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This paper presents the findings of a researchgmtoonducted
among Hungarian university students studying atEhglish and
German departments at a university in Budapesh végard to their
beliefs about language learning and discussesdhalts in relation to
another study conducted in Hungary. The researstrument
employed in the present study is used a modifiethbiuan version of
Horwitz’'s BALLI (Beliefs About Language Learningéntory) to
gather data from the participants. Although numersimilar studies
have been conducted since the inventory was fitsighed, the
present study focuses on investigating not onlglgeeffect, but also
the differences in learners’ beliefs based on tteriget language in a
university setting. The reason for examining déferes caused by the
language learnt is that in the past several decatle€nglish
language has become the global lingua franca, w@igeman, which
had until recently enjoyed a strong regional sigrihce in Central
Europe, has lost a considerable amount of imporafdwus it has
become relevant to examine whether learners’ lselibbut language
learning are global or rather influenced by the gvianguage they
are studying. The researcher had established gralatomponents
that are connected to Horwitz’'s main themes and déh attitude
towards authentic materials, motivation, languagétade, language
difficulty and language learning approaches. Thessailts show a
number of significant differences based on thedalgnguage and
gender of respondents.
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The present paper reports on the results of a shatyexamined Hungarian
first-year university students’ beliefs about laage learning with the help
of an adapted version of a widely used questioenditorwitz's (1987)
Beliefs About Language Learning Inventory (BALLI)Although a
significant number of similar studies have beenriedrout in the past
(Mantle-Bromley, 1995; Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; McCarg1999; Horwitz,
1999; Mori, 1999; Sakui & Gaines, 1999; Yang, 199ang 1999; Siebert,
2003; Tercanlioglu, 2005; Nikitina & Furuoka, 200Bgrnat & Lloyd,
2007), the present study is unique in that rathen tiscussing the effect of
contexts on students’ beliefs about language Iegrrit examines the role
that target language and gender play in formingdhoeliefs. After a brief
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outline of previous studies on beliefs about lamgudearning and the
validation process of the adapted version of thentory, the researcher will
introduce and discuss the components establishidtind help of principal
component analysis, and the means of the scalesmeans of the principal
components will be analyzed to examine whetheristitally significant
differences can be detected with regard to respuadtarget language or
gender.

Literature review
Beliefs about language learning

Within the realm of second language acquisitionct®i and Lockhart
(1995:224) define beliefs as ,general assumptitias $tudents hold about
themselves as learners, about factors influencg@gning and about the
nature of language learning”. Cotterall (1999) mkmithat beliefs play a
decisive role in language learners’ successesyrésl and experiences.
Pintrich and De Groot (1990) argue, for examplat tearners who regard
their studies as important or interesting show éiglegrees of perseverance
in their work. Thus, knowledge of students’ beliafsout language learning
may provide teachers of languages with a betterenstanding of their
students’ ,expectations of, commitment to, sucdasand satisfaction with
their language classes” (Horwitz, 1988:283). Assult, knowledge of these
beliefs enables teachers to make more informedceboabout teaching
(Bernat & Gvozdenko, 2005) and adopt ,a more smes@pproach to the
organization of learning opportunities” (Cotterat999:494) in their
language lessons.

Previous BALLI based studies

In the past two decades Horwitz's (1987) BeliefodtbLanguage Learning
Inventory (BALLI) has been widely employed to intigate, among others,
the links between beliefs and gender (Siebert, 20@8canlioglu, 2005;
Bernat & Lloyd, 2007), proficiency (Mantle-Bromle$995), the impact of
culture on beliefs (Cortazzi & Jin, 1996; McCargE993; Horwitz, 1999), ,
the dimensions underlying language learners’ tel(igakui & Gaines, 1999)
and strategy use (Yang, 1999) in various settiigfe extensive research
conducted with the inventory shows that beliefsuatb@nguage learning are
context specific (Nikitina & Furuoka, 2006). Ried@008) also conducted a
smaller scale BALLI based study investigating thadidis of Hungarian
secondary students, and the effect of target laymy@and gender on their
language learning beliefs.

