular teacher’'soagprwas, although this would probably
need to be explored through looking at the ansteeosher questions as well.

One other result of the review of literature andrse documents, was the realisation
of the difficulty of clearly defining what academweriting is and how it should be taught,
owing to the underlying theoretical complexity bktarea. This suggested the need to ask
ASC teachers about their understanding of the &awy.t

5.2 Sdf-reflection and salf-interview

As already mentioned, this stage equates to M&Erés review of cultural
categories. He states that “[t]he object of thepss to give the investigator a more detailed
and systematic appreciation of his or her persexplerience with the topic of interest”
(p.32). Of course self-reflection goes on at akgss of the research process, often
unconsciously, but it was important to utilise myroknowledge and experience of teaching
the course at an early stage to help me see adalitweas that the interview should address.
It was also important to be aware of my own assionptand prejudices regarding the course
in order to be able to maintain sufficient distafrmen them when preparing and conducting
interviews. For this purpose | carried out a ‘seterview’ by writing down my thoughts
about the course and how | attempted to teath it.

| began by asking myself two questions: “What atryihg to do in my course?” and
“How do | go about teaching the course?”. | theindgavn and wrote continuously until | felt
| had no more to say, or rather until my thoughtedl up. This resulted in six pages of

! Jordan (1997) and Hedge (2000) also point outwlak on genre analysis begun by Swales (1990hhdsan
increasing influence on EAP courses which aim tiffarise students with the features of academiwgethey
will meet and be expected to produce in their steidirhis focus on genre is a more recent developofahe
product approach.

“ For a researcher less embedded in the researtixtathis step may simply involve giving the reseer “a
more detailed and systematic appreciation of hisher personal experience with the topic of intérest
(McCracken, 1988, p.32) by engaging in a periodustained self-examination in which the researthnerst
inventory and examine the associations, incidents assumptions that surround the topic in his errhied”
(ibid., p.32).
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somewhat rambling prose which | then proceededviuate. Much of it consisted of
generalisations and repetitions but it was posgiblextract several points of interest. In my
case the evaluation followed the writing straighdagywbut some time could be allowed to
elapse if preferred, and indeed the writing anduateon could be repeated with the same or a
different focus.

Firstly, in addition to seeing the purpose of tioeirse as being “to enable students to
function in their academic studies in the univets{Self-interview, p.1), which mirrored the
official course description, | saw a wider purpo8eam trying to make students more
responsible for their own progress and developnretite academic environment and able to
function for themselves independently of me or ptieachers as much as possible” (Self-
interview, pp.1-2). Another aim took an even widigw:

| also encourage the students to look at the plesbienefits to themselves of learning to write ineav
more structured way and to organise their thougyssematically. By this | mean that | want thenthimk
about how these skills can help them in their fatlifie whatever that may be (most of them will et
academics). (Self-interview, pp.3-4)

Another point related to the style of teachingisliclear that while | am not always
successful in doing so, | attempt to teach in a&@mcway by getting the students to engage
in discussion and provide answers for themselateer than rely on me to give them all the

answers:
In lessons | try to involve the students in disausof the purpose and use of techniques as much as
possible and try to get them to provide the answadteer than just feeding them with my ideas amrdvsi |
have to admit that | am not always successfuloimgl this — sometimes | do tend to talk too muct &n
deliver mini-lectures but | am conscious of thisdency and as much as possible try to avoid itf-(Se
interview, p.3)

The latter part of the above quote also connedts avthird important point, which is
the difficulties experienced by the teacher botthviis own teaching and with the conditions
imposed upon him by the teaching context. Onedaste illustrates this perfectly:

| am constantly aware of the time constraints ef¢burse — 1 1/2 hours a week is not sufficiemgadnto
the depth and do the things | would like to do.cAlsdo not always have enough time to prepare fesso
the way | would like to. | find getting lessonsri¢a often wastes a lot of time, especially if maiting for
another class to leave or for late students tcegttied.

Sometimes | have to make a compromise betwgploring topics or points which have been raised i
the depth | would like to and trying to cover thaterial | need to each week. | am aware that | ary v
bad at timing lessons and getting things finishedime. (Self-interview, p.5)

These points indicated that the interview woul@édcéo probe the teacher’s ideas of
what the course should do for the students, whato$anteraction took place within the class
and what difficulties the teacher experienced i handling of the course. They also made
my own concerns and viewpoint much clearer to me.

5.3 Asking teacher sto define academic writing and explain the purpose of teaching it
To discover more about how other teachers viewedcburse | decided to ask them

directly what they thought academic writing was amdy we taught it to our students. |
hoped that this might uncover additional categowegch had not yet suggested themselves
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and | also wanted other perspectives on this denuastion in case | had overlooked
something.

| composed a short letter requesting an answtret@uestion (see Appendix B) and
placed a copy in the pigeonholes of all the teackdro were teaching or who had recently
taught Academic Skills as well as sending the fdiiee-mail. | received 6 replies from 12
letters.

