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A bstract

The aim of this study is to investigate and compare teachers' and stu-
dents' perceptions of the pluricentricity of English and German, and its
role in language teaching in Hungary, and to explore the extent to
which teachers and students are open to pluricentricity in language
teaching. As part of a large-scale research project that consists of sev-
eral components, the questionnaire survey that the present paper dis-
cusses is based on a national sample of 484 participants, including 134
teachers and 112 learners of English, as well as 104 teachers and 134
learners of German. Two hypotheses are used as a point of departure,
namely (i) that learners are more open to different standards than
their teachers, and (ii) that dominant varieties predominate over non-
dominant ones. The statistical tests conducted confirm both hypothe-
ses with a number of significant results. Furthermore, English teachers
were found to be significantly more open than German teachers, but
still lagging behind their students in this regard. As this discrepancy
between teachers and students often causes conflicts that can under-
mine the success of the language learning process, this research pro-
vides a valuable message for many actors in the education system in
Hungary and beyond.

1 . Introduction

This study compares teachers' and students' perceptions of the pluricen-

tricity of English and German in the Hungarian public education system, based

on an empirical questionnaire. The focus is on teachers' and students' percep-

tions of, and openness towards, the pluricentricity of the language(s) they

teach or learn . Since the author of this paper also teaches both languages in

Hungarian public education, this study also represents an insider's perspective.
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1 .1 . Researchq uestion andhypotheses

The basic research question of the study is how open Hungarian language

teachers and language learners are to the pluricentricity of English and Ger-

man, and what role they attribute to it in language teaching. This question is

worth exploring in order to gain an insight into a segment of contemporary

Hungarian language teaching, that can have a major impact on language learn-

ers' views related to the languages they are learning, and, through this, on the

success of the language learning process itself.

Based on my own experience as a language teacher and language learner

in Hungary (i.e. from the internal perspective mentioned above), the present

study is based on the following two hypotheses:

1. Learners are more open to different standards than their teachers, and this

creates a discrepancy between the perceptions of learners and teachers,

which has a negative impact on the success of the language learning proc-

ess.

2. For both students and teachers, the predominance of the dominant varieties

over the non-dominant ones is typical.

1 .2 . Theoretical background

Many aspects of the language learning process are influenced when the

foreign language being learned is pluricentric. If one accepts that the way a

language is presented in the classroom should reflect the sociolinguistic real-

ity, it would be a serious mistake to ignore the differences between national

varieties that are present at all language levels (cf. e.g. Ammon and Hägi 2005

and Krumm, 2006 on German, and Marlina 2014 and Schneider 2011 on Eng-

lish).

Although English and German are both pluricentric languages, they dif-

fer in many respects in the nature of their pluricentricity (cf. Huber, 2021). The

most important difference is that while English has two dominant varieties

(American and British English), German has only one (Germany German). The

other standard varieties (such as Austrian and Swiss German, as well as Cana-

dian, Australian, New Zealand, Indian English, etc.) are considered by this

theoretical framework as non-dominant varieties (cf. Ammon 1995; Schneider

2011). Muhr (2012) summarises this as monodominance for German and co-

dominance for English – a distinction which, as we shall see, will have very im-

portant implications for the teaching of the two languages. As for the role of

pluricentricity in language teaching, the primacy of receptive skills (i.e. listen-
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ing and reading comprehension) in the representation of pluricentricity has to

be emphasized (cf. Muhr 1996b, Glauninger 2001), since the primary goal of

modern language teaching is to enable language learners to make themselves

understood in a wide variety of communicative situations with a wide variety

of communicative partners, rather than to produce some artificially con-

structed native speaker effect through productive language use. Muhr refers to

this as "the meaningful coexistence of norms" (1996b: 42). The same is also the

case for English, as Marlina (2014, 2018) argues that today's global media facili-

tates contact between varieties to such an extent that it is impossible to predict

which varieties a language learner will encounter in their lifetime – even with-

out necessarily having to visit the language area where the variety is spoken.

On this basis, in order to reflect the sociolinguistic reality as accurately

as possible in the foreign language classroom, a British-American codominance

is justified in the case of English. This can be progressively combined with

other, non-dominant standards in increasing proportions as the proficiency le-

vel rises. In the case of German, on the other hand, a monodominance of the

Germany German standard is realistic – within reasonable limits –, alongside

which the Austrian and Swiss national varieties can be introduced gradually,

also in line with the increase in the proficiency level (cf. Huber 2021).