While Horwitz’s (1987) BALLI has been widely used the research of
learners’ language learning related beliefs sontkaasl (for example Kunz,
1996) have raised concerns relating to the validitg reliability of the
inventory as a research instrument. In this paperlack of multivariate
statistical validation and analysis of the reseaaor will be discussed. In
order to do this, one must observe the origins hif tnventory: the
instrument was based on the results of a brainstgrsession hosted by
Horwitz, involving 25 language teachers. The pgénts were asked to list
beliefs that learners often have concerning langueagrning. Later, based
on the suggestions of the participants, Horwitz gited a list of possible
language learning beliefs, and grouped them undaiows themes.
However, since Horwitz only used descriptive stiissto examine the
results of the inventory, the factors accordingvtich she collected items
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were not generated statistically from the itemsn(t£u1996), they cannot be
defined as factors in a statistical sense, aswerg not the actual results of
factor analysis. As a consequence, most subseggtedies using the
inventory examine the results of the single itedge to the fallibility of
individual items, research experts now argue thdtisitem scales should be
used thereby maximizing “the stable component thatitems share and
reduc[ing] the extraneous influences unique to thdividual items”
(Dérnyei, 2003:36). Based on this argument, thesgae study will not
examine the single items, but will analyze the dat was loaded onto
scales via principal component analysis.

The status of German and English in Hungarian gtuca

After the end of compulsory Russian language legrn grammar and
secondary schools in 1989, English and German bethenleading foreign
languages taught in Hungary (for details see Daor&y€sizér & Németh,
2006). Since the early 1990s, Hungary has alsorequed the steady rise
of English to the highest status in language edutdCsizér & Ddrnyei,
2005). This trend is not unique to Hungary. McKa9{3) also writes that as
English became the global lingua franca, languagbich had strong
regional significance have lost a considerable arthotiimportance, such as
German had with its proximity to Hungary. AccordittgCsizér (in press),
this can also be detected in the number of Hungasiecondary school
pupils choosing to study English rather than GernfiRirger (2008) found
that Hungarian secondary school aged learners wh&@ewere significantly
less motivated. Also, unlike their English learningunterparts, German
learners did not believe that their target languaggs important for
Hungarians. Given that the afore mentioned studyked with a smaller
sample that did not allow for principle componengtlgsis, the researcher
finds it relevant to examine whether learners hglabal beliefs about
language learning or if these beliefs are influeniog the language they are
studying.

Studies concerning the connection between belredsggander

With regard to the effect of gender on beliefs dbdanguage learning, past
studies have yielded very different results. Baemd Finnemann (1992)
found that the female participants of their studgrevmore motivated, more
open to authentic input and had a more positivieud#t to target language
speakers. Rieger (2008) also found that Hungagarafe secondary school
students were significantly more open to the usauttientic materials in the
target language than their male counterparts (e Rornyei & Csizér,

2005). Siebert's (2003) BALLIl-based study, examgninnternational

university students in the United States, showedifstant gender-related
differences. The author found males rated their tellow citizens’ abilities

more highly, and believed that a language couldebent in a shorter time
than female participants did. More male than fenséilglents also believed
that the learning of grammar was the most cru@at pf language learning,
and that practising with audio-visual material wagportant. Bernat and
Lloyd (2007) found only two statistically signifioc gender based
differences: as women were more likely to percamndtilingualism as very

intelligent than men were, and also enjoyed talkimgpatives less than did
their male counterparts. Contrary to the studiestioeed above, the results
of Tercanlioglu’'s (2005) BALLI study, set in Turkeshowed no statistically
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significant difference between male and female ordpnts. Since the role
of gender is context specific and the results ef/jjmus studies yielded such
a variety of different results, the effect of gendeems to be an area worth
examining in the Hungarian context. Also, througsing multiple-item
scales, the results are less likely to be subjeektraneous influences.

Method

This study set out to invesigate whether gendetaaget lagnuage has an
effect on learners beliefs about language learmisgthe researcher wanted
to restrict variables as much as possible to geaddrlanguage learnt, the
she paid close attention to the choice of partitipand as well as to the
adaptation of the original instrument to suit theungarian context.

Furthermore, a careful design and validation precgseceded the
implementation of the instrument to ensure its appacy for Hungarian

foreign language learners.