Most of the definitions of academic writing werery similar to definitions in the
literature although they varied in detail. Howevene of the replies deliberately raised
problems to do with defining and teaching acadesmitng:

Academic writing is a compound phrase. It is mageotitwo parts: academic and writing. The former
refers to a community, while the latter covers rgeaof written genres. If we match the two compadsien
we can say that academic writing could be defired aet of written genres as endorsed by the adgadem
community.

A more refined definition of ‘academic writing’ould raise a number of question marks, like: which
academic community? (international, national, omatre local levels?); who are the members of this
community (scholars/researchers belonging to oneicpkar discipline or to a wider spectrum of
disciplines — say the humanities, or science?). Wy@e of communication (if any!) goes on between
students and members of the community? Are studéetsselves part of it? In my understanding and
experience the teaching of academic writing indtanvolves the use of model/sample texts. Themixt
to which a given writing tutor presents those sanipkts as real exemplars to be ‘imitated’ (coneeist
regarding the format, organisation, style, speai@abulary, technical properties (e.g. illustrasiofigures,
etc.), tenets and patterns of logic) will determthe degree to which an existing scholarly comnyunit
addressed in the text will be seen as a referemeenuinity. If teaching is done in an ‘interactiveayv(e.g.
students are engaged in the peer editing; papétemby students get published, etc.), studemmtelves
will become part of the academic community. (Reply

This indicates a sophisticated critical viewpoimattgoes beyond a straightforward definition
of academic writing. It suggests that there can significant underlying differences
concerning teachers beliefs about academic writthgch may affect how they present the
course to the students. It also implies more ofaayct approach, or perhaps a genre-based
approach, than a process approach and so furtltarlimes the need for the interview to
explore the teacher’s handling of the content.

Several of the answers to the second part of tiestepn also mentioned the idea of
enabling students to enter an academic commundyfarction within it. Other reasons given
for teaching the course were that “Hungarian sttglda not get training in academic writing
in their mother tongue either, so they definitelyed training in EFL academic writing”
(Reply 1) and that “as most of our students arematdive speakers of English, these courses
should also provide them with opportunities to depetheir general writing skills, reading
comprehension, vocabulary and awareness of styléesegisters” (Reply 3). Mention was
also made of the need to teach a course that vitasl $a the special context of the university:
“Our ‘adaptation’ is necessary to fit this spedialngarian-English context (e.g., the special
expectations of our literature or linguist colleag)i (Reply 1). These observations suggested
that the interview would need to look at the teashenderstanding of how students were
experiencing the course and the problems they nhighé. It seemed that it might also be a
good idea to ask about the effect of the contexherteaching of the course.

There was one answer which gave a very differeaw \of the reason for teaching
academic skills:
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We live in a technological/computer age of massmomication, uncontrolled advertising and "spint'isl
therefore imperative, particularly in a democrathat the 'educated’ individual be able to analys&.d
Socrates' dictum that "the unexamined life is nottlw living" is even more relevant today. Educatio
especially at the higher level, must be problenasted and promote critical thinking. In teachihg t
essential elements of academic writing to our sitele/e realize this goal. (Reply 5)

This reply further indicated the need to explore tisacher’s beliefs concerning the topic and,
along with Reply 3, it led me to refine the reskagaestion into three separate questions (as
described in section 4) to take account of theiggmce of these beliefs. However, | still
wanted the main focus of the interview scheduledmn what teachers actually did in their
lessons because | felt that simply asking themctyrebout what they thought might not be
as revealing or productive as asking them to erghaw they taught the course and probing
the reasons behind their approach. In other waadking point-blank about beliefs might
produce very different answers to examining beliefdirectly through a discussion of
teaching practice and experience. It was also plestiat specific discussion of beliefs would
arise naturally through discussion of particulgresss of teaching practice.

At this stage in the procedure | had identified thllowing areas that needed to be
addressed in the interview:

» the teacher’s handling of the elements of the @uarsd the importance attached to
them

» the teacher’s beliefs about what the course shaallidr the students

» the teacher’s interaction with the students withim class

* the difficulties experienced by the teacher in hagdhe course

» the teacher’s understanding of the problems stgdeay have

» the special context of the course

However, as yet specific questions had not beestnasted, or at least they only existed as a
collection of half-formed ideas which were yet ®dommitted to paper.

