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USING HUMOUR IN TEACHING ENGLISH
AS A FOREIGN LANGUAGE AT MORE ADVANCED LEVELS

Diana Prodanovi¢ Stanki¢™
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Novi Sad, Novi Sad

Abstract. The unique properties of humour make it a valuable tool in the process of teaching
and acquiring English as a foreign language, especially when more advanced courses at the
university level are concerned. In the first place, using humour based on language play (in-
volving different aspects of linguistic structure) in a variety of teaching materials can be very
beneficial to helping students improve their ability with language structures. Moreover, it is
important that students develop an awareness of humour that is related to culture in order to
achieve better command of English. In order to determine the effect humour has on students’
level of attainment, a small-scale study was conducted at the English Department, University
of Novi Sad in the course Integrated Language Skills. In the study, humour was used both as
a tool, to improve the learning environment, and as a resource for teaching new vocabulary or
revising grammatical structures. The results of the study indicate that humour can be applied
to teaching a foreign language and improving students’ proficiency level. Moreover, using
humour both as a tool and as a resource affected students’ motivation and willingness to
study.

Key words: humor in education, teaching English as a foreign language, learning environ-
ment, teaching materials.

The main idea behind this study was to try to use humor both as a resource
and a tool in teaching English as a foreign language at the university level.
The idea that humor can be applied to teaching is certainly not a new one.
Powell and Andersen (1985) advocate the idea that humor can increase at-
tention and interest and help to illustrate and reinforce what is being taught.
Furthermore, Davies (2003) claims that the challenge to the language learner
in learning to participate fully in conversational joking is not only to acquire
the appropriate social and cultural knowledge, but also to achieve an appro-
priate level of interpretive and productive expertise.

One of the rare quantitative studies in this field reports on the research
conducted by Berk and Nanda (2006), who proved in their study that using
humor in tests can lower test anxiety and improve performance, especially
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with under twenty-five age group. Combining humorous and serious ver-
sions of the same test content in the multiple choice task, they determined
that humorous content can lower anxiety and improve test performance.

Assuming that humor can be beneficial to the process of learning a for-
eign language, the primary objective of this paper was to try to apply humor
to teaching English as a foreign language. Humor was used as a tool for in-
creasing group dynamics and achieving better class management, as well as
a resource for different tasks oriented towards practicing grammatical struc-
tures, increasing vocabulary and learning more about culture related to Eng-
lish-speaking countries. This small-scale study was conducted on the second
year students majoring ELT at the English Department, Faculty of Philoso-
phy, University of Novi Sad, in the winter term 2009/2010.

This study was conducted in the course Integrated language skills 3
(ILS3), which is an obligatory course, based on studying English using a
communicative approach. The main challenge in teaching such a course at
this level is to motivate students to maintain their initial interest in English
and encourage them to take an active part in the process of learning. Infus-
ing humor in the process of teaching/learning and in the input seemed to be
a great incentive to enhancing students’ knowledge.

At the advanced level, students should increase not only their commu-
nicative competence but the cultural as well. According to Davies (2003),
knowing how the native speakers of a language use humor in their everyday
situations can certainly foster students own ‘conversational involvement’.
Veatch (1998) claims that language and humor are interwoven on many lev-
els, since language is implicated in humor, from lexical ambiguity to linguis-
tic ill-formedness or stigmatized forms, from dialect features to linguistic
arguments.

Although spontaneity and humor are closely related, the teacher should
carefully incorporate any type of humor he/she intends to use in their lesson
plan and make sure it is relevant to the objectives of the lesson. In light of
organizing teaching materials used in the study, humor was classified into
three broad categories: (a) universal, (b) culture-based and (c) linguistic, or
word-based humor, following Schmitz’s (2002) classification.

Researchers of humor admit that there are many difficulties related to
defining humor. Attardo (1994) argues that humor should be regarded as a
generic term that covers a semantic field including puns, wit, ridicule, mock,
sarcasm, and fun. For the purpose of this study, we will use the cover term
“humorous discourse” to refer to a variety of texts that are related but often
have subtle differences: jokes, witticisms, quips, (wise)cracks, gags, puns,
riddles, one-liners, etc. According to Long and Graesser (1988) humorous
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statements are speech acts that have different functions in spoken and writ-
ten discourse.

In accordance with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) classification, verba-
lizations of conversational humor can be either face-threatening acts aimed
at social control (denigration or exclusion from a social group) or face-saving
acts (bonding, rapport-enhancement and mitigation). Poletto (2007) stresses
that in an educational context, such as the language classroom, the former
are to be prevented, the latter enhanced, to which both the teacher and the
learner are committed.

