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необходимо также владеть несколькими стратегиями чтения: чтение с 

полным и точным пониманием прочитанного текста; беглое чтение и 

нахождение конкретной информации; чтение текста с целью 

ознакомления с его содержанием; чтение текста с выделением в нём 

наиболее существенной информации и передачей её в форме реферата 

или аннотации (смысловое свёртывание текста). 
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The aim of this paper is to analyze the differences between monolingual 

and bilingual speakers in the process of acquiring the English passive in 

                                                           
1
 The paper is the result of research conducted within project no. 01600 funded by the Ministry of Education, 

Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia. 

РЕПОЗИТОРИЙ ГГ
У И

МЕНИ Ф
.С

КО
РИНЫ



83 

 

order to find out which group of informants has an advantage. This small-

scale research begins with a hypothesis that bilinguals will have better results 

due to the fact that they already speak two languages, which gives them an 

advantage over monolinguals. The research includes 60 informants from the 

University of Novi Sad, Serbia, who speak only Serbian, only Hungarian or 

both languages. They filled out a questionnaire and the data was analyzed 

quantitatively in order to compare the three groups of informants. 

Considering all the factors and results, it can be concluded that bilingual 

speakers do have a certain advantage over their monolingual peers, but this 

advantage is not significant so more testing should be done with 

a larger sample.  

 

This paper
2
 explores the differences that exist between monolingual 

and bilingual speakers and attempts to discover if these differences pose 

any advantage to bilingual speakers when learning a foreign language. In 

order to support the hypothesis that bilinguals hold an advantage in foreign 

language learning over monolinguals, a small-scale research study was 

conducted with the aim to investigate the acquisition of the English 

passive. The research included three groups of students answering 

questions related to the passive voice in English: one monolingual Serbian-

speaking group, one Hungarian-speaking group and one bilingual, Serbian-

Hungarian-speaking group, whereby all informants have been learning 

English as a foreign language for a while.  

Even though monolingualism is possible to find, it is rather difficult 

to maintain due to inevitable language contact. Moreover, if a person 

learns a language beyond puberty, he/she will be considered multilingual 

just as someone who has been acquiring two languages since birth, as 

suggested by Bhatia & Ritchie [1]. In other words, a monolingual speaker 

can become a multilingual speaker over time, which explains the rare cases 

of pure monolingualism. According to Appel & Muysken [2], Bhatia & 

Ritchie [1], Cenoz & Genesee [3] and Thomason [4], bilingualism, simply 

put, could be defined as the ability to know and use two languages 

proficiently. Bilingualism can appear in different forms, meaning that not 

all bilingual speakers became bilingual the same way. Some speakers do 

acquire two languages simultaneously as they grow up, but others first 

acquire one language and add another one during childhood, whereas there 

are also people who acquire/learn the second language as adults.  

In the first half of the 20
th

 century it was believed that bilingualism 

was a handicap and that acquiring two languages simultaneously is 

                                                           
2
 The author would like to thank Dejan Vicai, MA, for his selfless help in data collection and for his permission 

to use part of the data in this paper.  
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detrimental, especially for children, so languages would not be acquired 

properly. However, this attitude has changed over time and research has 

shown that it is the opposite case, i.e. that bilinguals develop slightly faster 

and have a slight advantage over monolinguals. For that reason this paper 

looks into the way bilinguals, in comparison with monolinguals, acquire 

one aspect of the foreign, or third, language, the passive voice in English.  

The passive voice is present and frequently used in English (Quirk et 

al. [5]; Huddleston & Pullum [6]), while in Serbian it does appear, but it is 

fundamentally not the same as in English (Piper [7]). On the other hand, 

the passive voice is less frequently used in Hungarian and, even if it is, the 

constructions include active sentences rather than passive ones. The 

biggest difference between the passive constructions lie in the different 

syntactic rules found in English, Serbian, and Hungarian (cf. Huddleston & 

Pullum [6] for English; Stanojčić & Popović [8] for Serbian; Lengyel [9] 

and Andrić [10] for Hungarian; Zvekić-Dušanović & Redli [11] for a 

comparative view of English, Serbian and Hungarian). One example of that 

is that the word order used in the English passive voice allows for the 

object of the active sentence to be denoted as the subject of the passive 

sentence, which is not necessarily the case in Serbian or Hungarian. 