5.4 Semi-structured interview about the development and pur pose of the course

As an additional means of examining the theorkbeais of the course as well as its
intended purpose, | decided to interview a highkpezienced colleague who has been
teaching the course since its inception. For thisppse a simple interview guide was
constructed consisting of seven questions (see Wpp&€). Some of the questions (hamely 5,
6, and 7) were also intended to explore the questiegories already identified in the hope
that specific questions and prompts for these angight become apparent. The questions
were sent on request to the teacher after the fitheanterview was explained, which proved
to be very helpful since very little probing wascaessary to elicit information (although
several supplementary questions were asked duhiagirterview). However, question 4
proved to be somewhat problematic and had to béaegal during the interview — this
provided valuable experience in hawet to frame a question clearly. The question hadeto b
reformulated so that it asked more simply aboutvibes the course takes of what academic
writing is.

The interview proved to be extremely productivel dasted for 50 minutes. Apart
from making clear the original aims of the courad &ow it had developed, a number of key
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points were raised which suggested further questaiagories and, in some cases, specific
guestions.

Firstly, in addition to confirming that the coursad elements of both the product and
process approaches to writing with the emphasighenlatter in the first semester, the
interviewee placed great importance on the roleeetiback. She made it clear that this had
been a central part of the course from the begginin

T ...l remember we, especially A gave ust@fiageadings on how to do this because none tiads
experience. Some of us had gone through writingsesuabroad — not all of us. And so we also had to
learn how to pursue this process approach to writinow to give feedback. We actually had
workshops talking about these with B__ and thekiof feedback that can be given and-

I: Did that include pupil to pupil feedback améther feedback as well?

T: Yes, peer response as well as teacher feedpaskAnd comments. And so it wasn't, or, as | pieed
it, it was never the grades that really matteretherfinal product but the way we actually got ther
(Course Development Interview, p.4)

This led me to reconsider my decision not to as&uathow teachers deal with specific

components of the course. It seemed to me tha¢ $gexlback played such an integral part in
the process approach, | needed to ask about ttifirélowever, the final decision to have a

separate question about the use of feedback wasnade until after the trial teacher

interviews (described in the next section), whey@mathe subject came up.

Another point which formed the basis of a questomcurred near the end of the
interview. When discussing the strengths and wesdete of the course, the interviewee
revealed an interesting technique that she used:

| remember that it was an extremely good feelingni@ that | could feel tangible development ... &nd
always kept my students’ first essays d@ind/as always a trick on my part to give that essay back to
them at the end of the year and they were always so surprised and reallyatveld them the value of the
course and our work together.

(Course Development Interview, p.10 (my highlighjin

| was particularly struck by the use of the womick’, and it occurred to me that a question
asking about the special tricks teachers used cbaldery revealing. Question 5 in the
teacher interviews resulted from this (see Appeii)ix

A third question (Question 6 in the teacher inmg) was suggested by comments
made at the beginning and end of the interview eomng the attitude of the students to the
course. Again | was patrticularly struck by the o$®ne word, resistance, and this was used
in the construction of the question. The first coaminrelated to students feelings when the
course was first begun more than 10 years ago:

So this is how | got into it too, with the studyckage, with students who didn’t quite understanatwie
really wanted of this course. | could feel a lott@fision then, sa little bit of resistance like tension on
the part of the students. They weren't used to the idea of people tellingnh how to write. They weren’t
so unhappy about the language input, they were mmmeerned about the rhetorical input we were gyin
to give.

(Course Development Interview, p.1 (my highlighjing

% In the interview extracts all names have been wmized. T and | stand for Teacher and Interviewer,
respectively.
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The interviewee indicated at the end of the inewvihat one of the weaknesses of the course
was that she could still sense a negative feelmthe part of the students:

| can still feel that students are not so territdyppy about this course. | have had several differeurses
at this university, all of them taught by myset, the one variable was constant and that was madenene

of my courses have been, so, little happy or (layghl don’'t know how to put it. All of my coursesere
more enthusiastic, more, more, | don’t know — lessblematic (laughs). And | had to explain muchdew
things at the other courses and had to go intoiderably fewer discussions about the aims and essen
and usefulness of the course than this one. | doww how this could be overcome. (Course Develagme
Interview, p.11)

It seemed worthwhile to ask other teachers abasitpdrceived resistance and dissatisfaction
both to see if they had noticed it and, if so,ital fout how they dealt with it.

During the interview | realised that | had negéetcto include a question on the special
context of the course, and so | added one at aerwent point. The answer was very
interesting because it looked at a number of dfieaspects:

I:  OK. Maybe I think we can have extra questatmout the Hungarian context, it might be betteagk here.
So, does the fact that this course is being tairght Hungarian University influence the contentsthod
course in any way? Because it's a Hungarian acadeomtext.