In his study Saltman (1995) supports the idea that positive humor, par-
ticularly when relevant to the material, can help establish a climate condu-
cive to adult learning, defuse stress, provide an effective message delivery
system aiding retention of information, break down barriers between facili-
tators and learners, and foster cohesiveness.

Although most prominent linguistic theories of humor are grounded in
cognitive and psycholinguistic empirical research, this field of study is still
in need of an epistemic theory that would comprise the existing findings and
fully account for the application of humour to the process of learning and
acquiring knowledge.

Humor used as a tool

Certainly, using humor as a tool in foreign language teaching has its benefits
and drawbacks. Humor can be a useful tool for achieving a wide range of
different communicative goals and help establish a positive learning envi-
ronment.

In the first place, if used carefully, the appropriate use of humor in
class management can help hold students’ attention and concentration for a
longer period of time. Controlled amusement in class can affect students’
motivation and willingness to participate in all activities with a bigger dose
of enthusiasm and higher expectations regarding their own learning process.
Generally speaking, the increase in attention and concentration will result in
a far-reaching impact on positive attitudes towards the input material that is
taught as well as the whole learning process, improving productivity and
creative thinking.

Still, there are many risks that are involved in the whole process. Extra
sensitivity is required on the part of the teacher in selecting the most appro-
priate kind of talk and managing the class effectively. Humorous and playful
language should not be overused and the teacher has to attain a certain level
of spontaneity alongside with experience in order to use such methods. Oth-
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erwise, there is a risk that the students might misunderstand teacher’s at-
tempts or find some of the language used inappropriate. That is why such
methods require the teachers take a cautious approach and students have a
good command of foreign language that is taught.

Moreover, the teacher should always be aware of the lesson plan and
timing since he/she has to control the whole situation. In case of some unin-
tended or unplanned instances, which are quite likely to happen, the teacher
should be quick at using these opportunities to his/her advantage and direct-
ing the students towards the tasks that were planned.

Humor as a resource

In this study humor was used as a resource for revising grammatical struc-
tures, for learning new vocabulary as well as developing students’ aware-
ness of nuances of meaning, expanding knowledge on word-formation and
idiomatic expressions.

Since students at this level have covered all the most important gram-
matical issues in the previous courses and generally have a good degree of
knowledge, in this course they basically revise these grammatical structures
and learn how to use them in their own speech. A good way of revising ten-
ses, phrasal verbs or any other topic that requires a lot of drill and is rather
uninspiring for students at this level (since most of them assume that they
know everything yet still make occasional mistakes) is to do this practice in
the form of selected jokes that focus on particular grammatical points.

During the course, the teacher used a variety of different materials that
were funny and entertaining. For instance, following the suggestions and
examples offered in the English Grammar Book with Laughter (Woolard,
1999), which contains photocopiable exercises, the teacher can use either
the given jokes or create some new regarding the specific points he/she sho-
uld practice with the students. Furthermore, using funny cartoons that are
followed by a caption that contains either a polysemous lexeme or a phrase
that can be further used to elicit from the students lexemes or phrases that
are related to it, turned out to be very useful. Additionally, an amusing selec-
tion of humorous texts, puns and jokes is analyzed in Ross (1998), which
can be used as a resource for playing with language on different levels.

Furthermore, the teacher compiled a file of personal anecdotes, carto-
ons and stand-up comedian skits that could be adequately used when ne-
eded. During the course, students were encouraged by this approach so they
started sharing their own anecdotes and jokes, as well as examples of lin-
guistic humor or cartoons. The majority of material was in English, yet, if a
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student gave an illustrative or amusing example in Serbian, the opportunity
was used to compare and contrast Serbian and English structures on which
humor was based, and the teacher prompted the students to suggest possible
translational equivalents, though the discussions that followed these situa-
tions were rare and not exactly relevant since contrastive analysis and trans-
lation are not part of this course.

Nevertheless, wordplay was by far the most ‘laugh-provoking’ resour-
ce, regardless of the level of language on which it was based. Wordplay ba-
sed on phonology was used for practicing pronunciation and spelling and
when based on morphology it was helpful in drawing students’ attention to
differences in meaning among different prefixes and suffixes. Yet, students
enjoyed most wordplay based on lexis, especially when jokes or puns sug-
gested a literal interpretation of a metaphorical expression. Additionally, au-
thentic listening materials were used that either had humorous content or the
speakers that were recorded spoke in a regional dialect that the students
found funny.