Participants

The participants in the study were 109 first-yeanguage majors at a
university in Budapest Hungary. The inventory wabnmistered to 55
German majors and 54 English majors and, who wieggagaking in first-
year academic writing skills courses at the uniterg\ll participants had
several years of experience learning the givendagg and had studied the
language they were majoring in, English or Gernfian9.8 years on average
(N= 108; std= 3.12). Apart from the language ofirttmeajors, respondents
had experience learning other foreign languagearljall (96.36% ;n=53)
of the German majors had studied English, whiler inadf (57.41%; n=31)
of the English majors had studied German, whiless\students reported to
have experience learning French (n= 18; 10.1%)nhiSpa(n=14; 7.9%),
Italian (N=10; 5.6%) or other foreign languagesd8=14%). The numbers
also show that more students studied English tharm@&n, as close to all
(98.2%, n=107) participants reported to have stliéirglish at one time in
their lives, while only 78.9% (n=86) claimed to kastudied German. This
finding corresponds to the claims made earlier eaming the popularity of
English over German in Hungarian education.

Altogether 61% (n= 67) of the participants had takpart in
extracurricular language lessons outside their @cl@nly 34.3% (n=37) of
respondents attended secondary school in Budapet, 63% (n=68) came
from secondary schools in the country and the neim@i2.8% (n=3) spent
their secondary school years outside Hungary. Batrale (n=86) and male
(n=23) students took part in the survey, and tlawerage age was 19.3
(N=109; std=1.57).

A number of different learners’ characteristicsctsias age, language
proficiency, setting, cultural background and instruction infloe beliefs
about language learning (Horwitz, 1999). Because #fiventory was
administered at a university level, certain factrsh previous instruction or
cultural background were impossible to control. ldeer, the vast majority
of respondents were close in age, as 97.3% (n=df0&) respondents were
between 18 and 22, and had recently been acceptde tsame university.
Based on the information provided by the teachérh® respondents, the
language proficiency of the respondents ranges tipper-intermediate to
advanced.
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Instrument
Questionnaire

The instrument used as a research tool in the presdedy is a modified
Hungarian version of Horwitz's (1987) inventory. eéltoriginal BALLI
consists of 34 items rated on a five-point Likexle ranging from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree”, and was designeasess language learners
opinions on a variety of issues connected to laggudearning. The
instrument is called an inventory and not a testabse it measures
participants’ opinions and attitudes towards vasiosecond language
learning beliefs rather than providing overall ssor Horwitz (1987)
distinguished five major areas that the inventoey sut to investigate:
foreign language aptitude; difficulty of languageardning; the nature of
language learning; and learning and communicatidrategies and
motivation. Along these lines, the author of thesant article added five
new items to the inventory that related to attittoMvards communicating
with non-native speakers and learning through uairntentic materials and
culture. These new items were intended to tapinfte/mation about issues
that have become increasingly relevant at predsmtause English is the
language of international communication, commuivigatvith non-native
speakers of the language is just as likely as camgation with native
speakers (ltems 22 and 39), this however also ignssthe importance or
place of teaching culture as a part of languageatdhn (Item 38). Also, due
to globalization and the spread of the Internegitali television services and
multilingual DVDs, students today have access tgelaamount and wide
variety of up-to-date authentic foreign languagdemal very easily (Items
36 and 37) which they can use both in and outdidé foreign language
classes.

Procedures of validation

As mentioned above, the original version of the BAhas been extensively
used over the past twenty years, thereby gainitigityathrough repeated
administration. Nevertheless, due to the modifto®iof the instrument for
the purposes of the project the validity of the niestrument had to be
ensured. This was done in the following way:

1. comparing two Hungarian translations of the invento

2. use of the think-aloud protocol with two Hungarieamguage

learners.
3. member-check (by a first-year language major atttieersity)

The instrument had previously been translated iagarian by Albert
(2004) and Piniel (unpublished). With the help dflangarian and English
language teacher, the more suitable translati@ach item was chosen from
on the two Hungarian versions of the instrumentspte the fact that
backward translation is the most common way of engueliability in such
cases, context sensitivity and appropriacy weregdeed as greater issues
by the researcher: It seemed more important tleatsitbe meaningful to
members of the target population rather than bpiagise translations of the
original inventory items.