T: Yes. In the case of my course for example #sdm, especially in areas, one area relates tachdemic
thing — that | also need to, | don't just includhe igeneral resources that are published in acaderiting,
in Anglo-Saxon academic writing literature, butidatry and include things that | know are releviaaite.
And the expectations of the teachers that | knbwat's one area, so we also need to cater for theeds.
And the other relates to the topics that | haveamly mentioned to you: that we have to find topies
they can write about and that they are happy ttevatbout — um — because for them /?/ like euthareasi
abortion and hanging, what you would expect to lyemuinely interesting topic comes out as something
dead boring (laughs). And they don’t want to spebéut it so — in that respect it is. And maybe ¢lea
third aspect, that it's not ESL writing but EFL wmg. For often Hungarian teachers, not even native
speaker English teachers. So, maybe this is avkiglimportant aspect that we have to build upan we
have very little to build upon in the students’ hmt tongue. And then this very little that we carld
upon is not much use because we have to catehdoEFL context. It seems to me sometimes it's very
unnatural (laughs) that | teach it, another Hursgamative speaker. And | think this is a very ergit
research topic (laughs). Hungarian native speakaching EFL academic writing for the Hungarian EFL
context — there’s so many tricks in this.

(Course Development Interview, pp.8-9)

This answer showed the complex levels of the te&Hanking about what to include in the

course — a blend of standard academic writingditee, locally relevant material and topics
which the students find interesting. Added to tthiere is the problem of dealing with the
specific EFL context. The richness of this answamvinced me that it was important to have
a separate question asking teachers how the coatidted their teaching of the course.
Question 9 in the teacher interviews addressetiig.

One further question (Question 10 in the teach&rviews) was suggested by the
interviewees’ discussion of the strengths and wesses of the course as well as some other
parts of the interview where possible improvememése discussed. The interviewee was
particularly concerned with the need for commundcatvith other departments in order to
determine “the everyday needs of our studentsrmdeof what is expected of them in the
seminars” (Course Development Interview, p.10).ukgtion inquiring about what changes or
improvements teachers would like to make would geshshow how widespread this concern
was but more importantly it might reveal some vietgresting differences in the perceptions
of individual teachers.
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The interview was also very helpful in exploringnge of the previously identified
guestion categories, particularly the problems gh&lents experienced and the reasons for
them, such as their secondary schooling, and &sainteraction of the teacher with the
students. The need to fully explain the purposthefcourse to the students was stressed by
the interviewee:

| always feel the need to explain to my studentg whk are doing this course in the first semestdrthan,

| remember | always take in, took in, Kaplan's @detiabout the semiotic doodles article — you knber t
cultural thought patterns and this culture, langyagind or thought triangle — and we start thinkafgput
how this really works and how it works in differemtltures, and the students really well responthi®
and find it very interesting and then it's easyrtake a next step raising their awareness to theHatthis

is a special community in which we are working hand this has very special participants and veegisp
media through which we communicate and if we wamtammmunication to be successful then we have to
work along particular guidelines or rules so to.&purse Development Interview, p.6)

This was interesting because it revealed so muohtabe interviewee’s thinking regarding
the course and its purpose, and it connected wathynpoints which had emerged in previous
stages of the validation procedure to do with thgglA-Saxon basis of academic writing
conventions and the special requirements of acadeommunities. In particular it showed
the efforts made to shape the students’ view iositipe way, and it suggested that a question
dealing with the students’ understanding of therseuand how the teacher explains the
purpose of the course to them could be very rewgrdi

5.5 Trial teacher interviews

By this stage | already had a good idea of sewdrtle questions that | wanted to ask
and of the main question categories that | wanteth¢lude in my schedule. However, |
wanted to test the questions before finalisingdtigedule to see how well they worked (i.e.,
whether the respondents understood them clearlyduather they would elicit useful data).
Moreover, | thought that there could still be sonaegories or aspects which remained
unconsidered as yet and that by doing some shiest interviews | might be able to
discover these. Therefore, | prepared a basic séhexf ten questions (Appendix D) and
asked two teachers, a native speaker of Englisradddngarian, to assist me. The choice of
native speaker and Hungarian interviewees wasetalie, as they might be expected to show
certain differences in viewpoint due to their diéfet cultural and linguistic backgrounds. (Of
course, | was well aware that this was only onenahy potentially significant differences
between teachers, such as gender, age and expgeyienc