It is also important to note that the differences between the different va-

rieties are present at all levels of the language – from pronunciation to vocabu-

lary and grammar, and pragmatics. Therefore, all of these should be reflected

in language teaching, and the representation of pluricentricity should not be

limited to vocabulary (cf. Muhr 1996a). This should be in focus primarily from

the intermediate level onwards, while for beginners, it is preferable to provide

a relatively neutral baseline, avoiding overload, and then gradually introducing

more and more pluricentric content (cf. Muhr 1996a, Christen and Knipf-

Komlósi 2002, Neuland 2011).

The present study provides an opportunity to compare actual teacher

and learner perceptions with the theoretical background outlined above, and

to draw conclusions from this comparison that may allow theory and practice

to come closer together. In my experience, this is very much needed in many

respects.

2 . M ethodol ogy

This study is part of a complex research project which, in addition to the

questionnaire component, also includes interviews with teachers and students,
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as well as curriculum and textbook analyses, as the aim of the project is to ana-

lyse the situation of pluricentricity in as many segments of English and German

language teaching in Hungary as possible. The present research examines the

results of a 19-item online questionnaire, investigating the perceptions of stu-

dents and teachers of English and/or German, and through that, their open-

ness to the pluricentricity of the language, based on a national sample of 484

students and teachers of English and/or German, with the participation of 134

teachers of English, 112 students of English, 104 teachers of German, and 134

students of German.

The data were collected using a combination of convenience sampling

and the snowball technique, i.e. using online and offline language teacher

groups, communities, mailing lists, and the author's own professional contacts

in the author's environment. Basically, Borg and Al-Busaidi's (2012) measure-

ment tool was used as a model, for the questionnaire used in this research.

However, as Borg and Al-Busaidi's (2012) original questionnaire did not meas-

ure perceptions of pluricentricity, but of learner autonomy, the original had to

be largely modified due to the different thematic focus. The structure and type

of questions, however, were derived from it. Data collection took place in

spring 2020, with the questionnaire modified from the pilot phase.

4. Learners should be able to comprehend {when listening to or reading) as many national

varieties as possible.

□ strongly disagree  

□ disagree 

□ agree 

□ strongly agree 

Figure 1: Example of the first section of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire originally consisted of 48 items, divided into four sec-

tions. Before the actual questions, a brief description was provided, explaining

the aim of the research and the meaning of key concepts like pluricentricity,

national varieties, etc. Then, the first section contained 23 statements on dif-

ferent aspects of the role of pluricentricity in language teaching, on which re-

spondents expressed their opinion on a four-point Likert scale, choosing from

the following options: "strongly disagree" / "disagree" / "agree" / "strongly

agree". Due to the four-tiered nature of the scale, respondents were not given

the option of expressing a completely neutral position, which was advanta-
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geous in this case, because it allowed them to identify whether they were more

positive or negative about the aspect of pluricentricity in question, while also

allowing them to distinguish between a fully convinced and a more uncertain

position (see Figure 1).

In the second phase, respondents were asked to rate the desirability and

feasibility of a particular statement related to pluricentricity in language

teaching, again using a four-point Likert scale, in relation to 13 statements.

However, this section has been entirely excluded from the present analysis,

due to the large number of incomplete responses.

Then, the third stage narrowed the scope of the survey down to the re-

spondents' own experiences as language teachers/learners. The first of the six

items in this stage was a multiple-choice item, in which respondents simply se-

lected the standard varieties they had encountered in their own language

teaching/learning experience, and they could also add any other variety to the

list, as demonstrated by Figure 2.

Section 3: Your Learners and Your Teaching
This section contains three multiple choice and three open ended questions about your
own teaching. These are an important part of the questionnaire and give you the opportu-
nity to comment more specifically on your work.

1a. Which national varieties are present in your own teaching? (Feel free to tick multiple
boxes.)
□ US English 
□  Canadian English 
□ British English  
□ Indian English 
□ Australian English  
□ Aslan Englishes 
□ African English» 
□ Caribbean Englishes 

Figure 2. The first multiple-choice item of the third section of the questionnaire.