The items that were chosen were further testeddimbility using the
think-aloud method with a Hungarian learner of Estgland a Hungarian
learner of German. The two think-aloud sessionsewa&rpplemented by
short follow-up interviews as advised by ElekesO@0in order to enhance
the reliability of the results. Communication wittre two informants was

105



RIEGER, B.: Gender and Target Language Effect on Beliefsp.. 101-114.

very fruitful. The informants provided advice on ndimg and made

comments concerning a number of the items. Bothefespondents felt the
same items were problematic or confusing. The thiokid sessions resulted
in a number of changes were made and new items adeled: an additional
question (Item 38) was written about everyday caltas both students
interpreted the original culture question (Itent@)e about the high culture
("Geothe” or “Shakespeare”) of the target countri®oth informants

claimed that they felt less anxiety when speakimthe target language with
non-native speakers than with native speakers,ecpently the original

item “I feel shy when | speak in English/German”swgubstituted by two

separate questions about communication with “I &gl when | speak in
English/German with native speakers” and “I feey shhen | speak in

English/German with other non-native speakers” saparate items about
wanting to have native and non-native speaker dgeritems about the
importance of practising with authentic materialerev added, as they
seemed relevant based on the literature (for exapton & Finnemann,
1992), and seemed to complement the theme of te@parnid communication
strategies well. The adapted questionnaire waschieoked by a member of
the target population of this study.

Administration of the instrument

Data was collected from participants during thestfsemester as language
majors in one of the two departments. The inventeag administered by
the researcher at the beginning of the regulathedaled Academic Skills
seminars. Prior to the administration of the questaire, the researcher
gave a short overview of the nature and aim ofréisearch project and also
promised anonymity to the participants.

Methods of Data Analysis

The Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SR$Son 13.0) was used to
analyze the data. Initially, the data underwenh@pal component analysis.
Principle component analysis is a statistical pdoce whereby a set of
variables are transformed into a smaller numbewariables. The new

variables, called principle components, accounafomuch of the variability

in the information as possible (Székelyi & Barn@02). This method of data
analysis was used order to test the existence eoffitte original themes

identified by Horwitz’s (1987). Once these prindipgomponents were

established, scales were set up and mean averagesalculated.

The researcher employed independent sample ttte§ited any statistically

significant differences in the responses to thestioenaire items that could
be linked to the gender or to the target langudgeadicipants. Apart from

principle component analysis and t-tests, SPSS &6 also used to
calculate Frequencies and descriptive statisticserwlanalyzing the

biographical data of the participants.

Results and Discussion
Defining latent dimensions

Principle component analysis was employed to deerdae number of
variables that need to be analyzed and therebgyctease the reliability of
the findings. A large number of the original itehad to be discarded during
the process. Table 1. shows Horwitz's (1987) divisdf the original items
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into her five themes under which one can find timamary of the results of
the principle component analysis, including thecelaf the items added by
the researcher. For reasons of clarity, the resdltee analysis will be will

be discussed under Horwitz’s (1987) themes below.

Author(s)
Horwitz Language Difficulty Nature of Learning and Motivation
(1987) Aptitude Langu_age Commum(_:atlon
Learning strategies
126101116 34152635 | 812172428 791314182123 20253032
1931345 29 27 33

Rieger Component 1| Component 2| Component 3 Component 4 Component 5
(2008) 163134 435 1217 24 29 2736 37 25 30 3339

Table 1. Summary of principal component analysssilte in the light of Horwitz's
(1988) themes

Note: Numbers indicate the statements in resedscbemn version of the instrument
Note: The numbers in bold refer to items designethb researcher

Foreign language aptitude

As a result of the principle component analysis tie items that were
originally included under the theme of foreign laage aptitude were
reduced to four. The paragraph below will discusthlihe eliminated and
the remaining items, and consider the possibleoreésr the loss of over
50% of the original items.

The four remaining items dealt with young learnie@ning languages
with greater ease than adults (ltem 1), Hungariams good at learning
languages (ltem 6), individuals’ speaking more tbae language as a sign
of intelligence (Item 31) and the notion that anyaran learn a foreign
language (Iltem 34). Six variables (Items 2; 5; 10; 16; 19) had to be
removed from the original group of items about dfslirelated to foreign
language aptitude. These items claimed that cemalividuals possessed
more language aptitude than others in general (Berbased respectively on
their mathematical proficiency (Item 11) and onitlgender (Item 19). The
remaining lost items probed whether the participdett they themselves
had language aptitude (Item 16) or believed thay thiould be able to speak
a given language well (Item 5). The established mmant (Component 1)
deals with the existence of language proficienay thie belief that while it is
possible for anyone to learn a foreign language,athility to master more
than one foreign language indicates intelligenceer@ll, it seems that the
items that loaded onto the first principle compdnerade more general
inquiries the items that did not.