Perhaps the most significant result of this stags the difference in the richness of
data that the two interviews yielded. This is pasignalled by the duration of the interviews:
the first took just under 45 minutes and the secoad over after 21 minutes. However,
longer answers in themselves are not necessarihg meful; what matters is whether the
interview produces answers which are relevantéadisearch focus. In this respect the longer
interview was clearly better because it went intachngreater depth on the key issues. One
example, from the responses to Question 2 askiongtabe purpose of the course, clearly
illustrates this difference in depth:

| see it as an introduction to what it's like to &estudent in a university and how to cope withtladl
problems of being in a university. So it's an acaite it's called academic skills, but basically tay |
think it's mostly taught is as an academic writoayurse. Now for me academic skills goes way beyosid
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academic writing and these things are to do witletimanagement, in particular, in the first few week
when you're at university, how to cope with sudgepbu’ve got lots and lots of courses that there ar
various expectations for and you're expected taakehn a very different way from how you've behaved
at secondary school and most students come stifagghtsecondary school. | mean there are some peopl
who have a year doing something or they fail anagce exam and they work as an au pair for a litgdo
that, and in some ways they're, | mean they'rey’'trebeen out, those that have been out they've loe¢

of any kind of academic environment for a yeanvas years. (Teacher Interview 1, p.1)

Here the teacher stresses the importance he atégltibe course in helping students make
the transition to a very different way of studyiagd learning from what they have been used
to at school. For him the course is about a lotartban just writing. In the same answer he
goes on to reflect more specifically on how thetwg students have to do at university is
fundamentally different from the kind of writingei have done before in English:

So in a sense | think that | try to take the bdsivbat there was on that course in the Czech Républ
[where this teacher had worked earlier in his agnebich was to do with understanding, defining wha
is to be a student in a university, how you mangm& time and, and then, yes, writing. Like how you
how the writing that you're expected to do migtfeti from any kind of writing you’ve done in an High
class. Because not many of the students have Bcewar written very much in English or anythingasfy
length at all, because most writing is not, thaytldo at secondary school, is not about learning twm
write, it's about learning how to learn English g@ writing that they do is how to learn, you know
vocabulary or how to, how to learn grammar. But Writing is in a sense a channel activity, like an
activity in order to learn English and not to teaElnglish teachers in secondary schools are nohileg
people how to write in English. Mostly — there ntidgie one or two exceptions but for the most past th
writing is not anything like what they are expectedio for linguistics, literature, or any othercses that
they do, phonetics, yeah. (Teacher Interview 1) p.1

By comparison, the answer the second teacher gawestquestion, while relevant, was much
more perfunctory:

Well | think it's to prepare the students to wriégesays in other seminars and other classes, literat
linguistics, and also to sort of gather their thiaisgand put them on paper in an English way. (Teach
Interview 2, p.1)

There could be several reasons for this differetfoe first teacher had much more
experience and therefore had had a greater chamedld@ct on his teaching. There could also
be differences in the personality of the interviewand the circumstances of the interview
which might explain the relative garrulousness atle teacher (for instance, the first
interview was done alfresco over a coffee in thévermsity café — at the interviewee’s
request). However, another possible reason wasrthhe case of the second interviewee the
guestions had proved insufficient to elicit thehness of response that was sought and the
interviewer had not been able to effectively prétyedeeper insights. This indicated to me
that | needed to have a greater range of questiodghat | needed to have planned prompts
or probes for some questions and not just relyloatihg prompts (see McCracken, 1988,
pp.34-37; Maykut & Morehouse, 1994, pp.95-96).

The interviews did yield some other important ghgs. Both teachers mentioned the
importance of previous teaching experience andlised the need to ask about this and not
just about the length of time spent teaching thad&enic Skills Course. The first interviewee
also talked at length about his own learning exqmees with regard to academic writing:

If I was doing this in Britain, in first year unikgty, then the students would be much more sophisd.
They'd of — because of the system in Britain whegeple do three subjects for A-level and actuadlyeh
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to do quite a lot of academic writing, and are lgttwup on — | mean | don’'t know about you but we ha
debates at the age of 11 and 12, on a whole rahgf@ngs from euthanasia to capital punishment, to
researching space, going to the moon and then decharite it up afterwards, about the for and agai
And from the age of 11 at school | was doing tkfigu know, | went to a, | suppose quite a posh gramm
school where these were things that were considergdrtant. (Teacher Interview 1, p.9)

Even though this was part of a discussion of trexigh Hungarian context of the course, the
teacher's own experience of learning to write aosideEnglish seemed to represent a
separate category of major importance which had bempletely missed.

One other new category was suggested by the tigoviaws, and this was classroom
atmosphere. Both teachers made references tol#t®mehips within the class both between
students and between themselves and the studdmdir3t teacher also spoke at some length
about his efforts “to build up a good social atntoaEe in the group” (Teacher Interview 1, p.
9) in order to encourage trust and make criticigsier. This convinced me that classroom
atmosphere and attempts to build a strong grouptitgevere important to the success of the
course and teachers should be asked how they ayacbéhis area.