This was followed by two Likert scale items, which were identical in func-

tion to the items in the first section, and were analysed together with them.

Furthermore, each item in this section was accompanied by an open-ended

question, allowing respondents to elaborate on their opinion of the question or

to provide specific details to illustrate their previous response, as can be seen

in Figure 3.
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2a. To what extent do you agree with the following statement? (Choose ONE answer):

In general,the students I teach have some knowledge about the different national varieties

of English.

□ Strongly disagree  

□ Disagree  

□ Agree  

□ Strongly agree 

2b. What makes you think so?

Figure 3. Example of the third section of the questionnaire.

Finally, the fourth section included demographic questions on back-

ground variables, such as the respondents' experience as language teach-

ers/learners, the type and level of their school, the type of municipality they

went to school in, their county, and any other foreign language(s)

taught/learned.

In addition to the exclusion of the second stage from the analysis of the

present study, a relatively more complex rearrangement was necessary in or-

der to prepare the statistical calculations. As already mentioned, the 23 items

of the first stage were analysed together with two items of the third stage,

which operate on the same principle, but in the end, six of the statements of

the resulting 25-item unit were excluded in order to increase the reliability va-

lue, leaving 19 final items in this unit and a Crombach’s a of 0.735. 

A factor analysis of the structure of the questionnaire led to the identifi-

cation of five well-defined factors. Based on the KMO index of 0.782 (appropri-

ate), the variables were suitable for factor analysis (cf. Gie Yong and Pearce

2013), the level of significance was considered good (p < 0.001), and Bartlett's

test yielded χ2=1950.607. The total explained variance for the five factors to-

gether is 53.396%, which is considered acceptable in the social sciences based

on Izquierdo et al. (2014).

Each factor is associated with statements that refer to the same aspect of

the role of pluricentricity in language teaching. Below is a breakdown of what

each factor focused on, and which items it included (using the original num-

bering of the questionnaire). As the wording of the specific items is sometimes

somewhat lengthy, and there are minor differences between the four versions

of the questionnaire due to the different languages and target groups, each

item is accompanied by a key phrase summarising the essence of the state-
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ment, rather than the full statements. In addition, the factor loading associated

with each item is shown in a separate column.

Factor 1: Expectations (explained variance: 21.615%) – This factor focuses on

what respondents think characterises language teaching that is open to pluri-

centricity. Specific details of the items are given in Table 1.

Item number Factor loading Key phrase (the essence of the statement)

3 0.800 pluricentricity in productive skills

4 0.698 pluricentricity in receptive skills

6 0.682 the pluricentricity of oral input

7 0.772 the pluricentricity of written input

10 0.473 free choice for students

14 0.510 the importance of the role of the teacher

Table 1. Items of factor 1.

Factor 2: Presence (explained variance: 10.518%) – Items in this factor relate to

the extent to which pluricentricity is present in different segments of language

teaching. Specific details of the items included are given in Table 2.

Item number Factor loading Key phrase (the essence of the statement)

1 0.520 pluricentricity at all ages

2 0.541 pluricentricity at all levels of language proficiency

2a 0.650 learners know about pluricentricity

3a 0.655 students are given the opportunity to find out

Table 2. Items of factor 2.

Factor 3: Interest and awareness (explained variance: 8.937%) – These state-

ments focus on the relationship between learners' language awareness, inte-

rest in learning the language, and openness to its pluricentricity. Specific de-

tails of the related items are given in Table 3.

Item number Factor loading Key phrase (the essence of the statement)

5 0.418 pluricentricity at all levels of language

15 0.416 pluricentricity with adults only

21 0.713 the importance of raising awareness

22 0.521 the importance of being aware

23 0.592 the role of cultural interest

Table 3. Items of factor 3.
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Factor 4: Mixing varieties (explained variance: 6.756%) – This factor relates to

respondents' attitudes towards the mixing of varieties in language learning.

Specific details of the items are given in Table 4.

Item number Factor loading Key phrase (the essence of the statement)

11 0.776 adhering to a variety

13 0.746 the teacher’s choice

Table 4. Items of factor 4.

Factor 5: Language proficiency level (explained variance: 5.570%) – This factor

examines the role of the language proficiency level of the learners in the in-

corporation of pluricentricity into language teaching. Specific details of the

related items are given in Table 5.