Difficulty of language learning

Even a greater chuck of the original six itemselisunder the theme of
difficulty of language learning was lost after Canpnt 2 was established.
The only two items that did load onto the comporgsatlt with the difficulty
of the given foreign language respondents wereystigdltem 4) and stated
that reading and writing is easier than speaking l&siening in the given
target language (Item 35). Items claiming thataiartanguages are easier to
learn than others (Item 3), speaking is easier tiaterstanding (Item 26)
and others inquiring into the amount of time regj@s thought it takes to
learn a language well (Item 15) had to be omittechfthe component.
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The reason for the loss of so many items aftercjpie component
analysis can probably be attributed to the proktea is true throughout the
instrument, namely that the items that were oritjiHested under the given
themes (in the present case, difficulty of languagening) rather than being
variations on the same idea, deal with various re¢@dssues. Of course,
these items are not entirely separate: Horwitzigimal grouping is correct
in the sense that ‘difficult of language learniragin easily be used as an
umbrella term to list the six items. However, tmsthod of grouping does
not necessarily translate into the clustering tisaheeded for advanced
statistical analysis.

Nature of language learning

Four of the original six items loaded onto the dhiiomponent which was
established along the lines of the nature of lagguaarning theme. These
items, state that the target language can be basitlin a target language
speaking country (Item 12), the most important patearning a foreign is
learning the vocabulary (Item 17), learning thengmar (Item 24) and
learning how to translate from one’s mother tongne the target language
(Item 29). Only two of Horwitz's (1987) originaleims had to be discarded
after principle component analysis, namely, “foreignguage learning is
different from other school subjects” (Item 28) ant “important to know
about target culture to learn a language” (Item B)e to the fact that
participants are no longer in secondary school ptréicipants in this study
might have found the question irrelevant or confgsiThe latter item is the
only item in the original group that representsudtutal approach to the
nature of language learning, which may be the catige omission.

On the surface level, this theme might be seehasbst success, as the
majority of the original items were able to loadmithe same component.
However, at closer examination one can see that réselts of this
component carry little useful information to langaaeachers. Since most of
the loaded items state a different aspect of laggl@arning to be the “most
important”, all that can be concluded is that lsamgg learners have some
conceptions about how to approach learning a forkigguage. In practice,
this is not the kind of information that languagacdhers can make use of
when planning their lessons, which was one of tins @f the inventory.

Learning and communication strategies

The eight items listed by Horwitz's (1987) undee thheme of learning and
communication strategies theme were supplementeldrbg items designed
by the researcher, enquiring into shyness feltdspondents when talking to
non-native speakers of the target language (ltejra@d the importance of
practicing the target language with authentic awudial (ltem 36) and
authentic written material (Item 37). The resultsh@ principal component
analysis showed that only one of the original it€itesn 27) connected with
the importance of using audio materials for langupgactice loaded onto
the fourth component, while two of the new item8 &hd 37) were included
in this component by the statistical proceduregotal, nine items had to be
omitted. Among others, these variables asked relpua about the
perceived importance of correct pronunciation (Ifmnot speaking in the
foreign language until one can express oneseliectyr (Item 9), enjoying
practicing via speaking to native target languaugakers (Item 13), shyness
experienced when talking with native or non-nattgeakers (Item 21 and
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27) of a given language. Two further items inquiretb respondents’
sensitivity towards making mistakes (Iltems 14 aBd 2

The cause for the loss of such a great number ridhlas is similar to
that of component 2: the original items collecteder the theme of learning
and communication strategies do not make enquigkging to the same
matters. Indeed, at closer inspection three sepassues emerge: the
importance of practising with authentic materiadensitivity to imperfect
language use and contact with native speakers. twalthough these are
all important and relevant topics for research, elbugh items deal with
each issue. Unfortunately, the results of the jwlaccomponent analysis
could only establish a component for one of thesgics, namely, the
importance of practising with authentic materials.

Motivation and expectations

Three of the original items and one new item loaole® the last component
dealt with in this paper. The new item asked redpats to report on their
hopes of making friends with non-native target lsame speakers. The
established motivation component included varialdesling with both
integrative and instrumental motivation (Dornye®90; Kormos & Csizér,
2008). These items asked respondents about thelrewito make native
(Item 33) and non-native speaker friends (Iltem 89)earn the language in
order to get to know members of the target culteter (Item 25) and a
statement that learning the target language worddigle them with a better
position in the job market (Item 30).