When it comes to issues related to culture, apart from culture based
jokes, stand-up comedians’ skits turned out to be very useful, particularly
those that referred to specific cultural models, norms, customs, stereotypes
or tradition related to the UK and the USA. For example, the performance
Dress to Kill (1998) by the British stand-up comedian Eddie Izzard was very
interesting and insightful because he compared and contrasted the American
and British history, tradition, culture and stereotypes in an amusing way.

Methodology

In order to get a better insight into the interface between humor and langua-
ge teaching, a small-scale study was conducted on second-year students in
the course Integrated Language Skills 3. The study lasted one semester or
60 classes of 45 minutes. This course is designed specifically to cater for the
needs of second year students at the university level, who have attained B2
level and are supposed to reach C1 level of the Council of Europe Frame-
work at the end of the academic year.

The main objective of this course is to expand students’ knowledge of
vocabulary, especially when it comes to vocabulary dealing with specialized
topics, help them achieve a better control over grammatical structures, par-
ticularly more complex ones, increase their writing and reading skills. Be-
sides, the aim is to develop their speaking skills, enable them to communi-
cate effectively and effortlessly using both informal and formal language.
Every four to six weeks students’ level of attainment is tested.
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Both qualitative and quantitive methods were used in the study, be-
cause we wanted to check whether there are any considerable differences in
class management and students’ attention and participation in in-class activi-
ties besides their level of attainment in tests. Hence, two groups of twenty
students were in focus, one as a control and the other as an experimental
group. The qualitative method was based on teacher’s observation, recorded
in a journal, while the quantitative method pertained to comparing the aver-
age results students from the control and experimental group scored in the
tests. The average result was calculated as the arithmetic mean both in the
case of the total score obtained in a test and in the case of specific tasks. The
results are analyzed in percentage terms because a hundred percent is the
maximum one can score in a given test.

Due to specific requirements that should be met and taken into account
(the course is obligatory for the whole second year, approximately 80 stu-
dents who have to be assessed at the end of the semester using the same cri-
teria), members of each group were chosen at random, i.e. the groups were
not arranged with respect to their specific abilities. The groups were sele-
cted randomly. Communicative approach was used in both groups and they
were exposed to the same vocabulary and grammatical structures.

Using humor in the control group was not banned if it occurred sponta-
neously on the part of students, yet it was never encouraged or used by the
teacher. However, the students in the experimental group were extensively
exposed to humor in different ways. First of all, the teacher used humor hav-
ing the following aims in view:

e to improve group dynamics,

e to motivate students to be more eager to participate in class activities,

o to build up students’ self-confidence, fluency and skills in speaking,

e to help students learn new vocabulary/grammatical structures in an
easier and more effective way as well as reinforce the structures that
were already familiar to them.

Following these objectives, the methodological approach used to teach the
control group was to some extent redesigned and adjusted in order to achi-
eve these aims. The use of humor in the classroom was carefully planned by
the teacher. It must be stressed that all kinds of derogatory humor that could
offend any member of the group on any basis was strictly forbidden (that
included jokes or any reference to ethnic, racial, gender issues, scatological
humor, and similar).

Students had five classes of /LS 3 a week, divided into 90 or 135 min-
ute sessions. Basically, in the experimental group the teacher followed the
same class procedure as in the control group. Nevertheless, the teacher was
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ready to insert a playful element at appropriate moments during the teaching
session. For instance, after greeting the students, the teacher would make an
allusion to a funny topical event before the warm-up activities and engaged
the students or elicited from them comments related to the event using the
structures or vocabulary used in the previous class, or directed the lead-in to
the input that had to be done. At the very beginning of the class, when the
students’ concentration was at the peak, the focus was on teaching whatever
was planned in the syllabus for that particular day, using the same methods
as in the control group, like pair/group work, individual turns etc. Then, de-
pending on the topic, the learnt material was practiced in an amusing con-
text. To be more precise, if learning new phrasal verbs was the main gram-
matical unit that had to be done, the teacher chose exercises that were based
on jokes or cartoons containing the verbs that had to be learnt. Of course, all
new vocabulary or grammatical structures were taught in advance, prior to
focusing on specific tasks.