Item number Factor weight Key phrase (the essence of the statement)

8 0.762 harder with beginners

9 0.768 proficiency level does not matter

Table 5. Items of factor 5.

3 . Resu l ts

I conducted correlation analyses and t-tests, grouping the responses for

the five factors presented above according to the different background vari-

ables, which yielded a number of results with varying degrees of significance.

These are summarised in five points below.

4 .1 . Thepresenceofdifferent national v arieties in theteaching-l ear-
ning process

This section includes the answers to the first multiple-choice question in

the third part of the questionnaire – see Figure 2 for a reminder. By looking at

the mere percentages shown in Tables 6 and 7, one can draw important conclu-

sions about the different levels of representation of the different varieties,

which may prove useful for testing the second hypothesis formulated in the in-

troduction (As respondents were allowed to indicate more than one variety,

the percentages shown in the tables do not necessarily add up to 100. Varieties

for which all values were less than 5% are not included in the tables.).

The tables below show that the dominant varieties (American English,

British English, and Germany German) are hegemonic in the case of both lan-

guages, which supports the second hypothesis. Within the dominant category,
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we can also see that, in line with the principle of geographical vicinity (cf.

Muhr 1996a), British English is more predominant than American, although

this difference is significantly smaller than the difference between the domi-

nant and non-dominant varieties.

American British Australian Canadian Irish

Total (%) 78 95 16 10 2.7

Teachers (%) 85 98 21 11 5

Students (%) 71 92 11 9 0

Table 6. Presence of national varieties of English in the teaching-learning process.

German German Austrian German Swiss German

Total (%) 92 53 16

Teachers (%) 90 64 24

Students (%) 93 45 11

Table 7. Presence of national varieties of German in the teaching-learning process.

At first glance, it would seem that teachers and learners of English are

more open to pluricentricity than teachers and learners of German, as their

answers are not "dominated" by one dominant variety but by two, and thus in

their case a greater diversity of national varieties is present in the language

learning process. In reality, however, the picture is much more complex, since

this difference can be explained more by the different nature of the pluricen-

tricity of the two languages (cf. the mono-dominance vs. co-dominance distinc-

tion discussed earlier) than by the greater openness of English teachers and

learners. Moreover, as far as the presence of non-dominant varieties is con-

cerned, the situation is considerably more evenly balanced in German than in

English, since, while the most frequent non-dominant variety in English, Aus-

tralian English, is present in 16% of the cases, Austrian German, which occupies

the same position in the case of German, is present in 53%, which is a rather

striking difference. This can be logically explained by the fact that, in many re-

spects, the national variety of neighbouring Austria is more relevant for Hun-

gary than that of distant Australia – if only because of geographical proximity,

not to mention the shared historical past and cultural heritage (cf. Glauninger

2001).

Thus, it can be said that both languages have significant positive aspects

compared to the other, but the differences are more due to the different status

of the languages than to the different degree of openness of the respondents.
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What is certain, however, is that the predominance of the dominant varieties

over the non-dominant ones is absolutely clear, which means that the second

hypothesis is certainly supported by these data.

4 .2 Teachers andl earners

The results of a two-tailed t-test comparing teachers' and students' re-

sponses are presented in Table 8. These data allow us to test the first hypothe-

sis, i.e. that students are more open to pluricentricity than teachers.

Teachers (average) Students (average) t p

Factor 1 16.4370 20.5488 -18.276 p<0.001

Factor 2 10.8481 10.3943 2.372 p<0.05

Factor 3 15.9833 17.6210 -9.649 p<0.001

Factor 4 5.4664 5.2080 2.115 p<0.05

Factor 5 3.9170 3.6627 2.156 p<0.05

Total 52.5939 57.3824 -9.303 p<0.001

Table 8. Results of a two-sample t-test comparing teachers' and students' responses

An important basic assumption when interpreting the data in Table 8

(and all data from this point onwards) is that higher mean scores indicate a

higher degree of openness, which is a result of quantifying the Likert scale re-

sponses. In very simple terms, the higher the number in the table, the greater

the openness of the group's responses to pluricentricity for that factor.

Although all the results in Table 8 are significant, the rows highlighted in

grey are the most noteworthy, as they have the highest level of statistical sig-

nificance (p<0.001). To be more precise, these are the first and third factors,

which clearly have the greatest influence on the overall value too. Several im-

portant conclusions can be drawn from this.