The latter two languages use reflexive verbs more frequently instead of the 

passive voice, which is why their speakers can understand what the passive 

voice is, but do not always use it.  

The initial hypothesis in this research was that bilingual learners of 

English understand and learn the passive voice at higher rates in 

comparison to monolingual speakers of Serbian and Hungarian. The 

premise that previously learnt languages positively influence the learning 

of the passive voice in English is also taken into account. The aim is to try 

and explore significant differences which can have a major impact on 

language learning, as well as to explore how bilingualism influences and 

possibly helps speakers learn a foreign language more efficiently. 

The questionnaire used as an instrument of data collection is based on 

Szabo [12] and it was administered to 60 students aged 19–21 

(20 Hungarian speakers, 20 Serbian speakers and 20 Hungarian-Serbian 

bilingual speakers; 53% males and 47% females) who study at the 

University of Novi Sad, Serbia. Due to the multilingual nature of the 

region in which the research took place and the fact that there are parts of 

Vojvodina where Hungarian is the only language spoken, but speakers still 

do have some contact with Serbian, at least in school, the Hungarian 

monolingual group was taken into account with some reserve.  

The questionnaire consisted of four different parts measuring the 

informants’ knowledge and competence in the use of the passive voice in 
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English. Each part consisted of ten questions, but there were differences 

among types of tasks. The questionnaire was designed to measure not only 

the productive competence of the informants, but also how much they 

actually understood and to what extent they could use the passive voice.  

Section A (Diagram 1) was designed to measure whether the 

informants understood the difference between the active and passive voice 

by deciding whether ten sentences were in the active or passive voice. 

Diagram 1 below indicates that the bilingual group achieved the highest 

score (84%), followed by the Serbian group (60%) and the Hungarian 

group (58%).  
 

 
 

Section B (Diagram 2) consisted of a gap-filling exercise in which 

the informants had to form the passive voice with the verbs given in 

brackets. It can be seen in Diagram 2 below that again the bilingual group 

scored the highest (56%), closely followed by the Serbian group (51%) and 

with the Hungarian group scoring the lowest (45%).  
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Section C (Diagram 3) required the informants to rewrite active 

sentences as passive. As this task was more demanding, the overall scores 

were lower, but again the bilingual group had the highest score (53%), 

followed by the Serbian group (43%) and the Hungarian group again 

scoring the lowest (37%).  
 

 
 

In section D (Diagram 4) the informants had a multiple-choice task 

to choose the correct transformation of an active sentence into the passive 

voice. Like in the previous three tasks, the bilingual group performed the 

best (51%), closely followed by the Serbian (49%) and the Hungarian 

group (45%), but this time the differences were not that great.  
 

 
 

As can be seen from the data presented in all four diagrams, the 

bilingual students did better to some degree, but not by a large margin and 

it cannot be concluded with absolute certainty that a bilingual speaker will 

always perform better than a monolingual speaker. Some tasks seemed to 
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be equally hard for both the monolingual and bilingual students, for 

example Section 2 and Section 4. This small-scale research study has 

shown that knowing a second language, in this case Serbian, can 

compensate to some degree the lack of passive in the Hungarian language 

and vice versa, which means that the bilinguals were at an advantage over 

monolingual students, who relied on the knowledge of only one language. 

While some aspects of the research indicate that there is an advantage for 

bilinguals, it is not absolutely conclusive and thus needs further exploring 

and testing. One of the factors that needs to be looked further into is the 

individual’s potential to learn a language manifested in a whole range of 

individual differences (multiple intelligences, learning aptitude, styles, 

strategies etc.). Another factor could be the surrounding culture and the 

status of various native and foreign languages within it, whereby English, 

for example, is very popular and widespread.  