Testing

In total, students did three tests. The first test was done in the third week
after the beginning of the course and it served as a basis for comparison.
Since the students did not do a placement test prior to organizing them in
respective groups, this test was used to compare the average level of attain-
ment of the control and experimental group, as well as their scores related to
specific tasks. The results of the first test indicated that the control group
was slightly better since they scored on average 0.8 % more than the experi-
mental group, however, this difference is not that significant to claim that
students in the control group were better students in general. Regarding spe-
cific tasks the difference between the scores of the control and experimental
group were insignificant.

The second test was done in the seventh week, the students from the
experimental group scored on average 2.58 % better than the students from
the control group. Specifically, in the multiple-choice cloze task 3.4 % more
than in the control group, in the gapped sentences task the experimental gro-
up scored 1.6 % more than the control group and in the key word transfor-
mations they scored 2.1 %.

The third test was done at the end of the course. On average, students
from the experimental group did better by 2.63 %, or, in the tasks such as
multiple-choice cloze task they scored 3.2 % more than in the control group,
in the gapped sentences task the experimental group scored 1.9 % more than
the control group, and in the key word transformations they scored 2.8 %
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more than the control group. In all three tests, there was no significant dif-
ference in the results the students from both groups scored in reading com-
prehension and listening tasks.

The tests contained the types of exercises that were done in the class,
such as open cloze, multiple choice, multiple matching, word formation, rea-
ding comprehension, key word transformations, and similar. All the students
were tested under the same conditions.

Results

Using humor as a means in language teaching has manifold consequences.
In this study it was beneficial to making the learning material more interest-
ing, especially in cases where such material focuses on revision, since for
students revising usually means doing some routine and mindless work.
When given in the form of jokes, all the structures that had to be repeated
sounded more interesting and meaningful. Students enjoyed puns and jokes
based on wordplay and jokes that were based on cultural models prevailing
in the English speaking countries, since they showed them what the native
speakers laugh at. Furthermore, humor helped creating an environment in
which everyone was more relaxed. The teacher increased rapport with the
students, and it is well known that the whole learning process depends to a
large extent on the effectiveness of the teacher in establishing a particular
relationship with students. By creating an atmosphere that was more like
real than artificial, the teacher had less difficulty in dealing with the stu-
dents’ willingness to take part in various activities. Besides, humorous dis-
course helped the teacher handle occasional fits of tiredness, and lack of mo-
tivation, which sometimes posed a serious problem in longer teaching sessi-
ons. Moreover, it was much easier to put the students at ease and make the
teacher more approachable.

All this had a considerable impact on group dynamics, creating a posi-
tive learning environment in the classroom and establishing better under-
standing between the teacher and the student. The teacher used many occa-
sions to make fun of herself, and as a result, students gradually lost their fear
of “saying something wrong” or being laughed at by the rest of the group.
Thus, students’ self esteem was built up and they were encouraged to speak
at longer individual intervals. According to teacher’s observations, the who-
le group was in total more cooperative than the control group and more will-
ing to share ideas and experiences.

Specifically, their attention span on average was rather longer than the at-
tention span of students from the control group, the lapses into disinterest oc-
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curred more rarely when compared to such occurrences in the control group.
Students were more absorbed in their tasks and more willing to take part in any
speaking activity, which was not the case in the control group where, apart
from a couple of students, most of the others had to be prompted by the tea-
cher to talk about a given topic. Apart from affecting students’ motivation to
work and participation in in-class activities in general, this overall supportive
and playful working atmosphere encouraged even the more introvert stu-
dents to prolong their individual time span of talking about a certain topic.

Using quantitative analysis, an attempt was made to measure the im-
pact humour had on students’ performance in the test, which was used to
assess their level of attainment. Basically, the tests contained tasks that fo-
cused on their ability to use a specific word in a given context or an appro-
priate grammatical structure and tasks that checked their reading and listen-
ing skills as well as comprehension.

Judging by the results given above, students from the experimental group
did better in general (by 2.58% in the second and 2.63% in the third test), in
particular in the tasks in which they had to retrieve specific vocabulary items-
/grammatical structures from their memory, as in multiple choice, gapped
sentences or key word transformations. Thus, applying humor to prompt stu-
dents’ attention and concentration, as well as using new words and phrases
in a humorous context affected their level of attainment. Obviously, this me-
thod had a significant impact on expanding students’ range of vocabulary and
the ability to retrieve the remembered items from their working memory.

No noticeable difference was found between the achievement of two
groups in the reading comprehension and listening task. In the first place,
these tasks are more complex in the sense that they require of the student to
activate both his/her general and specific knowledge and at the same time
they have to select, compare and summarize given information. Yet, since
both reading and listening tasks depend largely on the knowledge of vocabu-
lary and grammar, it would be insightful to undertake a follow-up study in
which students’ reading and listening skills are tested after the learnt mate-
rial has become part of their long-term memory.