Firstly, although not for all factors, the first hypothesis that students are

more open to pluricentricity than teachers, seems to be confirmed overall. Al-

though the opposite is true for the second, fourth, and fifth factors, the results

for these three factors are much less significant than the results for the first

and third factors that confirm the hypothesis, and the overall results also indi-

cate a higher degree of openness among students.

In terms of a thematic distribution, students' openness is much higher

than teachers' in relation to expectations of pluricentricity (Factor 1) and the

role of student interest and awareness (Factor 3), while the opposite is true for

perceptions of pluricentric presence (Factor 2), attitudes to the mixing of va-
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rieties (Factor 4), and the role of language proficiency (Factor 5). It is impor-

tant to note that the factors supporting the first hypothesis together account

for 30.552% of the explained variance, while the factors showing the opposite

result account for only 22.844%, which also tips the scales in favour of the for-

mer. When the English and German subsamples are examined separately, the

results are almost identical, so it can be said that there is no difference be-

tween the two languages in this respect.

4 .3 Teachers ofEngl ishandGerm an

There are, however, some cases where the results of the English and Ger-

man subsamples differ to a very significant extent, but only for teachers, so

only their data are included in Table 9, and within that, only those factors for

which the two-tailed t-test yielded a significant result.

English teachers
(average)

German teachers
(average)

t p

Factor 1 16.8433 15.9135 2.771 p<0.05

Factor 2 11.4809 10.0660 4.906 p<0.001

Total 53.6744 51.2000 3.066 p<0.05

Table 9. Results of a two-tailed t-test comparing the responses

of English and German teachers

All the significant data in the table above suggest that English teachers

are more open to pluricentricity than German teachers. Although there are

significant results for only two of the five factors, this is enough to make the

overall result significant. As for the theme of these factors (expectations of

pluricentricity and pluricentric presence), these are precisely the two most

general factors, while the other three represent more specific issues, which

further strengthens the validity of the above claim.

Again, the difference between the situations of the two languages seems

to arise from the aforementioned monodominant vs. codominant distinction,

since in English the inclusion of two dominant varieties already implies the in-

corporation of pluricentricity into the learning process, while in German this is

only possible by including (at least) one non-dominant variety. In addition,

global media exposure may also explain the greater openness of English teach-

ers (especially to American English), while the effect of the proximity of Aus-

tria seems to be less important here.
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4 .4 W om en andm en

Although not the main focus of the present research, it is worth consid-

ering the gender distribution in a quantitative study of this kind. As there is a

significant difference for only one of the five factors, it is not worth drawing

any firm conclusions, but it may be relevant to mention that for the first fac-

tor, men (N=145) were significantly more open to pluricentricity than women

(N=366; see Table 10).

Men (average) Women (average) t p

Factor 1 19.4077 18.2133 3.662 p<0.001

Table 10. Results of a two-tailed t-test comparing men's and women's responses

4 .5 Educational l ev el s andagegroups taught

The resu lts discu ssed in the n ext section com pare teachers'respon ses ac-

cordin gto the lev el(s) or age grou p(s) at w hich they teach:ju n ior section (years

1-4),sen ior section (years 5-8 ),secon dary (years 9-12),an d higher or adu lt edu ca-

tion .Sin ce the correlation an alysis did n ot yield sign ifican t resu lts,I chose the

procedu re of selectin gin div idu al age grou ps from the others on e b y on e, an d

com parin gtheir data w ith the rest of the total teacher su b sam ple,u sin ga tw o-

tailed t-test.Of these tw o-tailed t-tests,sign ifican t resu lts w ere fou n d for ju n ior

section (years 1-4), secon dary (years 9-12), an d higher or adu lt edu cation . A

su m m ary of these is show n in Tab les 11,12,an d 13,again lim itin gthe data to the

sign ifican t resu lts.

Teachers teaching at
junior section (avg.)

Teachers not teaching at
junior section (avg.)

t p

Factor 2 10.3390 11.0169 2.017 p<0.05

Factor 4 5.1803 5.5650 2.173 p<0.05

Table 11. Comparison of the results of teachers at junior section (years 1-4)
with the rest of the teacher subsample

Teachers teaching at
secondary level (avg.)