Only two of the original items, Items 20 (“Peopie Hungary think
learning English/German is important”) and 35 (“ant to learn to speak
English/German well.”) did not load onto the fittbmponent. The former is
more general than the other items relating to ratitm, while the latter
about speaking the given target language well neagden as irrelevant to
respondents as, having been accepted to languaggapmimes at the
university, they may feel that they already spdad flanguages they are
majoring in well. Nonetheless, despite the lossheke two items, a higher
percentage of the original items loaded onto tfte fomponent than the
majority of the previously discussed components.

Comparison of the scales

Due to the fact that the five principle componesssablished have partly
changed their focus compared to the original fhentes, the researcher has
renamed them. Table 2 provides a summary of thdtseS he numbers in
the first row indicate the number of the compongtitese numbers are
followed by the new name of the components in betck

Table 2. The means of established components

Components Means Standard Deviation
Importance of practice with authentic 412 0.51
materials (Component 4)

Motivation (Component 5) 3.79 0.59
Approaches (Component 3) 3.34 0.54
Language Aptitude (Component 1) 3.33 0.52
Difficulty (Component 2) 3.04 0.74
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As it can be seen from Table 2, Component 4 (Ingmme of practicing
with authentic materials) received the highest mmeaarage, 4.12, (N=109,
st.d. = 0.51) among the components. The mean avéralcates that the
participants in the survey believed that practishmgtarget language through
engagement with materials (audio, visual or writtércluding authentic
materials is a very important part of languagerigsy. This result echoes the
claims made in theoretical papers stating that eauitthh materials play a
crucial role in foreign language learning (Lee, 398ishan, 2004).
Component 5 had the second-highest mean as respenaleo indicated
high degrees of motivation. The mean average o Huale was 3.79
(N=109, st.d. = 0.59), shows that on the whole oedpnts reported that
they felt motivated. However, due to the fact tiabf the respondents were
language majors, high motivation was not completehexpected (see
similar results in Kormos & Csizér & Menyhart & Tk, 2008).

The means of Components 1 (language aptitude) af@pBroaches)
were very close. The mean of Component 3 was 3349, st.d.=0.52)
which suggests that respondents lean towards bedi¢ivat there are certain
approaches, such as focus on learning vocabulagranmar, that make
language learning successful. The average for Coemol (m= 3.33,
N=109, st.d.=0.54) implies that participants araengpen to the possibility
that language aptitude exists and agree that veviéyone is capable of
learning a foreign language, the ability to spedklemst two foreign
languages indicates intelligence.

Component two received the lowest average (m=3K4%, 109,
st.d.=0.74) among the components. This componeis &éth the perceived
difficulty of language learning and the relativeffidulty of mastering
reading and writing skills over speaking and ligtgnskills in a foreign
language. This result seems to imply that the @pents of the survey felt
that their target language is of medium difficuland that respondents not
notice a difference between the difficulties offeiént language skills.
However, this result will be re-examined in thddaling chapter.

Differences linked to gender and taget language

The researcher used independent sample t-testgdstigate differences that
could be linked to gender or target language. Tdmults of the t-tests
suggest that the both gender of the respondentdaagdt language have
effect some of the components, as a number ofstitatily significant
differences were found.

Gender effect

In connection to gender, the independent samptesttfound only one
statistically significant difference p€0.05) which was in relation to
Component 3. The statistical analysis showed that mean of male
respondents (n=23, m=3.09, st.d.=0.56) was sigmiflg lower than that of
female respondents (n=83, m=3.41, st.d.=0.52). &fbez, it seems that
female participants were more likely than their enpkers to believe that
some approaches were important in language lear(iag Table 4 for
summary).
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Table 3. Differences related to gender effect

Component Sub-group| Mean Stanard Deviation
Approaches (Component 3 Female 3.41 0.52
Male 3.09 0.56

These findings did not correspond with the findirgjsearlier studies
about the relationship between beliefs and ger@@antrary to the reports of
Bacon and Finnemann (1992) and Rieger (2008), dhelts of the present
research project do not indicate statistically gigant differences in the
attitudes of males and females in connection tetmag with authentic
materials (Component 1). Nor, was there any evidafcgender effect on
language learning motivation (Bacon & Finnemanr§2)9 The results also
failed to suggest significant gender based diffeesrregarding respondents
beliefs about language aptitude. The reason far thay be due to the
relatively small number of male respondents in ¢herent sample or the
questionable reliability of analyzing single iteros to a certain extent
attributed to the fact that gender roles are cellhound.