Conclusions

Although this study should be repeated under stricter conditions and on a
larger scale, it is obvious that this approach aided retention of new material
and production of that material in the tests. When used as a tool, humor can
affect group dynamics, the relationship between the teacher and the students
and increase students’ motivation to be actively engaged in the activities in
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class. The use of humor in the classroom had a significant impact on the
overall atmosphere, which was much more relaxed, playful and creative, yet
at the same time quite serious when it comes to learning new material or
revising things that had been learnt.

Due to the fact that humor plays an important role in communication in
any language, it is clear that it cannot be avoided in foreign language teach-
ing. As a resource, it can help students obtain a different viewpoint and bet-
ter insight into the use of language and another culture. Moreover, it can
make students more sensitive towards understanding and appreciating a fo-
reign language in its full complexity. Furthermore, humor enables students
to have a better insight into the culture and different values native speakers
of English share, which is certainly of great significance for students at this
level. If students are confident enough with the level of attainment that they
have accomplished, playing with the language they are studying can boost
their self confidence related to using the language in everyday situations.

However, further research into this area should be undertaken in order
to develop specific techniques and methods that could be used in teaching as
well as measuring the effects humor has on this process.
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Huana [Tponanosuh Crankuh
VIIOTPEBA XYMOPA Y HACTABU EHI'JIECKOI" JESUKA
KAO CTPAHOI' HA BUILIMM HUBOMMA
Ancmpaxm

YmpaBo 300r cBOjUX OCOOEHOCTH, XyMOp C€ MOYK€ KOPHUCTHTH Yy HACTaBH CTPaHUX
je3MKa Ha BHMIIMM HUBOMMAa U Kao M3BOD 3a J0JaTHE MaTepujalie ¥ Kao HAuuH Jia ce
nobospiia pagHa atMochepa y yanoHunu. HapaBHO, 32 HacTaBy CTpaHOT je3UKa, Y
OBOM CIJIy4ajy EHIJIECKOT, TOce0HO je 3HauajaH XyMOp 3aCHOBaH Ha je3WKY, alld U
KYJITYypH Be3aHOj 3a je3WK Koju ce yuu. Jla OMCMO IpOBEpHIIM KOJUKH M KakKaB je
YTHIIa] XyMOpa Ha TpoIiec M3BOhema HacTaBe W YUMHAK CTyACHATa, Kajaa je ped o
HAYYeHOM TIPa/IMBY, CIIPOBEJIM CMO MCTPAKHBAGE Matbher 00uMa. Y UCTpaXuBamwy Cy
WCTIUTUBAHU CTYJCHTH JIpyre TOJUHE SHIJIECKOT je3WKa M KIbMKeBHOCTH Ha OJceKy
3a aHrMCTUKY, Puno3odcekor ¢akynrera y HoBom Cany. ExcriepumenTtanna rpyma
je Ha kypcy OO0jenMmbeHnX je3nYKUX BENITHHA OWiia M3JI0KEeHa MHOIITBY MpPUMEpPA
KOju Cy KOMHYHH, a KOjH Cy 3aCHOBAaHU Ha TOWTPaBamy Ca PazIMYUTHM HHUBOHMA
jesuka (TpamMaTHKOM, JIEKCUKOM, MopdoorujuoM, cuaTakcoMm). Ilopen Tora, Ha 4a-
COBHMMA je MOJICTUIaHa yoTpeda XyMopa 1 y Tpoliecy yuewa U IpeiaBama. Y mope-
hemy ¢ KOHTPOITHOM TPYIIOM, €KCIIEPUMEHTAIHA TpyTa je Mmoka3ajia 00Jbe pe3yaTare
Ha 33JalliMa MPpoBepe HaydeHOT rpagusa. OCHUM TOTa, CTYACHTH U3 €KCIIEpUMEHTAN-
He Tpyre Oy Cy 3HATHO PACIONIOKEHUJU W BUIIIE MOTHBUCAHM Ja YIECTBY]Y Y aK-
THBHOCTHMA Ha Yacy, MTO je y BEJIMKO] MEpH YTHUIIAJIO Ha OMIITY aTMochepy y yano-
HuM. Mako je moTpeOHO CIpOBECTH BHIIE NCTPaXKUBAMKA y OBOj 00JIACTH, MOKA3aJI0
Cce J1a je 3Ha4yajaH yTHIIa] KOjH XyMOp UMa Ha n3Bol)emhe HacTaBe €HIJIECKOT je3UKa.
Kwyune peuu: Xymop y HacTaBH, MOAyJYaBame EHIIECKOT je3MKa Kao CTPAHOT, Ha-
CTaBHU MaTEpHjalH.

