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The subject-specific English course for Architects is part of the lan-
guage credit course system which has been developed at our Department in
recent vears. It builds on two kinds of core courses: General Technical En-
glish T and II and Communication Skills I and II These courses are aimed at
students in their first and second yvears, whereas the subject-specific courses
have been designed for students in their later years, who have completed
one of the two core courses.

Although a syllabus for this course for architects (similarly to other
subject-specific courses, designed for students of the other faculties) had
evisted - on paper - for several vears, it was the February semester of
1997 when the course really came into being, and was taught for the first
time. Our task was to fill the syllabus, which was really an administrative
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framework. with concrete topics, tasks and activities; to create a course that
would meet the special linguistic needs of our students - future architects.
One of the most important features of our project was that both dur-
ing the design process and piloting of the course we worked as a team. It
consisted of Helen Noble. our British Council ESP advisor. and shree teach-
ers from the English Depn‘rvnem all of us having quite a lot of experience
in teaching English as a foreign language. but just some general knowledge
about ESP course design and teaching ESP. Therefore the

of designing

an ESP course was a great challenge f or all of us. All team: members took

part in collecting the marterials and designing the tasks: I did the teaching
and Helen observed the classes.

As I have mentioned above, we wanted to desig vould

help our students in thelr future professional lives. b this alm in mind we
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main focus was on developing speaking skills. Oral communication skills are
very important to architecture students, because in real life too they have
to negotiate with a lot of different people: their clients, other professionals.

contractors and subcontractors (CAIRNS, 1997). In the next part of the
paper [ will describe three typical activities that show our emphasis on the

real-life oral communication tasks architects do.

The first example is a role-play we used in the unit o
er

Students take eit the role of the architect or of the cli
The 1'1.structlons say that i

produced as a result ¢

-
from the unit on
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ructions, but gave us background information, a lot of encouragement
t

and waited patlently until we

1 ook the initiative into our hands and came
up with our own ideas. This wayv we acquired much deeper knowledge abour
the design process and gained a lot of confidence. too.

The team work iisel ss: it included working
together as a design team and having Helen as an observer in class. Ar-
chitecture as a profession, the first unit, was prepared jointly by the team.
Each of us contributed to it, either by collecting the materials. or designing
some tasks. This common work, gulded by Helen. gave us more idea of the
methodology of course design. Later on, each member of the team took re-
sponsibility for one or two further units. We had to select the core material,
design the structure of the lesson and write the exercises. As the teacher,
I had to try out quite a lot of different tasks., some of them designed by
my colleagues. This was one of the advantages of team work: the variety
of tasks the course contains. It widened the range of our resources, too.
One of my colleagues was especially good at finding video materials. and
she brought other authentic materials - brochures, manuals, PhD students
project-work, too. A further advantage of this method is that in this way
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I have already mentioned that Helen ob<er\'ed most of the classes.

~

The aim of her observations was to find out how our materials worked, how
students reacted to them and how the group dynamics devel oped. For me it
was a very enriching experience, in that we were able to discuss each
right after it had finis

ecedback on everyt
that happened in class. as well as gaining ideas for possible adjustments to
the materials.

hed and I could get immediate {
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