Target language effect

The independent sample t-tests found two statiitisagnificant differences
(p<0.05) that could be linked to the target languafgthe participants. These
differences were found in respondents’ beliefs abtarget language
difficulty and language learning approaches. (Tablsummarizes these
results.)

Table 4. Differences caused by target languageteffe

Component Sub-Groups Mean Standard Deviatjon
Difficulty (Component 2) English majors| 2.77 0.66
German majors| 3.31 0.71

Approaches (Component 3 English majorls  3.12 0.52

German majors| 3.57 0.47

In terms of Difficulty (Component 2), German majavere more likely
(n=55, m=3.31, st.d.= 0.71) to view their targetgaage and speaking or
listening in that language as difficult than Eniglimajors (n=54, m=2.77,
st.d.=0.66). This result echoes Rieger's (2008pystamong Hungarian
secondary school students, where upper-intermediatemers of German
also found their target language to be signifigambre difficult than their
English learning schoolmates. This significant efiénce between how
learners of German and English perceive the diffjcof the two languages
in general and in terms of given skills (readingiting, speaking and
listening) due to the popularity of the communieatianguage teaching
approach among English teachers, which is echoechdst EFL course
books, stresses the importance of speaking andnilig and learning
through communicating, this provides the learndr&mglish as a foreign
language with more opportunities to practice spepaland listening than
perhaps learners of German would have. Also, tkegurce of for example
noun inflections in the German language which iseab from Hungarian
and English grammar might also be accountable lher difference of
perceived difficulty to a certain degree.
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With regard to the independent t-test results ofm@anent 3
(Approaches), it seems that learners of Germangnet= 3.57, st.d.=0.47)
were more inclined to agree that certain approathdanguage learning
were useful, such as translation, learning the gramor memorizing the
vocabulary than learners of English were (n=54,3112, st.d.=0.52). In the
context of English and German language learnekduingary, these beliefs
may also suggest a more traditional attitude tguage education than the
communicative approach of learning by doing. Howeiteis important to
note that this component also included an item listated that one could
learn a language best in the target country. Ttkim iimplies that one can
learn a language best through communicating witimbezs of the target
culture. There might seem to be a discrepancy lestvilis statement and
the statement about the communicative teaching mdli€h language.
However, the researcher would suggest that whdenkr of English have
ample opportunity to practice the global linguanfra whenever they leave
Hungary, this type of practice is more or lessrigtsid to German-speaking
countries in the case of German.

Although due to the small sample size and the tdckultivariate scales,
Rieger’s (2008) earlier project was not as reliaddethe present study, the
researcher found a significant difference in thetivation of learners of
English and German in a secondary school settingh & great difference
could not be detected in the case of language mayano seem to all be
quite motivated, hence choosing the given langpaggrammes.

Conclusion and limitations

This research project investigated the beliefsensity language majors held
about language learning, and tested the possit#etedf gender and target
language on these beliefs. The outcome of the sindigated that both
gender and target language play a role in the kEgguearning beliefs of
first year German and English majors.

In the hopes of obtaining more reliable results, searcher employed
principle component analysis and established fiudtisitem scales, namely,
Language Aptitude, Difficulty, Approaches, Importanof practising with
authentic materials and Motivation. Each of thessdes corresponds to one
of Horwitz's (1987) themes, some more loosely tharers. Out of the five
components, the importance of practicing with aotice materials and
motivation received the highest means, which sugg#sit the participants
of the survey were motivated and felt authenticemals to be important in
language learning.

Results of the independent sample t-tests suggesteder related
differences in connection with the perceived imance of some language
learning approaches and techniques. Moreover,-thsts also showed that
target language had an effect on the importancendes attach to some
approaches towards language learning as well dswanlearners view the
difficulty of the foreign language they are studyin

Due to the size of the sample (N=109), more rete@scneeded to
investigate these issues. Further research cowdhier a larger sample of
university students, students majoring in otheglemges or non-language
majors, and given that beliefs may be influenceabg, other age-groups.
The researcher would like to encourage research sécondary school
learners to examine the differences in motivatibat tseemed to be very
much present at secondary school (Rieger, 2008)hhué a detrimental
effect on language learning.
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Also, as suggested above, the inventory needs tcedexamined and
revised so it can become a statistically more bldiaesearch instrument.
Despite having been able to establish five sepa@gonents, a great part
of the original BALLI items was lost in the procesmly 13 out of the 34
original items loaded onto the components. Thisornhately meant that
many relevant and interesting topics were discarded
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