Teachers not teaching at
secondary level (avg.)

t p

Factor 3 16.1134 15.4222 -2.226 p<0.05

Table 12. Comparison of secondary school teachers’ results
with the rest of the teacher subsample
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Teachers teaching at higher
or adult education (avg.)

Teachers not teaching at
higher or adult education

(avg.)
t p

Factor 1 16.8309 15.9118 -2,732 p<0.05

Factor 2 11.1397 10.4554 -2,335 p<0.05

Factor 3 16.1985 15.6990 -2,034 p<0.05

Total 53.4000 51.5354 -2,371 p<0.05

Table 13. Comparison of the results for teachers in higher or
adult education with the rest of the teacher subsample

The data from the three tables above show, in particular, that while

there is significantly less openness to pluricentricity among teachers at junior

section than among those who do not teach at this level, the opposite is true

for secondary, higher and adult education: teachers at these levels are signifi-

cantly more open to pluricentricity than their colleagues who do not teach at

these levels.

And if we sketch all the levels, the following trend emerges:

(a) There is significantly less openness to pluricentricity among teachers at

junior section (years 1-4) compared to others, for two factors: pluricentric

presence and openness to mixing varieties (64 respondents have experi-

ence at this level, while 183 do not.).

(b) The senior section (years 5-8) shows no significant results at all (120 re-

spondents have experience at this level, while 127 do not.).

(c) At the secondary level, the reverse is true, with teachers at this level being

more open to pluricentricity than those who do not teach at this level, but

this difference is significant for only one factor: interest and awareness

(201 respondents belonged there, while 46 said they had no experience at

this level).

(d) Higher or adult education shows the exact opposite of the distribution at

junior section, with significant results for three factors (expectations,

presence, and interest/awareness) and in aggregate (again, respondents

with experience at this level were in the majority, with a 140:107 split).

This gradual trend is to be evaluated positively in the light of the litera-

ture, as it is in line with Muhr's (1996a) principle of beginner level neutrality,

which was discussed earlier. Even the two factors involved fit in well with this

principle, since, on the one hand, it is about a progressively greater and greater

prominence of pluricentric content, as the level of proficiency increases, and,

on the other hand, the fact that the mixing of different varieties would place
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an excessive burden on beginners (cf. Muhr 1996a; Christen and Knipf-Komlósi

2002; Neuland 2011).

Finally, it is also worth noting that, of all levels, higher or adult educa-

tion shows the most significant results, indicating a significantly higher degree

of openness to pluricentricity than in the case of the other levels. In addition to

the above-mentioned gradual trend, this can also be explained by the gradual

increase in students’ language awareness in parallel with their age (cf. Factor

3) and, in the case of colleagues in higher education, by the fact that they are

likely to have a closer relationship with teacher training institutions, which in

many cases recognise and even disseminate the theory of pluricentricity.

4 . C oncl usion

In summary, the statistical analyses seem to confirm both hypotheses, as

(i) the proportion of responses showing openness to pluricentricity tends to be

significantly higher for students than for teachers, and (ii) the predominance

of dominant varieties is clear for both subsamples.

It is important to note that students’ greater openness is not confirmed

for all factors, but overall, it significantly outweighs that of teachers. Further-

more, English teachers show a greater openness to pluricentricity than German

teachers, but this may be explained, at least in part, by the different nature of

pluricentricity that characterizes the two languages. Also worth mentioning is

the role of the educational levels, throughout which, a gradually increasing

openness to pluricentricity emerges, in line with the recommendations in the

literature in this regard.

As for the consequences of the above, in my experience, the discrepancy

between teachers and students very often causes conflicts that can greatly un-

dermine the success of the language learning process. This is supported by the

findings of the interview component directly related to the present research,

as well as by a number of literature sources cited above. This seems to be par-

ticularly true in the case of German, where there is a very strong need to rem-

edy the situation, i.e. to create opportunities for teachers in all segments of the

education system to reflect the diversity of national varieties in language

teaching. This is inconceivable without greater attention paid to this issue in

curricula, textbooks, teaching materials, teacher training, and in-service train-

ing courses. And this is precisely what makes this study relevant, as it sends a

particularly important message to the many actors in the education system, in-
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cluding practising teachers and teacher training institutions, as well as cur-

riculum and textbook developers.
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