In conclusion, the research shows that there is a possibility that 

bilingual speakers could learn a foreign language with more success but 

further investigation and a more in-depth analysis with more informants of 

diverse profiles and levels of proficiency is necessary to conclusively 

prove that bilingualism definitely gives speakers the edge necessary to 

perform better than their monolingual peers regarding functional 

knowledge. Furthermore, socio-economic and cultural factors should also 

be taken more into consideration as, in some cases, they can be more 

influential than expected.  

 

References 
 

1. Bhatia, Tej K. The Handbook of Bilingualism and 

Multilingualism / Tej K. Bhatia and William C. Ritchie. – Oxford : Wiley 

Blackwell, 2012. – 964 p. 

2. Appel, Ren . Language Contact and Bilingualism / Ren  Appel, 

Pieter Muysken. – Amsterdam : Amsterdam Academic Archive,                  

2005. – 215 p. 

3. Cenoz, Jasone Beyond Bilingualism: Multilingualism and 

Multilingual Education / Jasone Cenoz, Fred Genesee. – Clevedon : 

Multilingual Matters, 1998. – 288 p. 

4. Thomason, Sarah G. Language Contact / Sarah G. Thomason. – 

Edinburgh : Edinburgh University Press, 2001. – 310 p. 

5. Quirk, Randolph. A Comprehensive Grammar of the English 

Language / Randolph Quirk et. al. – London, New York : Longman, 

1985. – 1779 p. 

РЕПОЗИТОРИЙ ГГ
У И

МЕНИ Ф
.С

КО
РИНЫ



88 

 

6. Huddleston, Rodney. The Cambridge Grammar of the English 

Language / Rodney Huddleston, Geoffrey K. Pullum. – Cambridge : 

Cambridge University Press, 2002. – 1860 p. 

7. Пипер, Предраг. Семантичке категорије у простој реченици: 

синтаксичка семантика / Предраг Пипер // Пипер, Предраг; Антонић, 

Ивана; Ружић, Владислава; Танасић, Срето; Поповић, Људмила; 

Тошовић, Бранко (у редакцији Милке Ивић). Синтакса савременога 

српског језика, Проста реченица. – Београд, Нови Сад : Институт за 

српски језик САНУ, Београдска књига, Матица српска, 2005. – С. 575-

982. 

8. Станојчић, Живојин. Граматика српскога језика, Уџбеник за I, 

II, III и IV разред средње школе / Живојин Станојчић, Љубомир 

Поповић. – Београд : Завод за уџбенике и наставна средства,                

2002. – 400 p. 

9. Lengyel, Klára. Az igenevek. In: Balogh, Judit et al. Magyar 

grammatika / Klára Lengyel. – Budapest: Nemzeti Tankönyvkiadó, 2000. – 

P. 223-245. 

10. Andrić, Edita. Leksikologija i morfologija mađarskog jezika / 

Edita Andrić. – Novi Sad: Filozofski fakultet u Novom Sadu, 2002. – 

197 p. 

11. Zvekić-Dušanović, Dušanka. Srpski i mađarski ekvivalenti 

engleskih pasivnih konstrukcija. Prilozi proučavanju jezika / Dušanka 

Zvekić-Dušanović, Jelena Redli. – 2019. – P. 121-147. 

12. Szabo, Agnes. Use of English passive constructions by bilingual 

and monolingual students in Yugoslavia / Agnes Szabo // Pinto, Maria da 

Gra a L Castro; Veloso, Jo o; Maia, Belinda. Psycholinguistics on the 

threshold of the year 2000: Proceedings of the 5th International Congress 

of the International Society of Applied Psycholinguistics. Porto: Faculdade 

de Letras da Universidade do Porto, 1999. – P. 591-594. 

 

 

УДК 37.091.33:811.111’243:004.9:316.77 
 

О. В. Северинец, О. А. Дегтярева 
(Гомельский государственный университет им. Ф. Скорины, Гомель) 

 

ОБУЧЕНИЕ ИНОСТРАННЫМ ЯЗЫКАМ 

С ИСПОЛЬЗОВАНИЕМ  

ИНФОРМАЦИОННО-КОММУНИКАЦИОННЫХ 

ТЕХНОЛОГИЙ 
 

РЕПОЗИТОРИЙ ГГ
У И

МЕНИ Ф
.С

КО
РИНЫ