5.6 Informal interviewswith students

In order to get the students’ views of the cousé how it was taught, | had intended
to hold some informal interviews with individualigents or groups of students (both my own
and other teachers’). Unfortunately, for varioussans | was unable to arrange such
interviews before the end of the semester. Asladek | decided to send some questions by
e-mail to my second year students, most of whom dtéehded other teachers’ academic
skills classes in the first year. The questionsevas follows:

(1) How well do you think the first year academidlls course succeeded in meeting
your needs?
(2) Did you experience any difficulties during tb@urse? (These could be either with the
content of the course or the teaching)
(3) Do you have any suggestions for how the cocoséd be improved?
By the time of the actual piloting | had only ree=d four replies and, while they all said the
course had been useful, they were not sufficieddtailed to suggest any new ideas for
categories or questions.

While the focus of the interview is on teacherstill think it is important to get the
insights of students as this may suggest aspectbeoteaching of the course otherwise
unseen. The lack of a detailed student viewpoithus an unfortunate omission which must
be addressed in the future.

5.7 Preparation of the provisional interview schedule

Following a review of all the collected data, thé set of questions was drawn up for
the version of the instrument to be piloted. Thigolved adding new questions to those used
in the trial teacher interviews, modifying some tbeé old questions and adding planned
probes to several questions. This version of tliredwale can be found in Appendix E. The
optional probes are in square brackets beneatim#ire questions. (They are optional because
their use may prove unnecessary.) Nearly all tbobgs were suggested by comments or ideas
in the data.
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A decision also had to be made on how to sequdre@uestions. As can be seen
from Appendix E, the interview opens with two relaty straightforward questions about the
teacher’s background and then the next four sextiook at how the teacher deals with the
actual teaching of the course. The last two sestask the teachers to evaluate the course
and, finally, to examine their own learning expede and its affect on their teaching. It
seemed logical to finish by looking at how the tesxrs had learnt to write academic English
because then what they said about the effect af then learning experience on their
teaching could be compared with what they had saitiler in the interview.

It should be noted that a further section (sedidpnvas added just before piloting as a
way of getting immediate feedback from the intemge on the effectiveness of the interview.
This was also necessary because no prior feedbacthe schedule had been obtained
although this had been the original intention.

5.8 Feedback from other teacherson the schedule

Due to time constraints and workload, feedbacknfrather teachers concerning the
schedule could not be obtained before the piloerutw was done. However, one
experienced colleague did look at the schedule dftead been piloted and gave some brief
notes by e-mail. Only three substantive changese werggested. Firstly clearer, more
precisely worded prompts were given for question‘B2hat do you say to provide rationale
for the course? On what (theoretical and/or pedagfdoasis do you explain the purpose of
the course if need be?”. However, essentially tregserewordings of the main question in
more technical language, rather than probes whiggest alternative ways of approaching
the question or ask for further elaboration.

The second point relates to the use of the wdairtents’ in C1: “What do you mean
by ‘elements’? The given course contents (e.g.ragguative essay, presentation, etc.) or the
methodological aspects (e.g. reworking drafts, peading, analysis of sample papers,
etc.)?”. Clearly, this is a valid criticism and theestion needs to be reworded or expanded.

The final point related to C2 and suggested theforle asking about the use of
feedback, it made sense to ask the teacher whas typfeedback they used: “Before this
guestion it might be a good idea to ask what kiofdfeedback techniques does he use in the
course (e.g. peer, teacher + language-,conterdtgtasrelated, any other?)”. This too seemed
a logical improvement to make.

6 Findings from the pilot interview

The pilot interview itself was done with the prenanal schedule and lasted for an
hour and twenty minutes. The interviewee was aree&pced Hungarian teacher of academic
skills and was thus well suited to give helpful dkeack. All of the questions were clear
according to him except one of the probes for qoaed2 (When and how much/how often
do you talk about it?). This needed to be explaimedifferent words and at some length to
clarify exactly what was being asked. He felt tthet sequence was logical and that the brief
explanations given at the beginning of each seatiere helpful. He suggested that a question
on evaluation and assessment should be added aalddhsaid that there were not really any
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grand tour questions, although because | was ieteing people who worked in the same
context and did the same things as me — in othedsypeople who were as familiar with the
research setting as | was — this was not a problem.