Huana IIponanoBuu CtaHku4 .
HNCITIOJIbB3OBAHUE IOMOPA B OBYUEHUU AHTJIMMCKOMY S3BbIKY
KAK NTHOCTPAHHOMY HA ITPOJIBUHYTOM YPOBHE

Pestome

Bnaronapst cBouM crieru)uuecKuM O0COOEHHOCTSIM, IOMOP TPHUTO/IEH AJIsI UCIIOIb30-
BaHMS B 00YYEHHM WHOCTPAHHBIM S3bIKaM Ha MPOJBHHYTOM dTale, U KaKk UCTOYHUK
JIONOJTHUTENIFHBIX MaTepuaoB, ¥ Kak cloco0 IMOOMIPEHUs TPYI0BOH aTMochepsl B
knacce. Pasymeercs, B jene oOy4eHHss HHOCTPAHHBIM S3bIKaM, B HaIlIeM Cily4yae aH-
TIIMHCKOMY SI3BIKY, 0C000€ 3HaU€HHE UMEET FOMOP, OCHOBBIBAIOIINIICS Ha SI3BIKE U Ha
KyJIbTypE CTpaHbl U3y4aeMoro s3bIka. J[iis Toro, 4ToObl MPOBEPUTH, KaKMM 00pazoM
W HAaCKOJIBKO IOMOp BIHMSIET Ha IMPOLECC pean3alny OOyYeHHS W HA IMOCTHIKCHUS
CTYJICHTOB, MBI IIPOBEJM HEOOJIBIIOE HCCIIEOBAaHHE, B KOTOPOM NPHUHSIIN y4dacTHe
CTYAEHTBI BTOPOr0 Kypca aHIJIMHUCKOro s3bIKa U IUTepaTypsl OTAEICHUS aHTTIHCTH-
ku @urnocodekoro ¢axynsrera B HoBu-Cazne. JxcriepuMHeTalIbHOM IpyIine Ha Kyp-
ce OOBbEeIMHEHHBIX S3BIKOBBIX YMEHHI OBUIO MPEIOKEHO MHOXKECTBO NPHUMEPOB,
KOMUYECKHH 3(PPEKT KOTOPBIX co3maercsi Onaromaps UTpe ¢ PasHBIMH YPOBHSIMHU
s3bpIKa (TPAaMMAaTHKOM, JICKCHKOW, Mopdonorued, cuarakcucoM). Kpome Ttoro, Ha
3aHATUSAX MOOLIPSUIOCH MCIOJIb30BaHUE IOMOpa M B Tpolecce 0O0ydYeHus, U B caMo-
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crosiTenbHON padoTe. [1o cpaBHEHUIO ¢ KOHTPOJIBHON TPYIIIOH, SKCTIEpUMEHTATbHAS
rpymma no0mnach 0oee XOpOIIMX pe3yiIbTaTOB Ha 3aJaHUSAX, PACCUMTAHHBIX Ha
MPOBEPKY YCBOCHHOTO MaTepuana. CieayeT IMeTh B BUAY U (aKT, YTO CTYACHTHI U3
SKCIEPUMEHTAIBHON TPYIIBI OTINYANUCH OoJiee XOpOIINM HAacTpoeHHeM u Ooee
BBICOKOM MOTHBAIIMEH JJIs ydacTus B paboTe Ha 3aHATHAX, YTO B OOJBIION CTENEeHN
BIIMSUIO HA OOIIWH TICMXOJIOTHYECKHA KIMMaT B ayAUTOpHOH rpynme. VI XoTs HeoO-
XOJIUMO TIPOBECTH PSIJT UCCIICIOBAHMNA B JAHHOHN 00J1aCTH, MOKHO TIPUHTH K BBIBOILY,
YTO IOMOpP B 3HAYUTEIHLHOW Mepe BO3JeHCTBYeT Ha d()PEKTUBHOCTh OOyUCHHS aH-
TJIIUICKOMY SI3BIKY.

Knioueswvie cnosa: tomop B 00y4eHHH, 00ydICHNE aHTIHICKOMY SI3BIKY KaK MHOCTpa-
HOMY, y4eOHBIC MaTepHaIbI.