After completing the pilot interview my own fealjnwas that in addition to the
suggested question on evaluation and marking, there still some other questions that
might be worth including about how teachers hatitbecourse. One such would be about the
relative weighting teachers give to the theoretanad empirical essay in the second semester,
as there was some disagreement about whethertdesewere worth doing (I was surprised
that the interviewee’s views on the importancehef two was the exact opposite of my own).
| also felt that better probes could be provided arore probes were needed for difficult,
more complex areas.

| was also unhappy with the balance between vpeciic questions and general
guestions in the schedule — the interviewee’s contrakout the lack of grand tour questions
was disturbing because | did not agree that fartyiavith the setting was sufficient
justification for doing without these. On refleatid think it would probably be sensible to
start each section with a very general questioruatimt topic and then follow it up with
more specific questions. For example, for sectidii@®w you teach the course) | could begin
by asking how the interviewee would characteriseseilf as a teacher. Of course, since | am
seeking specific information the general questionstheir own are not enough but their
strength is that they may throw up unforeseen point

7 Conclusion

The question of validity for interview-based reshais not fixed and unchanging. It
depends largely on the kind of interview being ug@dhen & Manion, 2000). For the long
qualitative interview which is designed to capttire complexity of a phenomenon or setting
and not to establish its generalisability to otkettings, internal validity in the form of the
authenticity of the data and the soundness ofd@kearch design are most important. | have
tried to demonstrate the step by step process @fstthedule validation and show the
reasoning behind it, as well as giving sampleshef data from which question categories
were drawn.

As far as the actual pilot interview goes, the sfioas were effective in eliciting
interesting insights into the thinking and practwfethe interviewee. However, it must be
remembered that since with a qualitative intervign@ human element in the interaction
between interviewer and interviewee is centraltsosuccess, then quantitative notions of
reliability cannot meaningfully be applied. In otl@rcumstances with other interviewees the
guestions still might not yield the desired richmes$ data. All that can be done is to try and
cover the research topic as fully as possible artttipate difficulties by preparing good
probes and by getting more experience through duititerviews. Inevitably, there is always
likely to be some room for improvement, however knma the present case, in retrospect it
would make sense to have a separate question dbeuteacher’s choice of teaching
materials, as this may give insights on the pretkteaching approach.

The interview also needs to be triangulated ines@ray. Classroom observation could
be used to do this but as previously mentionecethes serious difficulties involved. Another
possibility would be to ask interviewees to expland discuss their personal course
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descriptions. This could be done immediately afterinterview or at a later date and might.
provide a way of corroborating what was said mititerview.

It is hoped that describing the validation procefsa long interview schedule in detalil
will help other researchers who wish to use sucimsmmument. Of course, the particular 10-
step process described here may not be approjmiaeery point for the specific research
context of another researcher, but by highlightihg complexity of the process and the
problems that may arise, the researcher can berhwpared to deal with this demanding
area of qualitative research. Moreover, while teeearcher may need to be flexible in
adapting the process to suit his or her uniquearebecontext, the basic stages based on
McCracken’s approach should not vary substantialtygl if followed, a rigorous and effective
research instrument can be developed.
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APPENDIX A

Official course descriptions from the English anaéfican Studies website

Academic Skills (Semester 1)

Description: The course aims to help students acquire and dewbe necessary skills to

cope with academic work in English. Students wathrh and practice to write paragraphs,
different types of essays and summaries. They aldb become familiar with referencing

their written work. Students will develop their wng through the process of evaluating their
own and their peers' work and re-writing their thaf

Academic Skills (Semester 2)

Description: The course aims to develop further skills necgssacope with academic work
in English. Students will learn about the structoir¢heoretical and empirical research papers,
will conduct an empirical mini-research, will writen empirical research paper, a theoretical
research paper, and an in-class argumentative .e&tagents will also give a formal
presentation on the results of the mini-researcé @reparation of a handout is compulsory,
but other visual aids such as posters, OHTs or weHRRpint presentation can also be
prepared).

APPENDIX B

Letter asking teachers for a definition of acadewriting.

Dear Colleague,

| am doing some research on academic writing asgpany PhD and | would be extremely
grateful if you could answer the following questiorone or two paragraphs:

What is academic writing and why do weteach it to our students?

You can write your answer on this paper and leawremy pigeon hole or you can send it to
me by e-mail (......... @......... hu). All responseél be treated in strictest confidence and no
respondents will be named in the research report.

It would be very helpful if you could give ngeur answer before the mid-term break
(April 2nd).

Thank you in advance for your time and effort,
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APPENDIX C

Guide for interview about the Academic Skills Caurs

1. How did the academic skills course come intatexice and for what purpose?
2. How has the course developed or changed sismaeception?
3. What is the theoretical basis of the courseegands academic writing?

4. Is the course based on a specific view of whatlamic discourse is which is typical of a
particular content domain?

If so, can you describe it?
5. What is the course intended to do for the sttafen
6. What are the elements or skills that the coisrggended to teach?

7. What would you say are the strengths and weakses the course?

APPENDIX D

Schedule for Teacher Interviews

1. How long have you been teaching the AcademitisStourse?

2. What do you think is the main purpose of therse®

3. a) What elements in the course do you give mashinence when you teach the course?
(In both semester 1 and Semester 2)
e.g. drafting/redrafting; peer evaluatitegcher feedback

b) What elements, if any, do you consider e§lenportance?

4. In your experience what are the students’ biggexblems in coping with the requirements
of the course?

5. Are there any special ‘tricks’ or techniques ty@u use in teaching the course?
(to make it more interesting or easier to undebta
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6. Have you encountered any resistance or disaetiich from the students concerning the
course?
If so, how do you deal with it?

7. Do you think the students understand the purpbt®e course?
(How do you explain it to them?)

8. How successful do you think the course is intingehe needs of the students?
9. How does the Hungarian context affect your teachf the course?

10. If you could improve or change anything abdwet ¢course what would it be?

APPENDIX E

Interview Schedule for Piloting

In order to get some additional insight into theemence of 1st year students and their
problems in adapting to an academic environment,ifiterested in finding out more about
what teachers of 1st Year Academic Skills are damtheir courses, as well as what their
beliefs are about the teaching of academic sKillgant to talk to you because you are an
experienced teacher of this course.

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

A. Background Questions
Al. How long have you been teaching thess

A2. Did you have any previous experience of taaglaicademic writing or academic skills before
teaching this course?

[If so, has it influenced your teachingloé course at all?]
B. What the courseisfor
B1. What do you think the main purpose of therse is?
[What should the course do for the stis#n
B2. How do you explain the purpose of the cotoshe students?
[Do you think they understand the purpose?]

[Do you discuss it with them?]
[When and how much/how often do you tal&tit?]
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C. How you teach the cour se
C1l. What elements in the course (in both sem®@stieryou give most prominence to and why?
C2. What use do you make of different kinds efdteack?
[e.g. teacher feedback, group feedbadds, psponse]

C3. Are there any elements that you give lesmprence to or that you consider to be of less
importance?

[Ask why if necessary]

C4. Are there any special tricks or techniqued ffou use in teaching the course (to make it
more interesting or easier to understand) ?

[For example: special materials, actigitipics relating the course to the students’
own experience]

C5. At the end of the course what do you wantrysiudents to understand about academic
writing and academic study?

D. Dealing with praoblems

D1. In your experience what are the students’ dsggroblems in coping with the requirements
of the course?

D2. Have you any idea why students might expesgddifficulties ( if they do) ?
D3. What do you do if students don’t understammiething?

D4. Have you ever encountered any resistancéssatisfaction from the students to do with the
course and if so how do you deal with it?

[For example: not wanting to do somethipggstioning the value of something or
claiming that they already know how tosidonething]

D5. Do you as a teacher find the course diffioulproblematic in any way?

[Ask for details and examples and how lnefdeals with problems]

[Possible problems: lack of time, moreglemphasis on certain aspects, need to

include new elements]

D6. This course is based on Anglo-Saxon ideascafdemic writing but it is taught in a
Hungarian university to non-native students — atnadishaving Hungarian as their first language.
How does the context of the course affect yourhiggcof it?

[You could talk about language and calt@spects here]

E. Classroom dynamics and student confidence

E1l. Classroom atmosphere is widely acknowledgeal \zery important element in teaching. How

do you handle the social aspects of the coursehamd important do you think this is in the
success of the course?



WoPaLP, Vol. 5, 2011 Prescott 38

[Ask about fostering trust betwestmdents and between st's and teacher]

[What do you do to foster a strgngup identity?]

[How would you describe the relaships within the class?]
E2. These are first year students at the beginoi their university career and most of them have
come from a very different academic environmergeonondary school. How far do you think we
are responsible as teachers for fostering the stsideonfidence and how does this affect how you
teach the course?

[for example: giving feedback, magkwork, handling criticism, the role of
discussion in lessons]

F. Feelings about the effectiveness of the cour se

F1. How successful do you feel the course iselping the students to cope with their work at
the university?

[Ask for examples; what students ahgut their other classes]
[Does the course help them to widteother teachers?]

F2. If you could improve or change anything altbetcourse what would it be?
G. Your own learning experience
G1. How did you yourself learn to write in Ergflifor academic purposes?
[Did you get any teaching at secondahool?]
[Did you attend an academic skiliss of some sort?]

[What were the strengths and wease®esf your own learning experience?]

G2. How do you think your own experience of feag academic skills has affected your views
of what academic writing is and how it should begtat?

[Has it had any effect on the way yolctethe course? Ask for examples]
H. Interview evaluation
H1. Have | missed anything out — is there amglalse you think | should ask?
H2. Are all the questions clear?
H3. Does the sequencing of the questions segical@
H4. Do you have any suggestions for the imprayenof the interviewing technique?

H5. Would you like to make any other comments?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION



